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Executive Summary
Bracknell Forest Council, Reading Borough Council, the Royal Borough of
Windsor and Maidenhead, and Wokingham Borough Council (collectively
referred to as the ‘Central & Eastern Berkshire Authorities’) are working in
partnership to produce a Joint Minerals and Waste Plan (JMWP/ ‘the
Plan’) which will guide minerals and waste decision-making in the Plan area.
This document has been prepared to give an overview of the site assessment
process that was used to determine the potential impact of minerals and waste
proposals considered for allocation within the Plan on heritage assets.
Sites have been identified for assessment by seeking the waste and minerals
industry, landowners and promoters within the four authority areas to submit
any sites that they may wish to be allocated or safeguarded for the purpose of
mineral and waste uses. Since the process has started some sites have
gained planning permission.
Policy Context

National policy regarding protection of the historic environment is set out in the
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)1. In relation to plan-making, it is
important that Strategic policies2 make sufficient provision for the “conservation
and enhancement of the natural, built and historic environment”. In reviewing
potential proposals, the principles set out in the NPPF have been applied: “In
determining applications, local planning authorities should require an applicant
to describe the significance of any heritage asset affected, including any
contribution made by their setting.”3
The currently adopted minerals plan is the Replacement Minerals Local Plan for
Berkshire adopted in 1995 with subsequently adopted alterations in 1997 and
20014.

1

National Planning Policy Framework:
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/810197/
NPPF_Feb_2019_revised.pdf
2
NPPF (Para. 20)
3
NPPF (Para. 189)
4
Replacement Minerals Local Plan for Berkshire (2001) - https://www.bracknell-forest.gov.uk/planning-andbuilding-control/planning/planning-policy/development-plan/minerals-and-waste
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Site Assessments

Plan - Safeguarding Study: Version 4
To support the preparation of the Draft Plan, each proposal considered for
inclusion in the Plan was subject to assessment and the summary is provided
(unless the site has subsequently gained planning permission).
Assessment was carried out by the archaeological advisor who provided high
level comments on archaeological and heritage issues. Archaeological data
from the National Heritage List of Designated Sites as well as the
archaeological data within the East Berkshire Historic Environment Record
(HER) is the primary record source for these judgments.
In general, site visits were not undertaken, although Google earth aerial
photographic images and public access LiDAR data were frequently used.
Where necessary, site visits were undertaken to validate a desk-top
assessment. In addition, where necessary, further information was sought
such as an archive review or through a review of planning application
documentation.
Historic England

Historic England provided comment on the draft Joint Minerals and Waste Plan
in a letter dated 11th October 20185 which raised a number of archaeological
issues, which were addressed by subsequent communications and a meeting
held 4th February 20196. Further comments were provided on two later
Focused Regulation consultations in letters dated 19th August 20197 and 27th
March 20208.
This section outlines how the main points raised by Historic England have been
investigated and, where possible, resolved. Sites which did not require further
investigation, have not been included.
Historic Buildings

In order to identify the potential impact of proposals on historic buildings, all
sites were assessed using data from the National Heritage List of Designated
sites as well as the archaeological data within the East Berkshire Historic
Environment Record (HER).

5

Letter from Martin Small (Historic England) dated 11th October 2018
Attendance included Martin Small and Rebecca Lambert (Historic England)
7
Letter from Alan Byrne (Historic England) dated 19th August 2019
8
Letter from Edward Winter (Historic England) dated 27th March 2020.
6
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There are no direct physical impacts in so far as no listed buildings or
designated parks are subject to development or extraction. However, the
setting of these buildings and the associated visual impacts have been
assessed and, in some cases, this has identified a potential impact. These
cases are outlined in more detail within this Section.
Conclusion

