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1. Introduction 

1.1.	 This consultation statement sets out the work involved in preparing the Hollands 

Farm Development Brief (Supplementary Planning Document) and how the Council 

has involved the community and various stakeholders in its preparation. 

1.2.	 In line with Regulation 12 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) 

(England) 2012 regulations and with Wycombe Revised Statement of Community 

Involvement (July 2018). This statement provides details of: 

a.	 the persons the local planning authority consulted when preparing the 

Development Brief; 

b.	 a summary of the main issues raised by those persons; and 

c.	 how those issues have been addressed in the Development Brief. 

1.3. After the consultation on the draft Development Brief, this consultation statement 

will be updated to reflect the feedback received and how this has been taken into 

account into the final version of Development Brief. The final consultation 

statement will be published alongside the Hollands Farm Development Brief (SPD) 

for adoption. 

2. Development Brief preparation and early stakeholder and community 

engagement 

2.1.	 In August 2019, the Wycombe District Local Plan (WDLP) was adopted. Policy BE2 

Hollands Farm sets out development requirements for the site. The Draft Hollands 

Farm Development Brief adds further detail to policy BE2 for how the site should 

be developed. Preparation of the WDLP including policy BE2 (Hollands Farm), 

involved extensive public consultation in its own right. 

2.2. For the Development Brief a liaison group was set up. This commenced at the start 

of the Development Brief process in August 2019. The aim of the liaison group has 

been to provide a forum for the discussion of issues relating to development at 

Hollands Farm. The liaison group has played a central role in providing local 

information and scrutinising the production of the Development Brief. 

2.3. The liaison group comprises representatives from: 

 Local Ward Members 

 Wooburn and Bourne End Parish Councillors 

 Hedsor Parish Meeting 

 Local residents 

 Wooburn and Bourne End Neighbourhood Planning Working Group 

2.4. The liaison group has met four times prior to the publication of the draft
 
Development Brief.
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2.5. The first liaison group meeting was held on the 7th October 2019. The purpose of 

this meeting was to scope out the key issues for the site. These can be summarised 

as follows: 

a. Road Infrastructure and Wider Connectivity: 

 Impact on traffic volumes congestion for surrounding roads and junctions 

 Safety and capacity issues at Ferry Lane/Hedsor Road junction and at 

Heavens Lea/ Hedsor Hill 

 Road safety due to speeding, parking on pavements/verges obstructing 

visibility for road users and pedestrians 

 Width of the proposed principal route through the site, capacity for a 

diverted bus route and location of bus stops 

 Connecting new roads into the site 

 Access onto Heavens Lea 

 Impact on existing footpaths and expanding the existing footpath and 

cycleway network
 

 Car parking provision
 

b. Services and Facilities: 

 Where to locate a new primary school 

 Community wishes for a local convenience shop and new health care 

facilities 

c. Environment and Landscape: 

 Separating the development from the Hawks Hill area;
 

 The need to protect visual aspects up the hillsides;
 

 Risk of more fluvial flooding as a result of building near the River Thames 


and River Wye; and 

 Surface water flooding at the southern end of the site, along Heavens Lea 

and Hedsor Road as a result of run-off from nearby higher ground. 

d. Heritage and Conservation: 

 Impact on the Hedsor and Riversdale Conservation Area and nearby listed 

buildings; and 

 Recognition that houses to the south of Hedsor Road are part of Hedsor 

Parish forming part of a different character area. 

e. Nature and Open Space: 

 Provision of appropriate open space and play facilities. 
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2.6. The scoping exercise as well as requirements set out in policy BE2 of the WDLP 

helped shape the vision for the site, objectives of the Development Brief, and the 

content of the Development Brief. 

2.7. Between October 2019 and March 2020 a series of meetings took place between 

Highways Development Management, local members and parish councillors for 

Wooburn and Bourne End Parish Council to discuss highway matters concerning 

access to the site and roads and junctions adjoining or nearby to the site. Meetings 

took place on the following dates: 

 18th October 2019 


 30th October 2019
 

 27th January 2020 


 17th February 2020
 

2.8. On the 5th March 2020, a second liaison group meeting was held to share the vision 

and objectives for the site. A series of options was also presented. These options 

considered routes for the link road and bus route, the location of the primary 

school, development principles for dealing with heritage and conservation issues 

and options for green spaces and buffers. The full options are available to view on 

the Hollands Farm website. 

2.9. Between March and October 2020 officers from Development Management, Urban 

Design, Landscape, Ecology, Heritage and Highways were involved in developing the 

options and understanding how the different issues could be addressed. 

2.10. During this time there was a slight delay in progressing the Development 

Brief due to a legal challenge to withdrawn the recently adopted Wycombe District 

Local Plan and specifically in relation to policy BE2 – Hollands Farm. In July 2020 the 

High Court dismissed the legal challenge, and in November the Court of Appeal 

θ͔͊ϡμ͊͆ ̮΢ ̮εεΛΉ̼̮φΉΩ΢ φΩ ̮εε̮͊Λ ̮ͼ̮Ή΢μφ φΆ͊ HΉͼΆ �Ωϡθφ͞μ ̼͆͊ΉμΉΩ΢΄ ΐΆ͊ Εϡ͆ͼΡ͊΢φ 
stated that the decision is final and cannot be reviewed or appealed. Following this 

judgement, progress on the draft Hollands Farm Development Brief commenced 

again. 

2.11.	 On the 21st October 2020, a third liaison group meeting was called, where the 

draft Development Brief was presented. 

a.	 The liaison group were also invited to make written comments following the 

meeting. A number of comments were made which the Council responded 

directly to. See Appendix A for full details. 

b.	 A large number of highway concerns remained. Many of the issues are details 

beyond the scope of the Development Brief and will be dealt with at the 

planning application stage through the Transport Assessment. 
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c.	 An issues log was set up at the start of the Development Brief process and was 

amended throughout the development of the draft brief. Appendix B sets out 

the final Issues Log for the draft Development Brief, summarised below: 

 Access from Princes Road and Hedsor Road and how to deal with the 

restricted road widths 

 Access from Millboard Road and how this can / should be integrated into 

the development 

 Junction improvements surrounding the site, including Cores End 

roundabout and Hedsor Road / Ferry Lane 

 Delivery of wider footpath/cycle links to the town centre/ train station and 

former orchard 

 Separation of new development and Hedsor Road Conservation Area 

 Location and type of green space and green buffers 

2.12.	 The fourth and final liaison group meeting was held on the 3rd November 

2020 to give an opportunity for liaison group members to discuss comments on the 

draft Development Brief, which had been presented a couple of weeks beforehand. 

2.13.	 All the liaison group meetings were well attended. The agendas, information 

packs and notes of the each of the liaison group meetings are available to view 

online using the following link to Wycombe District Council website: 

https://www.wycombe.gov.uk/pages/Planning-and-building-control/Major­

projects-and-reserve-sites/Hollands-Farm.aspx 

2.14.	 Issues within the scope of the Development Brief will be addressed following 

wider public consultation of the draft Development Brief. 

2.15.	 Section 3 below sets out in more detail who we consulted on the draft
 
proposals for the SPD and how we did this.
 

3. Who and how we consulted when preparing the draft Development Brief 

3.1. The following consultation methods were used: 

 Letters set to all adjoining and nearby dwellings (over 700 households) 

 Press Notice 

 Facebook 

 Twitter 

 Local members bulletin 

 Planning Bulletin 

 Online survey set ϡε Ω΢ ΆΦΩϡθ ΟΩΉ̼͊ �ϡ̼Θμ͞ 

 Hollands Farm webpage setting out background documents 

3.2. The following external consultees were contacted: 

	 Environment Agency 
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 Natural England 

 Heritage England 

 Little Marlow Lakes Country Park Partnership 

 Thames Water 

 Little Marlow Parish Council 

 Cookham Parish Council 

 Windsor and maidenhead Council 

 Keep Bourne End Green Community Action Group 

 Hollands Farm Liaison Group 

3.3. The following internal consultees were contacted: 

 Lead Local Flood Authority 

 Highways 

 Public Rights of Way Officer 

 Education 

 Green Infrastructure 

 Conservation and Heritage officer 

 Development Management 

4. Summary of the main issues raised by stakeholders during the preparation 

of the Development Brief and how those issues have been addressed 

4.1. This section will be completed once the consultation has been completed and a full 

suite of changes has been made. 

Table showing the main issues raised during the preparation of the Hollands 

Farm Development Brief and the Council’s response to these comments. 

a. Main issue b. Council response 

(i) 

(ii) 

(iii) 

(iv) 

(v) 

(vi) 

(vii) 

(viii) 

(ix) 
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Appendix A: Liaison Group Comments on the Draft Hollands Farm Development Brief (pre public consultation) 

Table A1: Wooburn & Bourne End Parish Council Comments 

Issue Buckinghamshire Council Response 

There are a number of issues which we appreciate are not the 
responsibility of the Developer and therefore are not an explicit 
condition of the Development Brief but we feel are critical to the 
success of the development. These are Highways issues that are in 
φΆ͊ Ά̮΢͆μ Ω͔ �ϡ̼ΘΉ΢ͼΆ̮ΡμΆΉθ͊ �Ωϡ΢̼ΉΛ͞μ HΉͼΆϭ̮ϳμ D͊ε̮θφΡ͊΢φ ̮΢͆ 
need to be addressed urgently. We feel there should be an agreed 
action plan around them before any planning application could be 
considered for the site. We have explained these issues where they 
arise and they are indicated in bold. We would like your assurance 
that these will be escalated as a matter of urgency in 
Buckinghamshire Council to ensure they are considered in parallel 
with the period of consultation on the Development Brief. 

The role of the Development Brief is to consider the impact of the site, 
existing issues cannot be directly addressed through the Development 
Brief, although it is helpful to be made aware of them which we now 
have in a detailed issues log. It will be for the planning application stage 
φΩ ̼Ω΢μΉ͆͊θ φΆ͊ μΉφ͊͞μ ΉΡε̮̼φ ϡεΩ΢ φΆ͊ ΉΡΡ͊͆Ή̮φ͊ ̮΢͆ μϡθθΩϡ΢͆Ή΢ͼ 
area. Anything that is not as a direct result of the development will need 
to be addressed through a separate process, e.g. this could be through a 
Neighbourhood Development Plan or your local Community Board. 

Ί̼͊Ω΢͆ ε̮θ̮ͼθ̮εΆ΄ ΃Λ̮͊μ͊ Ή΢μ͊θφ φΆ͊ ϭΩθ͆μ ͡ΠΩΩ̻ϡθ΢ ̮΢͆ �Ωϡθ΢͊ 
E΢͆ ΃̮θΉμΆ �Ωϡ΢̼ΉΛ͞μ͢ μΩ φΆ̮φ φΆ͊ μ̼͊Ω΢͆ μ͊΢φ͊΢̼͊ θ̮͊͆μ΃ 

To help inform this Development Brief, the Council set up a Local 
Liaison Group in August 2019. Representatives from the local area 
included local ward and district councillors and community 
θ͊εθ͊μ͊΢φ̮φΉϬ͊μ Ω͔ ΠΩΩ̻ϡθ΢ ̮΢͆ �Ωϡθ΢͊ E΢͆ ΃̮θΉμΆ �Ωϡ΢̼ΉΛ͞μ 
Neighbourhood Planning Group. 

Accept recommended changes. 