The preparation of the Plan, its polices and supporting text, as well as an initial
assessment of the candidate allocations has considered the impact of
development on the historic environment in a manner consistent with
government advice set out in the NPPF.
Available data and expertise have been used to assess the sustainability of the
approach taken in relation to the historic environment. Consultation responses
on the historic environment have been taken into account; by amending and
enhancing the Plan’s text and policy, through clarification of statements made,
and through closer analysis and discussion of the issues raised sufficient to
resolve them.
It is expected that information contained within this Heritage Statement will be
used to inform the policies and the provision of allocations within the Joint
Minerals and Waste Plan to ensure it is compliant with the guidance and
provisions set out in the NPPF.
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1. Introduction
1.1 Bracknell Forest Council, Reading Borough Council, the Royal Borough of
Windsor and Maidenhead, and Wokingham Borough Council (collectively
referred to as the ‘Central & Eastern Berkshire Authorities’) are working in
partnership to produce a Joint Minerals and Waste Plan (JMWP/ ‘the
Plan’) which will guide minerals and waste decision-making in the Plan area.
1.2 It is the intention to update the formerly adopted minerals and waste plans for
the Berkshire area with the development of the Joint Minerals and Waste
Plan for Central and Eastern Berkshire. This new Plan will improve, update and
strengthen the policies and provide details of strategic sites that will deliver
the objectives of the Plan.
1.3 This document has been prepared to give an overview of the site assessment
process that was used to determine the potential impact of minerals and waste
proposals considered for allocation within the Plan on heritage assets.
1.4 The objective of the assessments was to consider the impact of winning
minerals on archaeological sites and the potential impact of minerals and waste
development on the setting of Heritage assets such as Scheduled Monuments
and Listed Buildings.
1.5 As well as this introductory overview (Section 1), this Statement is comprised of
6 sections:






Section 2 provides the context for this Statement in terms of national
and local policy;
Section 3 outlines the data sources and assessment methodologies;
Section 4 sets out the site assessment statements;
Section 5 summarises Historic England’s communications and how
key matters have been addressed; and
Section 6 provides conclusions.

The Plan area
1.6 The JMWP will cover the administrative areas of Bracknell Forest, Reading,
Windsor and Maidenhead, and Wokingham, all of which are minerals and
waste planning authorities (see Figure 1).
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Figure 1 – Central and Eastern Berkshire Plan area

Site identification
1.7 In the preparation of the JMWP, an initial Call for Sites was made in March
2017 with a further Call for Sites made in October 2017, seeking the waste and
minerals industry, landowners and promoters within the four authority areas to
identify any sites that they may wish to be allocated or safeguarded for the
purpose of mineral and waste uses. This was supplemented by a review of
former minerals and waste local plans and of any sites previously ruled
out. This originally resulted in a ‘long list’ of 24 sites located mainly in and
around the Reading, Bracknell and east of Windsor areas with several rural
locations elsewhere within the Plan area. The sites were assessed for their
potential impact on heritage assets, and other planning related issues and a
number of sites were discarded, and the reasons are set out in Minerals and
Waste Proposal Studies9. The remainder were included in a Draft Plan which
was subject to consultation in 2018.
1.8 Following, the Draft Plan consultation, two further Calls for Sites were
undertaken in November 2018 which identified an additional mineral site (Bray
Quarry Extension) and in October 2019 which identified Area between Horton
Brook and Poyle and Land west of Basingstoke Road. The decision was taken
to not allocate existing waste sites and therefore, two potential sites were
discounted for further consideration (Planners Farm and Star Works). In
addition, since the Draft Plan, three of the potential sites have now been
9

Minerals Proposal Study (July 2020) & Waste Proposal Study (July 2020): www.hants.gov.uk/berksconsult
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permitted (Poyle Quarry, Water Oakley (subject to legal agreement) and Riding
Court Farm) and therefore, an Assessment is no longer required.
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2. Policy Context
2.1 This section explains the national and local policy context for considering the
preservation of heritage assets.