Third paragraph – we will have met four times before this goes for 
wider consultation. 

Update prior to public consultation to include 4th November meeting. 
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Issue Buckinghamshire Council Response 

2.1. Community Key Issues 

We believe the following key issues should also be included: 

2.1.1. Road Infrastructure and Wider Connectivity 

· road safety: speeding, parking on pavements/verges obstructing 
visibility and push chairs. These are common problems throughout 
the Parish and need to be designed out so that they are not 
problems in this development and should therefore be mentioned in 
the brief 

· Concern of residents to ensure no access from Heavens Lea at any 
time before, during or after the Development begins and ends. We 
feel this should be mentioned because at planning application stage 
there may be a request for temporary access from Heavens Lea and 
this might slip through. We have another example in the Parish 
where temporary access was granted and 13 years on it is still 
accessed. 

Accept recommended changes to be added to chapter. 

2.1.3 Environment and Landscape 

Please add: 

· Protect visual aspects up the hillsides 

Accept additional wording. 

Section 4.2 Settlement Character 

4΄2΄1 �Ω΢φ͊ϲφ΃ μ̼͊Ω΢͆ μ͊΢φ͊΢̼͊ ͆͊Λ͊φ͊ ͡Ρ̮θΘ͊φ φΩϭ΢͢ ̮μ φΆΉμ Ήμ 
incorrect. We are a collection of settlements – we have never been a 
market town. 

Apologies, market town is incorrect. Market town to be removed. Bourne 
End to be referred to as a large settlement as identified by the 
Settlement Hierarchy supporting the Local Plan allocation. 
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Issue Buckinghamshire Council Response 

Figures 4.2.4 to 4.2.7 – while we appreciate the photos show 
something of the character of Bourne End, they are very misleading 
as they show no traffic or any of the parking issues we feel are 
critical to resolving through good design. We attach some photos 
from our draft NDP which show these issues. We suggest the photos 
̼ϡθθ͊΢φΛϳ Ή΢ φΆ͊ ̻θΉ͔͊ ̮θ͊ ͆͊Λ͊φ͊͆ ̮μ φΆ͊ϳ ͆Ω΢͞φ θ̮͊ΛΛϳ ̮͆͆ ̮΢ϳφΆΉ΢ͼ Ωθ 
if they are to be included that examples of parking issues are also 
included to support some of the requests we make to include design 
and layout actions on parking and traffic flow. We attach such 
examples at the end of this letter. 

The purpose of the photos is to show the different character areas rather 
than the parking and congestion issues. Photos provided by the parish 
council will be included as an appendix to show this issue. 

Section 4.4 Access, Transport and Movement 

4.4.1. Vehicular – εΛ̮͊μ͊ ͆͊Λ͊φ͊ ̮͡΢͆ ̮φ Ḫ͊Ϭ͊΢μ ̮ͪ͊͢΄ ΐΆ͊ θΩ̮͆ Ρ̮ϳ 
border the site but it is not a potential access point having been 
ruled out by Highways Department already and is against both 
ḪϭΘμ HΉΛΛ ̮΢͆ H͊͆μΩθ ΆΩ̮͆ θ͊μΉ͆͊΢φμ͞ ϭΉμΆ͊μ΄ 

Whilst we understand your concerns this section is purely factual, i.e. 
what is existing. It is correct to say the site adjoins Hawks Hill here as the 
road abuts the site. Section 6 for the development framework makes it 
clear why this option for access is not suitable. 

Section 4.5 Green & Blue infrastructure 

Fourth paragraph (p32) references policy DM13 – this policy is 
missing from your list on page 9 and should therefore be added to 
the list of policies that apply. 

Agree, add DM13 to policies section. 

4.8. Services and Amenities 

We note Fig 4.8.2 shows the sewerage on the site. We are 
concerned that these sewers and those that they connect with have 
the capacity to deal with the additional dwellings. Policy DM38 is 
̼Λ̮͊θ φΆ̮φ D͊Ϭ͊ΛΩε͊θμ ̮θ͊ θ͊ηϡΉθ͊͆ φΩ ͆͊ΡΩ΢μφθ̮φ͊ ͡ΆΩϭ φΆ͊ϳ ϭΉΛΛ ̻͊ 

Thames Water were consulted on as part of the Local Plan examination, 
where the site and number of dwellings were made communicated to 
them. They responded at the publication stage where it was identified 
ΆThe water network capacity in this area is unlikely to be able to support 
the demand anticipated from this development. Strategic water supply 
infrastructure upgrades are likely to be required to ensure sufficient 
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Issue Buckinghamshire Council Response 

served by adequate infrastructure capacity in terms of water supply, capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. The developer is 
͔ΩϡΛ ͆θ̮Ή΢̮ͼ͊΄΄΄΄΄΄΄͢΄ Π͊ ϭΩϡΛ͆ ΛΉΘ͊ φΩ ϡ΢͆͊θμφ̮΢d what studies have encouraged to work Thames Water early on in the planning process to 
taken place to provide assurance on this matter particularly as understand what water infrastructure is required, where, when and how 
anecdotally during times of flooding eg 2014, sewage backed up in Ήφ ϭΉΛΛ ̻͊ ͆͊ΛΉϬ͊θ͊͆͞. 
some houses along the western side of Hedsor Road. There are It is for the developers to work with Thames Water to ensure sufficient 
questions on how many houses this sewer currently serves, what an capacity is provided. This level of information will inform the planning 
additional 467 dwellings represents as an increase and how that application stage and be required by planning condition. It is not 
might affect this sewer and the main sewer that it connects with. something we have details about at this stage. 

4.10 SWOT 

4.10.1 Strengths 

(4.8) states comprehensive range of essential retail, health and 
community facilities: 

ΐΆ͊ ͡Ά̮͊ΛφΆ͢ ͊Λ͊Ρ͊΢φ Ήμ ΢Ωφ ̮ μφθ͊΢ͼφΆ ̮΢͆ μΆΩϡΛ͆ ̻͊ ΛΉμφ͊͆ ϡ΢͆͊θ 
weaknesses. Health provision is not adequately served today in 
Bourne End with Orchard Surgery often closed one to two days a 
week and the Hawthornden and Pound merged surgeries having 
only part time doctors and having difficulty attracting new Doctors 
to the area. Some three years on the CCG still have not identified a 
site for a new medical facility. 

This point is recognising there are healthcare facilities, however we 
appreciate that these facilities are in need of modernisation and as such 
Ήφ Ήμ ͆Ή͔͔Ή̼ϡΛφ φΩ ̮φφθ̮̼φ G΃͞μ΁ Λ̮͊ϬΉ΢ͼ ̮ μΆΩθφ̮ͼe in service provision. A new 
healthcare facility to be added to the opportunity section. 

4.10.2 Opportunities 

(4.4.) Vehicle Access points: the wording is weak. Please replace with 
͡ ͰΉΛΛ̻Ω̮θ͆ ΆΩ̮͆ Ήμ ̮ εΩφ͊΢φΉ̮Λ Ρ̮ΕΩθ Ϭ͊ΆΉ̼ϡΛ̮θ ̮̼̼͊μμ εΩΉ΢φ΁ Ή΢ 
addition there are minor access points through Bridgestone Drive 
̮΢͆ Π͊μμ͊ϲ ΆΩ̮͆΄͢ 

If Millboard Road is delivered as part of the development, this should 
only be a secondary access point. This is because the introduction of an 
access to the site via Millboard Road may undermine or completely 
remove the advantages of having a north/south road through the site 
and encourage more traffic and consequent congestion through Bourne 
End. The modelling work carried out for the Local Plan allocation showed 
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Issue Buckinghamshire Council Response 

We feel strongly that this is critical to the success of the site and by taking traffic off of Cores End Road at Princes Road/Cores End 
Buckinghamshire Council must address the adoption of Millboard roundabout, congestion would be reduced through the town centre. If 
Road before any planning application can be considered. Millboard Road is used as an access point then traffic will need to 

continue along Cores End Road before turning off onto Millboard Road, 
therefore reducing the benefits of the link road. The three roads 
referred to here (Bridgestone Drive, Millboard Road and Wessex Road) 
would only be suitable for as secondary access points. 

4.10.3 Weaknesses 

(4.4) Constrained vehicular entrances to site both north and south. 
΃Λ̮͊μ͊ ̮͆͆ ̮͡΢͆ ̮ ̮͆΢ͼ͊θΩϡμ Εϡ΢̼φΉΩ΢ H͊͆μΩθ ΆΩ̮͆/F͊θθϳ ̮ͪ΢͊͢. 

Development Brief to include the need to mitigate the highway impacts, 
which will include road safety issues at the Hedsor Road/Ferry Lane 
junction. 

Fig 4.11.1 only shows junction design impact at Hedsor Road. The Figure 4.11.1 to be updated to include the wider Hedsor Road /Ferry 
junction at Hedsor Road /Ferry Lane is also critical to the success of Lane junction. 
this development. 

Again we feel the Hollands Farm exit onto Hedsor Road, the Hedsor 
Road/Ferry Lane junction needs to be addressed by 
Buckinghamshire Council as a priority to set out their expectations 
and possible options. 

4.10.4 Threats 

(4.3) Loss of perceived separation – there will be an actual loss of 
μ͊ε̮θ̮φΉΩ΢΄ ΃Λ̮͊μ͊ Ή΢μ͊θφ ̮̼͡φϡ̮Λ ̮΢͆ ε͊θ̼͊ΉϬ͊͆͢. 

For consistency the Development Brief takes the wording set out in the 
ͪΩ̼̮Λ ΃Λ̮΢ εΩΛΉ̼ϳ΄ �E2 1̼) ΆͰ̮Ή΢φ̮Ή΢ ̮ μ͊΢μ͊ Ω͔ μ͊ε̮θ̮φΉΩ΢ ̻͊φϭ͊͊΢ 
Harvest Hill ̮΢͆ φΆ͊ ΢͊ϭ ͆͊Ϭ͊ΛΩεΡ͊΢φ μΉφ͊͞΄ 

Parking: We are concerned that improper parking on roads, verges, 
pavements is a threat to traffic flow, obstruction, vehicle and 
pedestrian safety and should be included under threats. 

The Development Brief will be updated in the community issues section 
to acknowledge that surrounding the site this is an issue and therefore 
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Issue Buckinghamshire Council Response 

Please therefore insert new (4.10) improper parking on roads, 
verges, pavements is a threat to traffic flow, obstruction, vehicle and 
pedestrian safety. 

careful design and parking standards will need to make sure these issues 
͆Ω΢͞φ ̮θΉμ͊ ϭΉφΆΉ΢ φΆ͊ μΉφ͊΄ 

A SWOT question – should the Development Brief have a table 
mapping back where each SWOT element is addressed. 

It would be difficult to do this given the number of SWOT elements and 
also each element may be addressed in a several ways so this is likely to 
be difficult to link together. 

5.2 Development Objectives 

5.2.1. Objective 1 

̻) ͊Λμ͊ϭΆ͊θ͊ φΆ͊ φ͊θΡ ̮̼͡φϡ̮Λ ̮΢͆ ε͊θ̼͊ΉϬ͊͆͢ Ά̮μ ̻͊͊΢ ϡμ͊͆ ̮΢͆ ͔Ωθ 
consistency it would be appropriate for these words to replace 
͡εΆϳμΉ̼̮Λ ̮΢͆ ϬΉμϡ̮Λ͢. 

The aim of the objective here is to create a physical separation so that 
there is a perceived gap between the development and Hawks Hill/ 
Harvest Hill as in line with the policy wording. 

5.2.1 h) we note that you are following the table in DM16 but are 
interested to know how many residents are envisaged for the 467 
dwellings. 

We have applied 2.5 people as an average per household. This is based 
on the latest Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment 
evidence. 

5.2.5 Objective 5 

We think there should be an objective in respect of parking 
otherwise it will happen indiscriminately on roads, pavements and 
verges. Please insert a new paragraph: 

͔͡΄ E΢μϡθ͊ φΆ͊ Λ̮ϳΩϡφ ̮΢͆ Λ̮΢͆μ̼̮εΉ΢ͼ εθΩϬΉ͆͊ μϡ͔͔Ή̼Ή͊΢φ ̼Ω΢Ϭ͊΢Ή͊΢φ 
ε̮θΘΉ΢ͼ φΩ ͆͊φ͊θ ε̮θΘΉ΢ͼ Ω΢ ε̮Ϭ͊Ρ͊΢φμ ̮΢͆ Ϭ͊θͼ͊μ͢. 

Accept additional wording to objective 5. 

6.0 Development Framework To be amended to figure 4.1.4. 
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Issue Buckinghamshire Council Response 

Section 6.1.1, page 49 – reference made to Figure 4.1. but it does 
not exist although figures 4.1.1. to 4.1.4 do exist. 

6.2 Conservation and Heritage 

6.2.1 Cores End Roundabout. 

While Princes Road will be part of the roundabout it has width and 
parking issues and there should be a section in 6.2. dealing with 
Princes Road issues. 

Further detail in section 6.3 will be added to the Development Brief to 
clarify the road width issue, it will be for the planning application stage to 
determine how this will be best dealt with. 

6.2.3 Hedsor Road/Principal Route Junction Wording now identifies the design is dependent on a requisite junction 

Ί̼͊Ω΢͆ ε̮θ̮ͼθ̮εΆ ͡! ΐ-Εϡ΢̼φΉΩ΢ Ήμ εθ͔͊͊θ̮̻Λ͊΄΄΄΄͢ Π͊ ̼Ω΢μΉ͆͊θ φΆ̮φ analysis, a T-junction is preferable over a roundabout option as this is less 

road safety is the priority and should determine what is preferable. 
intrusive from a conversation area perspective. 

This junction is listed as a threat. In addition there is a lack of In respects to Hedsor Road/Ferry Lane junction the Development Brief 
guidance/expectation in respect of Hedsor Road/Ferry Lane junction requires mitigation improvements for this, it will be for the transport 
and traffic on Upper Hedsor Road. With increased traffic from the assessment and planning application stage to determine exactly what 
site turning left and right at a junction where vehicles are rarely this is (see section6.3.8). 
complying with 20mph speed limit will force people to take risks 
when exiting the development. 

While the Development Brief is not the place to solve the problem – 
this requires guidance from Highways Department on possible 
solutions to the road safety risks the issues should be properly 
identified by them and the best options including compulsory 
purchase of part of adjacent field. They should not be constrained in 
identifying options that would make a real difference to traffic flow 
not only now but for the future. 

Suggested wording to be included in the Development Brief. In terms of 
CPO of the adjacent field this is not an option as it is not a requirement of 
the site specific policy in the local plan as such there are no special 
circumstances that would justify development in the green belt. 
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Issue Buckinghamshire Council Response 

Π͊ ϭΩϡΛ͆ μϡͼͼ͊μφ ϳΩϡ θ͊εΛ̮̼͊ φΆ͊ ϭΩθ͆μ ϭΉφΆ΃ ͡ͷεφΉΩ΢μ ͔Ωθ φΆ͊ μΉφ͊ 
exit at Hedsor Road should be identified that assist traffic flow and 
ΡΉ΢ΉΡΉμ͊ φΆ͊ θΉμΘ Ω͔ ε͊͆͊μφθΉ̮΢ ̮΢͆ Ϭ͊ΆΉ̼ϡΛ̮θ ̮̼̼Ή͆͊΢φμ͢. 

We also consider that there should be words added in respect of the 
Hedsor Road/Ferry Lane junction which is currently a very dangerous 
junction with a recent fatality and frequent accidents. 

͡ΐθ̮͔͔Ή̼ Λ̮͊ϬΉ΢ͼ φΆ͊ μΉφ͊ φϡθ΢Ή΢ͼ θΉͼΆφ ϭΉΛΛ ηϡΉ̼ΘΛϳ θ̮̼͊Ά φΆ͊ H͊͆μΩθ 
Road/Ferry Lane junction which must be redesigned to assist traffic 
͔ΛΩϭ ̮΢͆ ΡΉ΢ΉΡΉμ͊ φΆ͊ θΉμΘ Ω͔ ε͊͆͊μφθΉ̮΢ ̮΢͆ Ϭ͊ΆΉ̼ϡΛ̮θ ̮̼̼Ή͆͊΢φμ͢. 

Development Brief to include the suggested wording. 

6.3 Access and Connectivity 

6.3.3 Cycling – φϳεΩ ͡(ϭΉφΆ ε͊͆͊μφθΉ̮΢μ nor vehicΛ͊μ)͢ μΆΩϡΛ͆ ̻͊ 
͡΢Ωφ͢? 

!Ρ͊΢͆ φΩ Ά΢Ωφ͞ 

6.3.5 Servicing - we are concerned to ensure the prevention of !͆͆ΉφΉΩ΢̮Λ ϭΩθ͆Ή΢ͼ ΢Ωϭ Ή΢̼Λϡ͆͊ Ή΢ μ̼͊φΉΩ΢ 6΄3΄7 Ά΃̮θΘΉ΢ͼ ͔Ωθ ΢͊ϭ 
bottlenecks arising from parking on roads, pavements, verges and residential areas should follow the Buckinghamshire Countywide Parking 
would like to see that as a design priority. It is only mentioned in 6.7 Guidance (2015) and ensure careful designed to discourage parking on 
as being discouraged along the principal route but it is a problem roads, pavements and verges which are ΢Ωφ Ή΢φ͊΢͆͊͆ ͔Ωθ φΆΉμ εϡθεΩμ͊΄͞ 
around the Parish in many of the side of streets. Note it is not for the development to solve existing problems in the 

Parish. 

6.3.7 Parking – only mentions parking will be discouraged along the This detail is set out in the Bucks Parking Guidance document. 
εθΉ΢̼Ήε̮Λ θΩϡφ͊΄ EϬ͊΢ φΆΩϡͼΆ Ήφ μ̮ϳμ ε̮θΘΉ΢ͼ μΆΩϡΛ͆ ͔ΩΛΛΩϭ ��͞μ Development Brief action to review whether anything specific for 
Parking Guidance I think it needs to set out a design expectation Hollands Farm needs to be identified. 
early on that the design will anticipate where parking might occur 
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Issue Buckinghamshire Council Response 

not only on the principal route but on other roads, pavements and 
verges and design in prevention measures. 

6.3.8 Off site junction improvements 

Please add Millboard Road. 

Include (subject to deliverability of Millboard Road). 

6.3.10 Off site contributions Millboard Road is not requirement and does not fit with the wider 

Please can you raise up through the Organization that Highways transport strategy for the site therefore the Council would not look to 

department should be made aware of the projected CIL funds that spend CIL monies on adopting Millboard Road. How CIL receipts are used 

will arise from the Development so that there is a discussion at the and prioritised across the Council are part of the wider capital 

highest level of how funds could be allocated for Highways programme, it is not just a highway matter. 

improvements which are necessary to make this development However the parish council will be entitled to 15% or 25% of the CIL 
successful. The development presents many opportunities to monies (depending if a NDP is adopted at the time planning permission is 
improve traffic flow around the site and to address safety issues received). This money could be used to help fund pedestrian/cycle access 
using CIL monies generated from the development. The Parish to Millboard Road. 
Council would like to be party to discussions on how the road system 
around the site can be improved. 

6.4. Green and Blue infrastructure 

6.4.2. Sets out the allocation of Open Space and the calculator. We 
are interested to know the number of residents that 467 dwellings is 
estimated to generate. 

See above, 2.5 persons per household. 

We note parking will be provided to serve the football and MUGA 
pitches. Please can you advise how much parking is envisaged and 
how it has been determined. 

Development Brief action point to clarify. Parking provision will need to 
adhere to the standards for a D2 Leisure use within Zone 2 set out in 
Bucks Parking Standards. 
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Issue Buckinghamshire Council Response 

Specifically, this would equate to the respective floor spaces of the 
MUGA and pitches and consequently require one parking space per 
26m2. 

While we understand the point about changing rooms we did not 
see anything about Toilet facilities – what is envisaged? The players 
may arrive dressed to play, but their vehicles are not equipped with 
toilet facilities. 

Development Brief action point to cl̮θΉ͔ϳ φΆΉμ Ήμ΢͞φ ̮ θ͊ηϡΉθ͊Ρ͊΢φ΄ 

6.7 Services and Amenities This point is too detailed for the Development Brief, this detail will be at 

6.7.3 Utilities –what are the risks for existing properties in the area. the planning application stage. Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems will 

Given the high groundwater and topography of whole Hedsor Road take into consideration where there are high ground water levels and 

area is any pumping capacity being considered? how these will be accommodated. 

7.2 Onsite Infrastructure When we reach this stage we will engage with the Parish Council to 

We note the point about adoption of strategic open space. We discuss it. Currently the management of the Strategic Open Space is to be 

would like to discuss what is involved as Wooburn and Bourne End determined – this will be at the planning application stage and covered in 

Parish Council may be willing to adopt subject to a case being made the S106 legal agreement. 

to the Council for approval. 

Further comments from WBE PC 

While, we do appreciate that the Development Brief has taken on 
board many of the critical points that have been raised in previous 
meetings, we do wish to re-iterate our concern that while the 
Developer is responsible for what happens in the development site, 
there will be significant road traffic and safety impacts in the road 
network bordering the site. We are particularly concerned that 

The policy requirement and preferred route for the link Road is Princes 
Road to Hedsor Road. This is what has been modelled for the Local Plan 
allocation. Millboard Road is not required for the site and therefore the 
Council will not CPO the road. However should the developers acquire 
the road, this could be used for a secondary road option and BC could 
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Issue Buckinghamshire Council Response 

Highways are hiding behind their policy to await a planning 
application before undertaking any work on what mitigations on the 
surrounding road system would be necessary for a site of this size 
(467 dwellings). 

We are all appalled that no-one has discussed the adoption of 
Millboard Road which in every conversation gets downgraded in 
importance and which we see as critical for the success of the 
development. 

adopt it, this would need to be brought up to standard at the cost of the 
developers. 

However if the developers do bring it forward as a secondary access 
road, it is heavily forewarned that the use of Millboard Road as part of 
the access strategy for the Hollands Farm development could actually 
prove to be detrimental to traffic flow within the centre of Bourne End 
based upon the modelling data commissioned by the council to support 
φΆ͊ μΉφ͊͞μ Ή΢̼ΛϡμΉΩ΢ ϭΉφΆΉ΢ φΆ͊ Πϳ̼ΩΡ̻͊ ͪΩ̼̮Λ ΃Λ̮΢΄  Ίε̼͊Ή͔Ή̼̮ΛΛϳ΁ φΆ͊ ϡμ͊ 
of a north/south Link Road through development mitigated the 
͆͊Ϭ͊ΛΩεΡ͊΢φ͞μ φθ̮͔͔Ή̼ ΉΡε̮̼φ ̮΢͆ ͼ͊΢͊θ̮Λ ̼Ω΢͆ΉφΉΩ΢μ ̻ϳ ̮͆͆θ͊μμΉ΢ͼ 
congestion outside the confines of the site. 