National Policy
2.2 The National Planning Policy Framework10, NPPF, provides a framework within
which to prepare the Plan and within which that Plan will need to anticipate the
determination of future planning applications towards sustainable development.
2.3 Paragraph 2 of the NPPF states “Planning law requires that applications for
planning permission be determined in accordance with the development plan,
unless material considerations indicate otherwise.” In this case the preparation
of the Minerals and Waste Local Plan and developments related to winning
minerals and processing and disposal of waste.
2.4 The importance of the historic environment is outlined in Paragraph 7 of the
NPPF; “The purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the achievement
of sustainable development”. Meaning that “the planning system has three
overarching objectives” paragraph 8, including “c) an environmental objective –
to contribute to protecting and enhancing our natural, built and historic
environment:”.
2.5 In relation to plan-making, it is important that Strategic policies11 make sufficient
provision for the “conservation and enhancement of the natural, built and
historic environment”.
2.6 The NPPF requires local planning authorities to make the following provisions:
“The preparation and review of all policies should be underpinned by relevant
and up to date evidence. This should be adequate and proportionate…”12. In
this case, the Plan preparation has used the National Inventory of Designated
Sites and the local Historic Environment Record (HER). This has been
supplemented by public access LiDAR, public access aerial photography and
historic mapping. Additionally, in some cases by documentation submitted with
planning applications and in one case by site visit, and one by archive review.
No archaeological field work was commissioned or carried out at this stage.

10

National Planning Policy Framework:
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/810197/
NPPF_Feb_2019_revised.pdf
11
NPPF (Para. 20)
12
NPPF (Para. 31)
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2.7 The Plan preparation provides that where overriding archaeological issues are
demonstrated those sites will be excluded from allocation. Where a site is
allocated the Plan anticipates that the application will nonetheless be
determined according to the provisions of the NPPF13:
“In determining applications, local planning authorities should require an
applicant to describe the significance of any heritage asset affected, including
any contribution made by their setting. The level of details should be
proportionate to the assets’ importance and no more than is sufficient to
understand the potential impact of the proposal on their significance. As a
minimum the relevant historic environment record should have been consulted
and the heritage assets assessed using appropriate expertise where
necessary. Where a site in which development is proposed includes, or has the
potential to include, heritage assets with archaeological interest, local planning
authorities should require developers to submit an appropriate desk-based
assessment and, where necessary, a field evaluation”.
2.8 The principles of paragraph 189 have been applied to the Plan making process
to ensure that the most important archaeological sites are excluded from
allocation and that the policies proposed secure provision of the mature
consideration of heritage assets within the determination of applications.
2.9

In relation to mineral extraction the NPPF states “ensure that there are no
unacceptable adverse impacts on the natural and historic environment ….”14.

Current Central and Eastern Berkshire Policy
2.10 The currently adopted minerals plan is the Replacement Minerals Local Plan for
Berkshire adopted in 1995 with subsequently adopted alterations in 1997 and
200115.
2.11 The Minerals Local Plan covers the administrative areas covered by the Central
& Eastern Berkshire Authorities, as well as Slough Borough Council and West
Berkshire Council. While this plan covers the period until 2006, the Secretary of
State has directed that a number of policies be saved indefinitely until replaced
by national, regional or local minerals and waste policies. For the Central &
Eastern Berkshire Authorities, these saved policies will be replaced by the
JMWP, when it is adopted.