The development should generate some £3 to £4 million in CIL funds As identified above, the road is not requirement and does not fit with the 
and there are real problems to solve in access to and from the site in wider transport strategy for the site therefore the Council would not look 
Princess Road, Hedsor Road and Millboard Road and we feel strongly to spend CIL monies on adopting Millboard Road. How CIL receipts are 
that traffic movements and concepts in principle should be used and prioritised across the Council are part of the wider capital 
identified ahead of the receipt of a planning application so that it is programme, it is not just a highway matter. 
clear who will pay for what and this is set out in the Development However the parish council will be entitled to 15% or 25% of the CIL 
Brief, We urge your team to open a dialogue with Highways monies (depending if a NDP is adopted at the time planning permission is 
department to get them to act now and also within Buckinghamshire received). This money could be used to help fund pedestrian/cycle access 
Council on how the CIL funds generated by the development could to Millboard Road. 
be used by Highways to improve the road system around the site as 
part of the mitigations. 

Bucks website has not been updated to include all of the 
different meeting notes for Hollands Farm. Please kindly update 
asap. Thank you. 

This has now been updated. 

A11
 



 
 

    

        
        

       
       

    

     
      

     

      
      

          
      

     
  

       
       

 

        
 

       
    

      
   

  

        
        

       
      

    
   

  

  

Issue Buckinghamshire Council Response 

Photos in fig 4.2.4 to 4.2.7 are empty of traffic and provide a The purpose of the photos is to show the different character areas rather 
misleading impression of Bourne End. We have separately sent you a than the parking and congestion issues. Photos provided by the parish 
batch of emails which show the character of the area and council will be included as an appendix to show this issue. 
traffic. Please can you include some of these photos. I believe Cllr 
Appleyard may also send some photos. 

DB: Adoption of green spaces - the Parish Council is interested Should the developers choose to go down this route, we will engage with 
(subject to Council meeting approval) in taking responsibility for the you on this matter. This level of detail will be identified at the planning 
open spaces. However we do need to understand what this would application stage. 
entail particularly regarding sports pitches and what that would 
involve. Please can you provide information on this so that we can 
consider it. 

SA: Little Marlow Country Park does not envisage toilets. We suggest 
this be addressed. 

I presume you are referring to the Appropriate Assessment and not the 
Sustainability Appraisal. Toilets were considered at part of the mitigation 
strategy but the professional judgement of Aecom did not identify this as 
a necessary requirement. I will forward on your comments to Aecom for 
further consideration. 

SA: The Thames path is a potential pedestrian and cycle path to the 
Country Park and this should be included in the assessment 

This is inferred through Option K, providing a link to the recreation 
ground which then provides a route to Camden Place, linking to the 
Thames Path. This could be made clearer as also identified in the 
Appropriate Assessment. This comment will be forwarded onto Aecom 
for consideration. 
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Table A2: Hedsor Parish Meeting Comments
 

Issue Buckinghamshire Council Response 

1. Site location Parish boundaries have not been identified on any of the plans. 

It is concerning to note that there is no mention within the Development Brief to identifies that houses to the south of Hedsor Road 

Development Brief that the southern part of the site, i.e. Hedsor fall within Hedsor Road parish. The site is referred to within the Bourne 

Road, is a Parish boundary and none of the maps are marked up as End area as identified by the Settlement Hierarchy Report used to inform 

such. I would request that this is amended in the consultation the Local Plan. 

documents so that it is not misleading for those that do not know 
the area well and could assume the site directly affects those living 
in Wooburn and Bourne End Parish only. 

Further, on all maps, please can I question why the site itself is 
Ρ̮θΘ͊͆ ϡε Ά�Ωϡθ΢͊ ͊΢͆͞ ϭΆ͊΢ φΆ͊ ̼͊΢φθ͊ Ω͔ �Ωϡθ΢͊ E΢͆ ϬΉΛΛ̮ͼ͊΁ ϭΉφΆ 
all shopping amenities is over a mile away? The site is on the edge of 
a Parish boundary line and I believe it is misleading to not show this 
as such. 

Further, on all maps, please can I question why the site itself is 
Ρ̮θΘ͊͆ ϡε Ά�Ωϡθ΢͊ ͊΢͆͞ ϭΆ͊΢ φΆ͊ ̼͊΢φθ͊ Ω͔ �Ωϡθ΢͊ E΢͆ ϬΉΛΛ̮ͼ͊΁ ϭΉφΆ 
all shopping amenities is over a mile away? The site is on the edge of 
a Parish boundary line and I believe it is misleading to not show this 
as such. 

The site is referred to within the Bourne End area as identified by the 
Settlement Hierarchy Report used to inform the Local Plan. 

2. Environment and Landscape – separation of Parish boundary 

As part of the above, within 2.1.3. we would request there is proper 
recognition and acknowledgement of the interests of the Parish of 
Hedsor so that preservation of the integrity and distinctiveness of 
the Parish is preserved. 

The Development Brief ͆Ω͊μ΢͞φ με̼͊Ή͔Ή̼̮ΛΛϳ θ͔͊͊θ φΩ ε̮θΉμΆ ̻Ωϡ΢̮͆θΉ͊μ΁ 
however recognition that the houses south of Hedsor Road are within 
the Hedsor Hamlet (Tier 6 of the Settlement Hierarchy) can be made. 
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Issue Buckinghamshire Council Response 

As mentioned several times within the Liaison meetings held during 
2019 and 2020, we would request: 

suitable separation of the Parish awarded to the houses on the 
North side of Hedsor Road who, to all extent and purposes, have 
long felt part of the settlement known as Hedsor, due to their semi­
rural location on the Parish boundary. 

This point is addressed through buffer requirements, see section 6.2.2. 

�ϳ ΆμϡΉφ̮̻Λ͊ μ͊ε̮θ̮φΉΩ΢͞ ϭ͊ ϭΩϡΛ͆ θ͊ηϡ͊μφ landscaping or �ϡθθ͊΢φ ϭΩθ͆Ή΢ͼ ̮φ 6΄2΄2 Ή͆͊΢φΉ͔Ή͊μ΃ ΆΉ΢̼ΩθεΩθ̮φ͊ ̮ μϡ̻μφ̮΢φΉ̮Λ Λ̮΢͆μ̼̮ε͊ 
Άμϡ̻μφ̮΢φΉ̮Λ εΛ̮΢φ͊͆ ̻ϡ͔͔͊θ͞΁ Ω͔ ̮ μΉΡΉΛ̮θ ΢̮φϡθ͊ φΩ φΆ̮φ ̮ϭ̮θ͆͊͆ φΩ buffer by way of extended gardens to some existing houses and 
Hawks Hill and Harvest Hill. generouμ εΛΩφμ φΩ ΢͊ϭ ΆΩϡμ͊μ΅ ΡΉ΢ΉΡϡΡ ϭΉφΆ Ω͔ 20Ρ Ω͔ Λ̮΢͆μ̼̮ε͊ 

̻ϡ͔͔͊θ μΆΩϡΛ͆ ̻͊ εθΩϬΉ͆͊͆͞΄ ΐΆΉμ Ήμ ΡΩθ͊ με̼͊Ή͔Ή̼ φΆ̮΢ φΆ͊ θ͊ηϡΉθ͊Ρ͊΢ts 
for Hawks Hill/Harvest Hill. 

3. Landscape Character There are no longer any designated AALs in our area and the old policy 

4.1.1 states that there are no landscape designations apply to the that previously covered them in the 2004 local plan has been deleted 

site surroundings, however the area from Ferry Lane Into Hedsor 
from the new local plan and is replaced by policy DM32, which aims to 

Parish via Hedsor Hill and Hedsor park through to Wash Hill is ensure the special landscape characteristics of any site in the area are 

designated AAL (Area of Attractive Landscape). There are also properly considered. 

fields/islands within the Hedsor Wharf estate, less than 500m away 
from the South of the development, that have significant 
archaeological importance. 

4. Settlement Character 

4.2.1 Please note that Hedsor Road to the South is not an 'extension' 
to Bourne End. It is an old settlement closer to Hedsor Parish, with 
worker cottages that used to house the staff of Hedsor House and 
nearby Hedsor Wharf. It is still semi-rural in nature. Houses on the 

Development Brief to be amended to draw this distinction out. 
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Issue Buckinghamshire Council Response 

North side of the road are technically part of Wooburn and Bourne 
End Parish because the Parish boundary runs down the centre of 
Hedsor Road. However, the village character comes from being on 
the edge of two Parishes and the Southern side of the road is in 
Hedsor Parish. 

5. Visibility The Development Brief acknowledges these points of historic interests in 

4.1.5 does not consider vista's from historic St. Nicholas Church, GII chapter 4.3 Historic Context. Further work is needed to clarify whether 

listed Hedsor Park and National Trust property of Cliveden. Careful long distance views of these building are seen to and from the site. A site 

screening will be needed as there will be much additional night-time visit will be carried out to clarify this. 

lighting in the area because of the development. 

We believe views from the valley and towards the hills surrounding 
the Thames Valley should be open and unimpeded by new buildings 
and, where at all possible, the open landscape in the vicinity of the 
development site must be preserved even more strongly than 
before the development. 

6. Character Area – Hedsor Road 

4.2.6 please note that some of the Hedsor Road properties to the 
̮͊μφ͊θ΢ ͊΢͆ ͆Ω ΢Ωφ Εϡμφ Ά̮Ϭ͊ ΆϬ͊θϳ μΆΩθφ͞ θ̮͊θ ͼ̮θ͆͊΢μ΁ Ή΢ μΩΡ͊ ̼̮μ͊ 
they have no gardens at all, with kitchen and/or bathroom windows 
directly backing the development – please revise to avoid misleading 
anyone. 

Development Brief to be amended accordingly. 

7. Access to the site – vehicular and pedestrian 

4.4.1 there is no mention of the principal route to the site via 
CΩΩΘΆ̮Ρ �θΉ͆ͼ͊ φΩ φΆ͊ ΊΩϡφΆ Π͊μφ΁ φΩͼ͊φΆ͊θ ϭΉφΆ Ήφ͞μ ΛΉΡΉφ͊͆ 

Development Brief to include point about Cookham bridge to the south 
west. Traffic modelling would have considered traffic flows into the area. 
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Issue Buckinghamshire Council Response 

capacity and weight restriction. Traffic data has not yet been shared, 
but we expect traffic density from this direction will show it is 
μΉͼ΢Ή͔Ή̼̮΢φ ͊΢ΩϡͼΆ φΩ ̻͊ ΆΉͼΆΛΉͼΆφ͊͆ ̮μ ̮ ΆεθΉ΢̼Ήε̮Λ θΩϡφ͊͞, not just 
for access into, but also out of the development. 

4.4.1 there is no mention that Hedsor Road (to the South) and 
Harvest Hill/Hedsor Hill (to the East and South East) have weight 
restrictions of 7T 

Development Brief to include this. 

4΄4΄3 φΆ͊θ͊ Ήμ ΢Ω ΆεΩφ͊΢φΉ̮Λ φΩ ΛΉ΢Θ Ή΢φΩ φΆ͊ μΉφ͊͞ ͔θΩΡ HED/2/1 Paragraph 4.4.3 is referring to the existing PRoW within the site from 
Princes Road and Hedsor Road. See figure 4.4.1. 

8. Flooding 

4.7.2 there is no mention of the severe surface water flooding that 
occurs at the Southern end of the site, along Heavens Lea and 
Hedsor Road, as a result of run-off from up hill, despite this subject 
being raised numerous times at Liaison meetings. 

The Development Brief shows the latest published data. Surface water 
flood issues to be added to section 2.1 community identified issues. 

9. Noise, Vibration and Air Quality 

When referencing queuing vehicles in 4.9, Hedsor Road requires a 
special mention, as the road is often gridlocked during peak times 
during the week and also during the weekend. 

Development Brief to include congestion on Hedsor Road. 

The location of the site also deserves a special mention here, as the 
tranquility of the local area will be severely impacted by noise 
(certainly whilst it's being built, but also afterwards) due to its close 
vicinity to the River Thames and immediately neighbouring hill-side; 
sound carries on water and bounces back from the hills. 

The vicinity of the Thames to be noted in this section. 
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Issue Buckinghamshire Council Response 

10. Strengths (4.10.1) 

- 4.10.1 – incorrect. AAL designation of nearby Hedsor Parish needs 
to be considered. 

There are no longer any designated AALs in our area and the old policy 
that previously covered them in the 2004 local plan has been deleted 
from the new local plan and is replaced by policy DM32, which aims to 
ensure the special landscape characteristics of any site in the area are 
properly considered. 

- 4.10.4 – we cannot see how the vehicular connection to a single­
lane, often grid-locked Hedsor Road in the South can be listed as a 
strength?! 

The point being made here is that there is existing access which allows 
for a link road. 

4.10.7 – the majority of the site experiences substantial water run­
off from up-hill, where further development is planned. 

Clarify that it is fluvial flood zone 1Issue of surface water flooding to be 
included with chapter 2.1, community issues section. 

4.10.8 – the comprehensive range of essential retail facilities will be 
a considerable walk from the development and offer extremely 
limited car-parking facilities. 

The strength here is that they are nearby, some of them are within 
walking distance. 

11. Opportunities (4.10.2) 

- 4.4 – We understand there is no opportunity to connect to the 
public right of way to the South of Hedsor Road via the Garibaldi 
pub. 

A letter from the Garibaldi pub has now been received. Whilst we believe 
this is a missed opportunity for enhancing connectivity, the footpath link 
will be removed from the Development Brief framework. 

12. Weaknesses (4.10.3) 

- Please add the weakness of reduced separation between Hedsor 
Parish and Wooburn and Bourne End Parish. 

Development Brief to include. 
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Issue Buckinghamshire Council Response 

- Please add the weakness of the Hedsor Road junction. The 
developer is responsible for mitigating impact and if safety/capacity 
issues, however we understand it will be difficult to improve this 
junction without removing land opposite from green belt.. which we 
understand cannot take place until the next green belt review. 

Mitigation of this junction will be a requirement at the planning 
application stage. Safety/capacity issues to be added to section 2.1 
Ά̼ΩΡΡϡ΢Ήφϳ Ή͆͊΢φΉ͔Ή͊͆ Ήμμϡ͊μ͞΄ 

- please add the weakness of the junction of Heavens Lea and 
Hedsor Hill. It is a dangerous blind junction with fast flowing traffic. 

Development Brief to add the unsuitability of increased traffic to these 
roads. 

- please add the weakness of nearby country roads unsuitable for 
the speed and frequency of modern traffic, such as Hawks Hill, Kiln 
Lane, Harvest Hill, Widmoor, Hedsor Lane, Sheepcote Lane and 
Heathfield Lane. Hedsor Parish will not benefit from any CIL funding, 
however their roadways will be considerably impacted. 

Development Brief to add the unsuitability of increased traffic to these 
roads. 
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Table A3: Individual Comments
 

Issue Buckinghamshire Council Response 

Is there to be a consultation on the brief and then another public 
consultation on the applicant's specific proposals before the 
application is submitted? 

Yes – The Development Brief will have a formal public consultation. Once 
this has taken place the developers will start on their planning 
application process. As part of this they are required to carry out 
community engagement on their planning application proposal. This is 
different to the Development Brief as the developers will lead this 
process rather than the Council. 

I note that in Fig 3.1. on P.1 the school is sited in top corner near the This is correct as it is an extract from the Local Plan indicative diagram 
church when on all other diagrams it is sited near Millboard Road ­ which originally showed the location here. Further work has resulted in 
can this be rectified/noted. an alternative location which is shown on figure 6.1 – Development 

Framework. 

A Doctors surgery is desperately needed as the one we have at This has been noted in the issues section. Within the SWOT analysis the 
present would be completely unable to cope with another 1,000 provision of new healthcare facility will also be identified as an 
plus residents - they can hardly cope now. opportunity. However I must emphasis currently we have not been made 

aware that an option to put a new health care facility within Hollands is 
being pursued. 

I would sincerely hope that the Council will look to adopting 
Millboard Road for an entrance to be made by the developers for 
the school - this will prevent even more congestion. 

If Millboard Road is delivered as part of the development this must be by 
the developers and should only be a secondary access point. This is 
because the introduction of an access to the site via Millboard Road may 
erode or completely remove the advantages of having a north/south 
road through the site and encourages more traffic and consequent 
congestion through Bourne End. The modelling work carried out for the 
Local Plan allocation showed by taking traffic off of Cores End Road at 
Princes Road/Cores End roundabout, congestion would be reduced 
through Cores End Road towards the town centre. If Millboard Road is 
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Issue Buckinghamshire Council Response 

used as an access point then traffic will need to continue along Cores End 
Road before turning off onto Millboard Road, therefore reducing the 
benefΉφμ Ω͔ φΆ͊ ΛΉ΢Θ θΩ̮͆΄ ΐΆ͊ ͰΉΛΛ̻Ω̮θ͆ ΆΩ̮͆ Ήμ΢͞φ ̮ εΩΛΉ̼ϳ θ͊ηϡΉθ͊Ρ͊΢φ 
for the development, however should the developers deliver it, the 
Development Brief is supportive of this as a secondary access route and 
the Council can adopt it. 

No mention is made of how the entrance at Princes Road can be This level of detail will be set out in the Transport Assessment as part of 
widened to accommodate two-way traffic e.g. buses delivery the planning application. We do not have that level of detail available 
vehicles, waste carts etc? yet. Further wording will be acknowledged that this is an issue and 

potential options how this could be overcome. 

A bit of screening along the length of Princes Road as now would be 
good to be kept. 

This level of detail is also too detailed for the Development Brief as it will 
depend on the precise location of the link road and width requirements. 
This will all be set out as part of the planning application. 

Would argue against the highest density being at the north west Within the site itself there is no flood risk on Princes Road cul de sac 
corner of the site because of the flooding in Cores End Road and the (please see figure 4.7.1.) This area is considered best placed to have 
cul de sac part of Princes Road, part of this area I note from one of higher density development given its proximity to the centre of Bourne 
the diagrams is in flood zone 2 with the river Wye flowing along End where local shops and public transport, including the train station 
these roads too. are nearest located. 

On page 43 what does the pink dotted line on the diagram labelled 
'residential amenity actually mean? 

This is recognising there are existing dwellings here that back onto the 
site and therefore will be affected by the development. E.g. their 
outlook/visual amenity. 

Last but not least, how are the residents of Princes Road going to get 
in and out of their properties (particularly the cul de sac end) and 
how would waste be collected and emergency vehicles get to the 

This detail will be set out in the Transport Assessment, this is not 
something available now. When the developers carry out their 
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Issue Buckinghamshire Council Response 

residents whilst the proposed new link road is constructed - has 
anyone even considered this quandary? 

consultation on the planning proposal this would be a good opportunity 
to ask them. 
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Appendix B – Hollands Farm draft Development Brief Issues Log 

Table B1: Placemaking 

No. Issue Who 
identified 
the issue 

Parish Council View (where known) Buckinghamshire Council Response + Development 
Brief Implications 

Policy BE2 requirements: 

1. Placemaking 

a) Adopt a landscape-led 
positive approach to design 
and layout to limit its impact 
on the landscape; 

b) Have special regard to the 
conservation of nearby 
Heritage Assets and their 
settings, including the Hedsor 
Road and Riversdale 
Conservation Area; 

c) Maintain a sense of 
separation between Harvest 
Hill and the new 
development site; 

d) Ensure satisfactory 
relationship to the industrial 
buildings at Millboard Road 
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No. Issue Who 
identified 
the issue 

Parish Council View (where known) Buckinghamshire Council Response + Development 
Brief Implications 

Employment Area on the 
western boundary. 

1.1 What are the opportunities and 
constraints for a landscape-led 
positive approach to design and 
layout to limit impacts on 
landscape? 

BC The development should provide a cohesive 
landscape framework that draws upon and connects 
with the surrounding landscape, while also 
supporting Green Infrastructure. 

Existing features such as mature trees and 
hedgerows provide mostly opportunities for the 
landscape framework, such as structure and focal 
points. 

Views of the Conservation Area should benefit from 
trees and open spaces that act as a buffer and/or 
provide a sense of separation from neighbouring 
development. 

1.2 How should the landscape impact 
on the density? Should there be 
character areas? 

BC Areas of greater sensitivity should have less density, 
including the hillside of Hawks Hill and Harvest Hill. 
The Development Brief will need to distinguish 
where the buffer for Hawks Hill and Harvest Hill 
should be located and therefore to what extent 
development should go up the hillside. 

Density should increase towards the town centre. 
Character areas to be identified when site layout is 
known. 
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No. Issue Who 
identified 
the issue 

Parish Council View (where known) Buckinghamshire Council Response + Development 
Brief Implications 

1.3 How to minimise the impact of 
the development on Hellyer Way 
and the end of Bridgestone Drive 
houses in terms of their outlook 
and views? 

PC Important to maintain separation for 
the local residents. 

The existing layout of Hellyer Way and Bridgestone 
Drive would benefit from an enclosed block layout. 
This will enable existing backs of gardens face to 
͔̮̼͊ Ω΢φΩ ΢͊ϭ ̻̮̼Θμ Ω͔ ͼ̮θ͆͊΢μ΁ εθΩϬΉ͆Ή΢ͼ ΆεθΉϬ̮φ͊ 
με̮̼͊͞ θ̮φΆ͊θ φΆ̮΢ ΩϬ͊θΛΩΩΘΉ΢ͼ Ω͔ εϡ̻ΛΉ̼ ̮θ̮͊μ΄ 
Minimum space standards between houses will be 
required as set out in the BC Design Guidance SPD. 

1.4 What should the relationship be 
between the development and 
Upper Hedsor Road as this is 
located next to the conservation 
area. Is the proposed tree belt the 
best way to preserve the setting 
given the different relationships 
of buildings to the site? 

BC Design options have been progressed to consider 
mitigation for the impact of development on setting 
of conservation area and along the backs of houses 
on Upper Hedsor Road, taking into account 
opportunities to better reveal significance of historic 
environment. 