13

NPPF (Para. 189)
NPPF (Para. 205 (b))
15
Replacement Minerals Local Plan for Berkshire (2001) - https://www.bracknell-forest.gov.uk/planning-andbuilding-control/planning/planning-policy/development-plan/minerals-and-waste
14
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2.12 Relevant saved Mineral Local Plan policies include:
Policy 7
Within the framework provided by Policy 6, the merits of all applications for the
extraction of sand and gravel will be assessed having regard to all material
considerations, including:
i. The likely effects of the proposal on living conditions, and the likely effects
of the traffic which it would generate;
ii. The need to protect the character and amenities of individual settlements,
and to protect important open gaps between settlements from development
which would cause long-term harm to the land’s function;
iii. The need to protect sites or areas of ecological, geological, archaeological,
historic, or architectural importance;
iv. The desirability of protecting Grade 1, 2 and 3a farmland, and the likely
effects of the proposal on farm structure’
v. The need to protect woodland, areas of attractive landscape, and individual
landscape features;
vi. The need to protect existing recreation sites, and to protect and enhance
the recreation value of the public rights of way network;
vii. The need to guard against environmental damage resulting from changes
to the water table;
viii. The need to protect water bodies and other water features, and to protect
the water environment generally including the protection of the flow,
quantity and quality of water supplies, and protection against increased
risks of flooding to property and people;
ix. The need to minimise disturbance by securing the phased release of
extraction sites; by encouraging (subject to all other planning
considerations) the orderly progression of working and restoration in areas
where extraction is to take place or is already taking place; and by resisting
the unnecessary spread of working to new areas.
Policy 11
There will be the strongest presumption against allowing the extraction of sharp
sand gravel from
i. The North Wessex Downs Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty;
ii. Designated Sites of Special Scientific Interest (including classified and
proposed Special Protection Areas, designed and candidate Special
Areas of Conservation, and Ramsar sites and Nature Conservation
Review and Geological Conservation Review sites);
iii. Statutory nature reserves;
iv. Scheduled ancient monuments, and other monuments of national
importance;
Minerals and Waste Heritage Statement (July 2020)
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v.
vi.
vii.
viii.
ix.
x.

Land owned or covenanted to the National Trust;
Common land, and town or village green;
Registered parks and gardens of special historic interest, and registered
battlefields;
The sites and settings of Grade 1 and 2* listed buildings;
Statutory Green Belt land1;
Land within built-up areas.

This refers only to a very small area of land at Ankerwycke (near Wraysbury) which is protected under
the special provisions of the Green Belt (London & Home Counties) Act 1938. The position in the
remainder of Green Belt will be set out in paragraphs 5.7 to 5.8.
1

2.13 The Waste Local Plan for Berkshire was adopted in 1998. The Waste Local
Plan also covers the former Berkshire County area and therefore includes
Slough and West Berkshire. While the Waste Local Plan covers the period until
2006, the Secretary of State has directed that a number of policies should be
saved indefinitely. These policies will be superseded by the JMWP, when it is
adopted.
2.14 Relevant saved Waste Local Plan policies include:
WLP29
‘In all cases outside the Preferred Areas, and not withstanding the provisions of
Policy WLP28, there will be a strong presumption against allowing waste
management development, wither within or adversely affecting the following:
(i)

(ii)
(iii)
(iv)
(v)
(vi)
(vii)
(viii)
(ix)
(x)
(xi)

Areas designated as sites of Special Scientific Interest (including
proposed and designated Special Protection Areas, Special Areas of
Conservation and Ramsar sites), Regionally Important Geological and
Geomorphological Sites, or Geological Conservation Areas;
Statutory nature reserves;
Scheduled Ancient Monuments;
Land owned by or covenanted to the National Trust;
Common land, and town or village greens;
Major historic parks and gardens
Conservation areas;
Land protected under the special provisions of the Green Belt (London
and Home Counties Act 1938);
The sites and settings of buildings and features of architectural and/or
historic interest;
Groundwater protection areas where the proposals would conflict with the
Environment Agency’s groundwater protection policy;
The function of land important to the character, setting or amenities of
individual settlements, including land important to the separation of
settlements except for:

Minerals and Waste Heritage Statement (July 2020)
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a. The landfilling of waste where this forms an acceptable and necessary
element of permitted mineral extraction and restoration: and
b. Temporary waste recycling and transfer facilities located on landfill sites in
accordance with Policies WLP15 and WLP24:
(xii) Metropolitan Green Belt, and land outside built areas and settlement
boundaries, except for the following purposes:
a. The landfilling of waste where this for an acceptable and necessary
element of permitted mineral extraction and restoration:
b. Temporary waste recycling and transfer facilities located on landfill sites in
accordance with Policies WLP15 and WLP24:
c. Green waste composting in accordance with the requirements of Policy
WLP17:
d. The treatment of sewage and other wastes in accordance with the
requirements of Policy wLP18: and
e. The treatment of farm and stable waste in accordance with the
requirements of Policy WLP19;
(xiii) North Wessex Downs Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and Areas of
Special Landscape Importance except for the following purposes:
a. The landfilling of waste where this for an acceptable and necessary
element of permitted mineral extraction and restoration:
b. Temporary waste recycling and transfer facilities located on landfill sites in
accordance with Policies WLP15 and WLP24:
c. The treatment of sewage and other wastes in accordance with the
requirements of Policy wLP18: and
d. The treatment of farm and stable waste in accordance with the
requirements of Policy WLP19;
(xiv) Areas at rick from flooding except in exceptional circumstances where
adequate and appropriate flood compensation measures are provided as
part of the proposals
(xv) Wildlife Heritage Sites, Parks and Gardens of County Importance, and
non-scheduled archaeological sites meriting preservation in situ where
these interests would be harmed by waste management development;
(xvi) The immediate settings of any waterbodies or other water features and
the aquatic environment in general, where the proposed development
would result in material adverse impacts.’
WLP30
‘Within the framework provided by Policy WLP2, the merits of waste
management proposals will be assessed having regard to all relevant
considerations, and in particular:
(i)
The likely effects of the traffic and traffic-related impacts which the
development would generate;
(ii)
The need to safeguard health and living conditions;

Minerals and Waste Heritage Statement (July 2020)
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(iii)

(iv)

(v)

(vi)
(vii)

(viii)

(ix)

(x)

(xi)

The likely effects of the proposed development on the surrounding
population and the environment, including the effect on living and
working conditions; the effect on the air and water environment; the
amenity and wider environmental implications of any emissions, or any
changes in the nature, quality and quantity of watercourses and
groundwater, and drainage and flooding impacts;
The visual impact of the proposed development; its effect on the
landscape; the need for additional on-site and off-site planting,
screening, or other landscaping measures, including planting in
advance of the development ; the need to safeguard and enhance
areas of attractive landscape and local landscape character, individual
landscape features (woodlands, hedgerows etc), the character and
setting of rivers, canals and streams, and areas of nature conservation
value;
The need to safeguard the character, setting and amenities of
individual settlements and to safeguard important open gaps between
settlements from development which would cause long-term harm to
the function of the land;
The need to safeguard and enhance the character and use of sites
used for recreation and public rights of way;
The need to safeguard and enhance sites of ecological importance and
protected species and their habitats, and the need to safeguard sites of
geological, archaeological, historic, architectural or scientific
importance, and to safeguard those sites comprising best and most
versatile agricultural land;
The need to safeguard aviation interest (including guarding against bird
strike and safeguarding airfield protection zones), and to safeguard
interests of public utilities;
The likely cumulative effects of the proposed development in
combination with other developments taking place, or permitted to take
place, in the locality;
The need to minimise disturbance from waste disposal operations by
securing the phased release of sites where appropriate and the orderly
progression of working and restoration where landfilling is taking place;
and
The need to ensure satisfactory restoration, after-care and
management of sites for an acceptable after-use.’
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3. Site Assessments
Methodology
3.1 To support the preparation of the Draft Plan, each proposal considered for
inclusion in the Plan was subject to assessment.
3.2 Assessment was carried out by the archaeological advisor who provided high
level comments on archaeological and heritage issues sufficient to indicate
where these would amount to a constraint to allocation, constrain the extent of
an allocation, or potentially present a burden on future permission to the degree
that such a burden might be regarded as unreasonable. Such constraint or
burden being highlighted where it might call into question that allocation in total
or in part. The assessment also sought to provide a possible indication of future
steps and opportunities.
3.3 Archaeological data from the National Heritage List of Designated Sites as well
as the archaeological data within the East Berkshire Historic Environment
Record (HER) is the primary record source for these judgments. The
interpretation of the data was informed by the Solent Thames Research
Framework and the West Berkshire Aggregate Area Assessment.
3.4 In general site visits were not undertaken, although Google earth aerial
photographic images and public access LiDAR data were frequently used.
Where necessary, site visits were undertaken to validate a desk-top
assessment, for example to assess the impact of development on the setting of
a designated heritage asset. In addition, where necessary, further information
was sought such as an archive review or through a review of planning
application documentation.