These options include a private tree belt within 
residential gardens. How the boundary is treated will 
vary depending on the length of the existing back 
gardens from properties on Hedsor Road. 

1.5 How should the Cores End road 
junction improvements mitigate 
impacts on the setting of United 
Reformed Church listed building? 

BC The Cores End junction should be designed to be 
sympathetic to the listed building. It should not be 
over engineered. It should be designed to 
accommodate the movement of motor vehicles but 
also meet the needs of pedestrians, cyclists and 
public transport users, so that growth in these 
modes of travel is encouraged. The design should 
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No. Issue Who 
identified 
the issue 

Parish Council View (where known) Buckinghamshire Council Response + Development 
Brief Implications 

have minimal impact on the existing trees located at 
Brookbank (also a Green Space designation). 

!Ο�D/���͞μ HΉͼΆϭ̮ϳ ΃θΩφΩ̼ΩΛ ͔Ωθ �Ω΢μ͊θϬ̮φΉΩ΢ 
Areas, should be used to ensure a sympathetic 
approach is design. 

1.6 How should the impact of the 
access road onto the Hedsor Road 
conservation area and the listed 
buildings be mitigated? 

BC The highway junction show be designed to have the 
least impact on the Conservation Area, its setting 
and the settings of listed buildings. A T-junction is 
preferable over a roundabout option as this is less 
intrusive. Precise detail of junction to be identified 
through the planning application stage rather than 
Development Brief. 

1.7 How should the boundary with 
the Farm house (South Fields?) be 
treated to mitigate impacts on 
the conservation area? 

BC Detailed point which is dependent on the outcome 
of issue 1.6. 

1.8 How to provide the sense of 
separation between Harvest Hill 
and the new development? To 
what extent should development 
go up the hillside and what form 
should the development should 
take? 

PC Would like a gap all the way around 
the eastern edge. 

Separation should be provided between the 
development and Hawks Hill. Tree planting on the 
upper slope is supported as it would provide visual 
separation whilst contributing towards policy 
requirement of 25% tree canopy coverage. Extent of 
separation still to be determined at planning 
application stage. 
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No. Issue Who 
identified 
the issue 

Parish Council View (where known) Buckinghamshire Council Response + Development 
Brief Implications 

1.9 How should we mitigate the 
visual and other impacts on the 
development of the industrial 
buildings on Millboard Road and 
Wessex Road? 

BC One potential option is to locate the school to the 
east of the industrial estate, this would then have a 
secondary benefit of providing a buffer between the 
industrial estate and new residential areas. 

The use of open space (as identified in the indicative 
diagram for the Local Plan) should also be used to 
provide mitigation. 

Table B2: Transport / Connectivity
 

No. Issue Who 
identified 
the issue 

Parish Council View (where known) Buckinghamshire Council Response + Development 
Brief Implications 

Policy BE2 requirements: 

2. Transport 

a) Provide a link road through 
the site linking to the Cores 
End Road roundabout and 
Ferry Lane; 

b) Provide a redirected bus 
service and enhanced 
provision through the site; 
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No. Issue Who 
identified 
the issue 

Parish Council View (where known) Buckinghamshire Council Response + Development 
Brief Implications 

c) Provide contributions to off-
site highway improvements 
as required by the Highway 
Authority; 

d) Provide and enhance 
footpath and cycle links to 
the village centre. 

2.1 What should be the scope of the 
Development Brief in terms of 
detailed transport requirements 
for onsite? 

Factors to consider - What type of 
road do we want the link road to 
be? What should be the design 
speed? 

All The aims should be to ensure safe 
low speeds through the 
development to ensure 
uninterrupted two-way traffic flow 
and safe access. 

Would like to identify off-site 
improvements, including what 
junction improvements. 

Development Brief should identify the preferred 
location of the link road. 

The link road should be residential in nature. The 
Wycombe Local Plan Sites Traffic Modelling (June 
2017, Jacobs) modelled the road at 30mph and 
tested a length of 1.3km. This allows for some bends 
in the layout, rather than 1 continuous straight road. 
Residential properties should front the road. 

Specific details for junction improvements will and 
can only be dealt with through the planning 
application process via the Transport Assessment. 
This will not be available for the Development Brief 
stage. 

2.2 Access from Princes Road is too 
narrow for a two-way bus route. 

PC Access needs to provide proper two­
way movement. Properties should 

BCC response 

The Local Plan does not mention CPO. It has, 
however, been pointed out that the arrangement of 

B6
 



 
 

   
  

  

       
  

   
    

    
    

    
   

 
   
    

   
  

    
     

  
       

 

    

 
  

 

       
   

      
 

   
     

      
      

   
       

     

       
   

      
    

      
      

  
  

     
      

    
    

     
      

   

No. Issue Who 
identified 
the issue 

Parish Council View (where known) Buckinghamshire Council Response + Development 
Brief Implications 

be compulsory purchased to provide 
proper and safe access. 

We strongly feel that the first 
preference is to make the road wide 
enough for two buses to pass each 
other and of course other public 
vehicles e.g refuse trucks and HGVs. 
A one way bus service would be 
highly inconvenient for residents. 

If there is sufficient space for 6.5m 
carriageway then this must be the 
preferred option and perhaps have a 
footpath on one side of the road 
only. 6.5 carriageway should be for 
the entire link road to avoid pinch 
points. 

BC principle should state: 

Ά!̼̼ΩΡΡΩ̮͆φ͊ two way traffic 
Ή΢̼Λϡ͆Ή΢ͼ ̻ϡμ͊μ ̮΢͆ ͼΩΩ͆μ Ϭ͊ΆΉ̼Λ͊μ΄͞ 

2 x 2m footways and a 5.5m carriageway would be 
unsuitable for two-way bus flow (it is anticipated 
that a bus route will be taken through the 
development). 

BCC Passenger Transport have identified a one-way 
bus service would be their preference (based upon 
the routeing of the service to be diverted). The bus 
route should be located through a north south link 
to maximise fair box revenue but also to minimise 
delays. This would allow for Princes Road to be 5.5 
or 6m wide instead of 6.5m wide. 

Whilst it is not envisaged that the north/south road 
through the development will be prohibit any 
specific traffic, the amount of HGV traffic is expected 
to be materially insignificant given the weight limit 
on the Cookham bridge and the restrictive width and 
geometry of Hedsor Road (east/west section) and its 
junctions with Hedsor Hill & Heavens Lea.  
Nonetheless, general guidance states that 
simultaneous two-way flows can be achieved for 
such vehicles in the event that they do pass each 
other on a 5.5m-wide carriageway. Nonetheless, and 
primarily in consideration of the differing drive 
height and wing mirror position for buses when 
̼ΩΡε̮θ͊͆ φΩ HGΟ͞μ΁ Ήφ μΆΩϡΛ͆ ̻͊ ΢Ωφ͊͆ φΆ̮φ ̻ϡμ 
operators and the council will not permit universal 
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No. Issue Who 
identified 
the issue 

Parish Council View (where known) Buckinghamshire Council Response + Development 
Brief Implications 

bus traversal over new roads with less than 6.5m in 
width. 

Issues of width aside, the advantages to a one-way 
bus route equate to a reduction of bus traffic over 
the Cores End bridge over the River Wye and the use 
of Furlong Road in order for the servΉ̼͊ φΩ ΆΛΩΩε 
̻̮̼Θ͞ on itself. 

Furthermore it reduces the walking distance to stops 
for residents living in the south of the Hollands Farm 
site and for those living on Hedsor Road and the 
A4094 (between its junction with Ferry Lane and 
Bourne End railway station). 

In theory there is space for 6.5 but this would result 
in a reduction for the footpaths which would not be 
desirable and beyond the reduction recommended 
by national guidance, thus potentially resulting in a 
threat to pedestrian safety and convenience of use. 

BC comments on CPO 

CPO would give more scope for increasing the road 
width, but Highways Development Management can 
only look at the proposals as presented but can 
object if we believe that the development will have a 
non-mitigatable impact upon highway safety, 
convenience of use or network 
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No. Issue Who 
identified 
the issue 

Parish Council View (where known) Buckinghamshire Council Response + Development 
Brief Implications 

capacity. Furthermore, if CPO did come into play, it 
would be to facilitate development and therefore 
not a process that the Highway Authority would 
commission in which be involved. 

That aside, and in a scenario where Millboard Road 
was offered for adoption as highway, the council 
could facilitate this process. Although there are 
several options, potentially the most expeditious 
and cost-effective to the council would be via a 
Section 228 process (Highways Act 1980), whereby 
the owner brings the road up to adoptable 
standards or provides evidence that it already meets 
them. Once this has been achieved or 
demonstrated, the section of road required can be 
adopted in as little as 28 days. 

However, a significant caveat to this is that the 
introduction of an access to the site via Millboard 
Road may erode or completely remove the 
advantages of having a north/south road through 
the site and encourages more traffic and consequent 
congestion through Bourne End. 

BCC suggested wording for Development Brief: 

The Link Road will need to be designed to be an 
attractive route linking Cores End Road/Town Lane 
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No. Issue Who 
identified 
the issue 

Parish Council View (where known) Buckinghamshire Council Response + Development 
Brief Implications 

to Ferry Lane and Cookham Bridge which shall take 
into account the following principles: 

1. Accommodate two-way traffic in accordance 
with national guidance 

2. Accommodate the diversion of an existing bus 
route 

3. Provide safe and attractive pedestrian and cycle 
facilities 

4. Limit the number of access points onto the Link 
Road to reduce delay 

2.3 How should Cores End 
roundabout be dealt with in the 
Development Brief? 

PC Core End roundabout needs to be 
realigned/redesigned as it is 
currently unsafe for cars accessing 
Princes Road. The Brookbank Green 
Space should be considered in the 
roundabout design. 

The bridge over the Wye at this 
roundabout is too narrow and 
moving of the pedestrian walkways 
to the outer sides of the bridge may 
be a way to widen the road at this 
point. 

BC suggested wording for Development Brief: 

Cores End Roundabout will need to be assessed in 
terms of capacity and safety and appropriately 
designed in order to accommodate the Link Road 
and development. This could be in the form of a 
realigned roundabout that facilitates better entry 
and exit from Princes Road. 

Other BC comments: 

There is a large amount of highway verge/open 
space here to implement a larger roundabout that 
facilitates better entry/exit from Princes Road. 
However the grassed verge to the north of the 
roundabout is a Green Space designation 
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No. Issue Who 
identified 
the issue 

Parish Council View (where known) Buckinghamshire Council Response + Development 
Brief Implications 

The bridge should form part of the 
re-engineered roundabout to 
remove the footpaths from the 
inside of the bridge to make it wider 
and replace them on the outside of 
the bridge. 

The current roundabout 
arrangement is dangerous. If 
conservation takes priority and the 
roundabout is not re-engineered 
then the Development should not be 
allowed to proceed. A re-engineered 
roundabout could be positioned to 
be further from heritage assets -
Cores End Church and Cores End 
House. See My Map. 

Ά�θΩΩΘ̻̮΢Θ͞΄ !΢ϳ ͆͊Ϭ͊ΛΩεΡ͊΢φ Ή΢ φΆΉμ ̮θ̮͊ Ω͔ Λ̮΢͆ 
will be contrary to DM12, however exceptional 
circumstances are relevant for a departure from 
policy. 

It is not envisaged that the site will intensify the 
passage of larger vehicles over the Wye bridge. It is 
expected that the development will actually reduce 
these instances by diverting an existing bus route 
through the site. Therefore the widening of the 
bridge/removal of footways is not a mitigation 
element attached to the Hollands Farm site. 

2.4 How should the road system 
around the site be dealt with? 

PC Impact of the site should be 
considered in conjunction with Slate 
Meadow. 

The County Wide and Local Plan Transport modelling 
have considered the impacts collectively from all 
local plan allocation sites including Slate Meadow 
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No. Issue Who 
identified 
the issue 

Parish Council View (where known) Buckinghamshire Council Response + Development 
Brief Implications 

Highways should still consider the 
opportunities to improve the road 
system and develop their own plan 
and seek a budget for it otherwise 
the opportunity is lost and the 
Villagers will suffer the 
consequences of the two 
developments. 

Access and egress onto Ferry Lane 
should be considered now. 

and Hollands Farm. This concluded the need for a 
link road through the site. No other mitigation 
measures are identified in BE2 other than the 
junction improvement as shown on the policies map. 

The full transport modelling reports are available of 
the Local Plan evidence page. This level of detail is 
sufficient for the Development Brief process. Details 
on specific mitigation requirements for junction 
improvements will be part of the Transport 
Assessment for the planning application process. 

This site will (and can only) be judged on mitigating 
its own impact. Any improvements to the network 
from existing or anticipated future background 
traffic growth are not and cannot be part of the 
highway/transport considerations for the Hollands 
Farm site. 

2.5 How should bus laybys be 
accommodated? Separate lane or 
within the road? 

PC Would like off street laybys (to 
prevent congestion). Parking should 
be designed to ensure uninterrupted 
traffic flow. The school, shop and 
bus laybys should be located 
together. 

Restate the need for a 2 way bus 
service. 

The Development Brief should set out the principles 
for the location of the bus stops. The precise 
location will be for the planning application to 
determine. 

BC suggested wording for Development Brief: 

The provision of a bus lay-by on the Link Road 
should be considered to accommodate lay over 
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identified 
the issue 

Parish Council View (where known) Buckinghamshire Council Response + Development 
Brief Implications 

Lay over requirements to remove 
existing conflicts around the station. 
Are welcomed and will need follow 
up with the bus operators. As 
currently two buses often layover at 
the same time at the bus station the 
bus layby needs to be large enough 
to accommodate two buses at once. 

requirements to remove existing conflicts around 
the station. 

Bus stop locations within the development should 
be considered in relation to land uses within the site 
and comply with national guidance in terms of 
walking distances. 

2.6 How should Millboard Road be 
treated in the Development Brief? 
Should there be vehicular access? 
Pedestrian access? Cycle route? 

Dev./BC Would like both access points 
Millboard Road and Princes Road to 
be used for vehicular and pedestrian 
access. 

The option of a one-way flow should 
be considered. 

Should also consider a roundabout 
at end Millboard road and improved 
roundabout at Cores End. Car 
parking spaces on Millboard Road 
will be displaced, they should be 
reprovided for. Millboard Road 
could be the entry point for the new 
school. 

Link Road Options: 1, 2 & 3 do not 
address the reality that all three 

The preferred route for the link Road is Princes Road 
to Hedsor Road. This is what has been modelled for 
the Local Plan allocation. Millboard Road is not 
required for the site, however should the developers 
acquire the road, this could be used for a secondary 
road option and BC could adopt it but this would 
need to be brought up to standard at the cost of the 
developers. 

BC response: 

The design of the link road would have to be 
sufficient to protect highway safety but also to 
facilitate the road as a thoroughfare, as permeability 
between the A4094 and Ferry Lane was identified as 
a necessary function through the Jacobs modelling. 

Again, it is heavily forewarned that the use of 
Millboard Road as part of the access strategy for the 
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access/egress points will carry 
similar traffic loads. 

Vehicles travelling from the 
Wooburn direction on route to the 
bridge at Cookham will all access the 
site via the roundabout at Princes 
Road and exit at upper Hedsor Road 
and then onto Ferry Lane. Those 
taking/returning from the opposite 
direction from the bridge heading 
towards Wooburn and beyond will 
take the reverse route. Vehicles 
accessing the site from the direction 
of Bourne for school or visiting 
purposes will do so from Millboard 
Road as will those leaving the site to 
go towards Bourne End and beyond. 

All three routes should be of the 
same size and specification as this 
will prevent pinch points and 
congestion. 

Millboard Road - There is no 
mention of the junction Millboard 
Road/Cores End Road which will 
need redesign and most likely a mini 

Hollands Farm development could actually prove to 
be detrimental to traffic flow within the centre of 
Bourne End based upon the modelling data 
̼ΩΡΡΉμμΉΩ΢͊͆ ̻ϳ φΆ͊ ̼Ωϡ΢̼ΉΛ φΩ μϡεεΩθφ φΆ͊ μΉφ͊͞μ 
inclusion within the Wycombe Local Plan.  
Specifically, the use of a north/south Link Road 
φΆθΩϡͼΆ ͆͊Ϭ͊ΛΩεΡ͊΢φ ΡΉφΉͼ̮φ͊͆ φΆ͊ ͆͊Ϭ͊ΛΩεΡ͊΢φ͞μ 
traffic impact and general conditions by addressing 
congestion outside the confines of the site. 

Car parking 

If access is proposed using Millboard Road then the 
impact of displaced parking will need to be assessed. 
There are two possibilities in which on-street parking 
on Millboard Road can be addressed in order to 
keep it parking-free (once in receipt of parking 
surveys that demonstrate when it occurs and the 
likely reasons); one way would be to also adopt the 
generous verge on the eastern side of Millboard 
Road (between its junction with Bridgestone Drive 
and where it meets the development site) and 
require the developer to install a parking layby. The 
other option would be to include waiting restrictions 
(probably double-yellow lines), with the potential of 
the development including a small car park within 
the site to deal with the resultant displacement. 
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Parish Council View (where known) Buckinghamshire Council Response + Development 
Brief Implications 

roundabout. The Development Brief 
should identify the requirements. 

Car parking Millboard Road -
Experience throughout the County 
shows Double yellow lines do not 
work for school drop off without 
enforcement. 

Existing car parking issues are an enforcement 
matter and thus largely outside the 
highway/transport considerations for this site. 

2.7 What offsite highway 
improvements will be required? 
Anymore junction improvements 
than those 4 required by the 
policy? 

PC/ALL We feel strongly that specific details 
for junction improvements should 
be sorted before planning 
application and should be both part 
of Planning Agreements with 
Highways and with the developer 
ahead of any planning application. 

All junctions around the 
development should be assessed. 
Queried a one-way system. 

Consideration should be given to all 
routes through Bourne End to 
alleviate bottle necks and traffic 
backing up due parking and left or 
right turns off main roads. 

Main and mini roundabouts should 
be considered wherever there is a 

DM2 - Transport Requirements of New 
Developments requires several junction 
improvements. This detail will be for the planning 
application stage rather than the Development Brief. 

BCC response: 

This would form part of the junction analyses 
contained within the Transport Assessment, but 
anything secured could only occur as a result of 
mitigation works. Only appropriate forms of 
junction management will be deployed in reflection 
of the flows through them occurring as a result of 
the Hollands Farm development. 

BCC suggested Development Brief wording: 

The Link Road will provide an alternative route 
between Core End Road and Hedsor Road. In order 
to reinforce the desired traffic route, improvements 
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Parish Council View (where known) Buckinghamshire Council Response + Development 
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busy junction and potential to cause 
tailbacks e.g:-

The Junction(s) of Furlong Road and 
Cores End Road, Furlong Road and 
Station Road, Marlow Road and 
Blind Lane, Upper Hedsor Road and 
Ferry Lane. 

Parking on the bend in Cores End 
Road just past the Catholic Church 
should be removed. Risk and 
bottleneck. 

Millboard Road/Cores End Road 
needs to be included under list of 
junctions to be assessed for 
capacity. There needs to be 
proactive action with respect to the 
owners of the Millboard Industrial 
Site. 

Furlong Road/ Cores End Road - This 
junction bifurcates and has a left 
turn to Bourne End which is 
dangerous as some traffic turns 
right here despite vision being 
blocked by the brow of the hill.  
There is an opportunity to remove 

to Furlong should be considered to reduce vehicle 
speeds/journey times. 

The following junctions (although not necessarily 
limited to) will need to be assessed in terms of 
capacity and safety and where appropriate 
mitigation identified in order to accommodate the 
Link Road and development: 

 Furlong Road/Cores End Road 

 Furlong Road/Station Road 

 Marlow Road/Blind Lane 

 Upper Hedsor Road/Ferry Lane 

 Any others deemed necessary where they 
feature significant distribution as a result of the 
implementation of the development. 

Parking to be reviewed at the following locations as 
part of the access strategy: 

 Princes Road 

 A4094 

 Kiln Lane 

 Any other locations yet to be identified 
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Brief Implications 

the dangerous access towards 
Bourne End and at the same time 
take the opportunity to create 
parking from existing road and some 
of the green space. 

Upper Hedsor Road from the site 
entrance to the Ferry Lane junction -
Many cars park on the verges and on 
the road side and, with some 
reengineering of the verges, it may 
be possible to have formalised 
parking to accommodate the actual 
parking need and enable double 
yellow lines on a section of road that 
will see continuous traffic from both 
directions. 

2.8 How to provide a PRoW/cycle link 
to the train station and village 
centre? 

PC Would like a cycle/footpath 
provided directly to the train station 
(through the Millboard Road 
industrial estate and recreation 
ground). 

The council is supportive for the creation of this link, 
however there are a number of deliverability issues 
that make this difficult: 

Access is through third party land, this requires the 
wiliness of the landowner, there may also be safety 
implications. Any route is likely to require a new 
footbridge over the river Rye, which is costly and the 
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Environment Agency may not support it due to 
safety implications. 

The exact location of the footpath link is still to be 
determined. A lesser constrained route would be 
through Millboard Road, where there is an existing 
PRoW. This presents an opportunity for a cycle path. 

BCC response: 

Millboard Industrial Estate is private, as is the 
southern section of Millboard Road that serves it, 
any use of it would only be through agreement or 
land acquisition, which may or may not occur 
through the course of time or compilation of the 
Development Brief. 

BC Development Brief proposed wording: 

The development should consider opportunities to 
improve pedestrian/cycle safety on Cores End Road 
to encourage sustainable modes of travel to Bourne 
End and the train station. This could include speed 
reducing features and footway improvements. 

2.9 Should a footpath/cycle route be 
provided through Bridgestone 
drive? 

Dev./BC There is already an existing link although not a 
PRoW. Millboard Road likely to be more accessible 
as Bridgestone Drive located further to the north of 
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the site. However it might not be suitable to 
encourage more pedestrians. 

2.10 What constraints does the PRoW 
place on the development? 

Dev./BC The locations of the existing PRoW creates a 
triangulation of block sizes as it crosses through the 
site from the corner of Millboard Road Employment 
Area up to Bridgestone Drive. It is likely the footpath 
ϭΉΛΛ ΢͊͊͆ φΩ Ά̮Ϭ͊ ̮ μΡ̮ΛΛ ͆ΉϬ͊θμΉΩ΢ φΩ ̼θ̮͊φ͊ ̮΢ ΆΊ͞ 
shape, allowing regular block sizes, which is a more 
efficient use of land. The location of the PRoW is 
largely dependent on the location of the link road 
and school and therefore any diversion is still to be 
determined. 

2.12 What does the Development Brief 
need to say about the Hedsor 
Road junction in terms of layout 
safety and design? 

Ward 
Member 

Should close the end of the road 
from Hollands Farm access onto 
Hedsor Road to Ferry Lane (making 
it a dead end) and create a new 
roundabout where the new spur 
joins Ferry Lane would be a safer 
design and create a more efficient 
traffic flow. 

Hedsor Road is rat run to via 
Cliveden to Slough and joins Ferry 
Lane at a right angle junction. Traffic 
is always backed up and there have 

BCC response: 

The arrangement, alignment, visibility, etc. was 
taken into account when the high-level DM 
comments were supplied to BC when looking to 
include Hollands Farm as a Local Plan site. No 
specific options for this junction have been tabled or 
discussed. 

It is doubtful that the development will impact upon 
this junction in terms of safety or capacity due to the 
fact that they are providing a link road which 
provides an alternative route to Cores End, but 
junction analysis will form part of the pre-application 
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been several accidents on the bend process either alongside or after the Development 
at the junction because of its layout. Brief has been adopted. Therefore nothing in terms 

Cookham bridge - Walking is a of changes to this junction have yet been ruled out. 

recreational pursuit and walking to Hedsor/Road Ferry Lane Junction to be assessed in 
Cookham and along the Cookham terms of capacity, safety and placemaking in view of 
river to the railways bridge and back its location within the HR&RC. Where appropriate 
through Bourne End should be an mitigation identified in order to accommodate the 
option. Cookham Bridge could be Link Road and development. 
made two way if the footpaths were The Local Plan countywide modelling identified the 
removed from the inside of the bridge on Ferry Lane as a key highway constraint. 
bridge and placed on the outside of 
the bridge. Highways have yet to The signals over the bridge need to be assessed in 

talk to their colleagues in Berks and terms of capacity and where appropriate mitigation 

this should occur ASAP to discuss identified in order to accommodate the Link Road 

what is both desirable and possible. and development. Given the heritage asset nature of 
the site, it is highly unlikely that improvements to 
the bridge itself would be a viable option. 

The developer would be required to submit an 
analysis of peak hour operation of the shuttle 
working signals across the bridge, which will 
demonstrate the current situation and a future year 
both with and without the impact of the full 
occupation of the development. From this we will 
be able to differentiate the vehicular impact of the 
development against what would occur in the future 
at the bridge if the development were not to 
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exist. In terms of pedestrian access, and given that 
residents from the development are more likely to 
walk between the site and the rest of Bourne End to 
reach local shops and services, there is likely to be 
no justification for the development to improve non­
motorised facilities at the Grade II listed Cookham 
bridge. 

Table B3: Community Facilities
 

No. Issue Who 
identified 
the issue 

Parish Council View (where known) Buckinghamshire Council Response + Development 
Brief Implications 

Policy BE2 requirements: 

4. Other 

a) Provision of a 1 form entry 
primary school 

3.1 What is the land take for a 1 form 
entry primary school? 

Where should the school be 
located? taking to account the 
character of the site required and 
access issue to the school. 

PC/All Access should be from Millboard 
Road, prevent traffic building up on 
main roads. Current location would 
form a pinch point and increase 
safety risks. 

Confirmed land take to be 1.1 hectares + 0.3 for 
drop off / collection area. 

Three options for the school have been identified. 
The preferred option sets out in the development is 
to the east of Millboard Road employment area. 

BCC proposed Development Brief wording: 
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Parish Council View (where known) Buckinghamshire Council Response + Development 
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Could the school playing fields 
have dual use? 

Should the school be an extension 
to the existing school in Bourne 
End? 

Could the existing school be 
closed to allow for a new 2 form 
entry school? 

It would seem sensible to have the 
school and the shop close to the 
access from Millboard Road into the 
field where bus stops and parking 
lay-bys could be built into the design 
and thereby create a better hub for 
the site. 

The location of the school should be considered as 
part of the masterplan to ensure that school pick 
up/drop off does not impact on the operation of the 
Link Road. This school should preferably be located 
off a secondary road rather than a primary road. 

Table B4: Green Infrastructure and Environment
 

No. Issue Who 
identified 
the issue 

Parish Council View (where known) Buckinghamshire Council Response + Development 
Brief Implications 

Policy BE2 requirements: 

3. Green Infrastructure & 
Environmental 

a) Provide on-site high quality 
open space; 

b) Provide S106 contributions to 
mitigate recreational impacts 
at Burnham Beeches SAC; 
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identified 
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c) Maintain north south 
connectivity for Public Rights 
of Way through the site; 

d) Protect and enhance the 
biodiversity and green 
infrastructure value of the 
former orchard in accordance 
with Policy DM34, providing 
public access and ongoing 
management as part of the 
overall development. 
Buildings within this area will 
not be acceptable; 

4.1 How much open space and what 
type is required? 

What type of open space is 
required? 

Where is the most appropriate 
location for this? 

BC Policy DM16 of the Delivery and Site Allocations 
document identifies open space requirements based 
on population. For Hollands Farm a total of 5.19 ha 
of open space is required. Of this, 3.85 is strategic 
open space and 1.34ha is local open space. 

The following assessment has been identified from 
Community Services (BC)- This is the latest 
information available completed in 2017 as part of 
the Local Plan evidence, it is currently under review 
so may change. 
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identified 
the issue 

Parish Council View (where known) Buckinghamshire Council Response + Development 
Brief Implications 

Only a small part of the very top of the site lies 
within the relevant distances for existing LEAP or 
NEAP areas as set out on the Open Space 
Framework, and there are very basic Teen facilities 
in the locality. 

There are various sporting facilities locally, including 
a Junior Sports club, Tennis Club and Cricket Club.  
The Sports Facility Strategy identifies various areas 
of improvement within the ward. 

Requirements: 

Play Equipment: 

A combined NEAP and LEAP for the prospective 
residents: 

 built to the 6 acre standard (Fields in Trust) 

 sympathetic to the environment and 
surroundings, using natural materials 

 providing equipment for children of all ages 

 located towards the residential boundary. 

A teen area is also required either improve the teen 
area at Wakeman Road using an off-site 
contribution, or construct a new facility on the 
development site. 
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No. Issue Who 
identified 
the issue 

Parish Council View (where known) Buckinghamshire Council Response + Development 
Brief Implications 

Public Outdoor Sport: There are a number of 
sporting facilities near to the site. Under the 2015­
2020 Sports Facility Strategy the lack of MUGA 
provision in the Flackwell Heath, Bourne End and 
Wooburn Green sub area is highlighted, along with a 
deficiency in tennis courts and youth football 
pitches. 1 MUGA and 2 junior sports pitches should 
be provided. 

It is assumed that changing rooms will not be 
required at this site as tennis players and youth 
footballers generally arrive ready to play. 

Allotments: 

There is good allotment provision locally, the size of 
the allotment requirement is 0.27ha. This should be 
provided on site unless suitable provision expanding 
a nearby allocation is identified. 

4.2 Need to secure S106 
contributions to mitigate 
recreational impacts at Burnham 
Beeches SAC by enhancing Little 
Marlow Gravel Pits. 

BC Hollands Farm is within the 500m buffer of a Special 
Area of Conservation for Burnham Beeches. To 
mitigate the recreational impacts the development 
will have on Burnham Beeches due to increased 
pressure from visitor numbers, there is a 
requirement for S106 contributions for Little Marlow 
Lakes Country Park. 
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identified 
the issue 

Parish Council View (where known) Buckinghamshire Council Response + Development 
Brief Implications 

BC has put together a proposal for requirements to 
help improve the attractiveness of the country park. 
S106 requirements are summarised into the 
following: 

 New and improved footpaths + cycle ways 

 Signage (walking and cycling routes and 
information about the environment) 

 Car parking facilities 

Full details can be viewed in the draft Hollands Farm 
Appropriate Assessment. 

4.3 What biodiversity and green 
infrastructure opportunities are 
there? 

BC These may include: 

 Retention and enhancement of existing 
hedgerows within the site / at its perimeter; 

 Incorporation of TPO trees within wider green 
spaces; 

 Provision of footpaths and cycleways following 
existing and new green corridors and linking 
existing/new green spaces; 

 Including native plant species throughout; 
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 Incorporating a range of Sustainable Drainage 
(SuDS) features throughout the site, designed to 
include biodiversity benefits 

 Ensuring existing and new GI links to wider GI 
networks beyond the site boundary. 

4.4 How does access to the Orchard 
affect the development site? e.g. 
routes for footpaths. 

Dev./BC The layout of Hollands Farm should be designed to 
ensure a Public Right of Way linking from Hollands 
Farm through the Orchard and also ensure that 
public access of the wider orchard area can be 
achieved. 

4.5 What will the Development Brief 
say about the Orchard, if at all? 

BC The Development Brief will identify how public 
access and ongoing management of the site will be 
delivered either through all landowners working 
together, or BC assisting by the use of available 
statutory powers. The policy requirements identifies 
no development should take place on the Orchard 
site. 

4.6 How well will north south PRoW 
connectivity be maintained by the 
site? 

BC A north south Public Right of Way must be 
maintained through the site. A small diversion to the 
existing PRoW is suggested to make the best use of 
block layout and build on the existing green 
infrastructure. The Development Brief provides an 
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identified 
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Parish Council View (where known) Buckinghamshire Council Response + Development 
Brief Implications 

indicative framework, this will be finalised at the 
planning application stage. 

Table B5: Flooding
 

No. Issue Who 
identified 
the issue 

Parish Council View (where known) Buckinghamshire Council Response + Development 
Brief Implications 

Policy BE2 requirements: 

3. Green Infrastructure / 
Environment 

e) Avoid areas of fluvial flood 
risk where possible; 

f) Provide appropriate SuDS 
across the site. 

5.1 Where are the areas of fluvial 
flood risk? What proposals should 
be made for them? 

The latest flood data identifies areas of flood zone 2 
and 3 in the south west corner of the site along 
Hedsor Road. 

No residential development should take place in this 
location. See Environment Agency updated flood 
map. (copy provided) 
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No. Issue Who 
identified 
the issue 

Parish Council View (where known) Buckinghamshire Council Response + Development 
Brief Implications 

The planning application will need to be supported 
with a flood risk assessment. 

5.2 How should areas of surface and 
ground water flooding be dealt 
with? 

Advice from Lead Flood Authority: 

SuDS should not be located in areas at risk of surface 
water (or fluvial flooding). SuDS in areas of high 
groundwater are possible but careful consideration 
will need to be given to the design, for instance how 
capacity will be maintained during high groundwater 
periods. 

5.3 Would the requirements of SUDs 
place any requirements on the 
development? 

What are the opportunities to 
reduce flood risk? (See SFRA Level 
2) 

PC/All Keen not to have SUDs within the 
open space, open space needs to be 
useable. 

Advice from Lead Flood Authority: 

Source control SuDS should be prioritised, this will 
assist with incorporating SuDS into the landscape 
across the site. The preference is for above ground 
SuDS which provide multifunctional benefits such as 
tree pits, bioretention areas and swales. 

The Development Brief will identify broad locations 
and types of sites. It will be for the planning 
application to provide more specific detail through 
the Surface Water Strategy. 
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