Sites
3.5 The following assessments were provided as part of the initial review of the
potential allocations.
Wokingham
CEB7 Bridge Farm, Shinfield
The site is on the flanks of the river Loddon where, both to the north and to the
south, it has proved to be rich in archaeological remains. The site has a high
archaeological potential (that is the potential to encounter as yet unrecorded
archaeological remains). The site is rich in existing archaeological records,
Minerals and Waste Heritage Statement (July 2020)
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including prehistoric and Roman artefacts, and cropmarks indicating settlement
enclosures field system and ring ditches. LiDAR also suggest some ridge and
furrow surviving on the land. A planning application has been submitted which
includes an archaeological assessment and the results of some archaeological
evaluation16. The site has been subject to field walking, geophysical survey,
and trial trenching. No overriding archaeological constraint has been identified,
although some evidence of Roman occupation has been found. There is no
archaeological constraint to allocation, but some archaeological issues are
likely to arise during development. The Environmental Statement submitted
(para 8.3.26) indicates an intention to accommodate both elements of
preservation and elements of mitigation by recording if required. The site is
adjacent to a registered Park and Garden (Swallowfield Park), and the impact
of the development on the park will need to be considered.
*The potential impact on the Scheduled Monument was omitted from the initial
assessment. This issue is addressed in Section 4 of this report.
CEB29 Land West of Basingstoke Road, Spencers wood
The land sits within the upper reaches of the Loddon Valley, the flanks of which
are associated with a wide range of archaeological sites. Field walking (The
Loddon Valley Survey), the collection of artefacts from the surface of a
ploughed field, has found prehistoric worked flint from within the allocation,
although nothing currently suggestive of a substantive site. However, within the
wider landscape around the allocation Iron Age settlement has been
encountered, a Bronze Age ring ditch (the site of a ploughed down burial
mound) and undated enclosures suggestive of Roman or prehistoric settlement.
The allocation has a high archaeological potential, that is the potential to
include archaeological sites which are as yet unrecorded. However, such sites
are likely to be discrete and of regional importance and as such unlikely to
constrain the allocation. Preliminary archaeological survey prior to the
determination of any future planning application is recommended. The WW2
pillbox recorded on the west edge should be retained and not needlessly or
thoughtlessly removed, as it sits within a wider pattern of pillboxes in the
landscape describing the GHQ defence line. The anti-tank ditch that stretches
between the Loddon river and the Foudry Brook sits in front of this pillbox and
coming south it crosses the allocation site. Whilst not a constraint it is an
archaeological consideration, and restoration post extraction might also offer
some positive opportunity to present this lost landscape feature in some
fashion.

16

The planning application was subsequently refused by Wokingham Borough Council in August 2019.
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To the north east, beyond the B3349, is a Scheduled Monument, a medieval
moat, at Sheepbridge Court Farm (12020). This is a nationally important
archaeological site. The impact of future extraction on the setting of the moat is
limited by the strong hedgerow and the existing buildings between the moat
and the allocation site. Any post extraction restoration plan should include both
strengthening of the screening between the extraction site and the monument,
and consideration of the degree to which the restoration might seek to
strengthen the setting of the monument by reference to a landscape setting
appropriate to the immediate context of a medieval moat. However, the moat is
reported to be seasonally waterfilled meaning that it may have the potential for
conditions where organic material might survive in an archaeological context
within the moat. Dewatering effects from extraction close by might have an
indirect impact on the archaeological significance of this monument. This is an
important consideration which might constrain the implementation of the
allocation to some degree. This is unlikely to be to a great degree and might
have most impact closest to the moat site and lowest in the valley. That the
location might be constrained to some degree by de watering effects should be
noted and the impact of dewatering on the adjacent scheduled moat must be a
material consideration within any future planning application, which should be
supported by a suitable hydrological report.
*The potential impact on the listed buildings is addressed in more detail in
Section 5 of this report.
Windsor and Maidenhead
CEB16 Ham Island
The southern part of the site is a Scheduled Monument (Saxon Palace) as are
large areas west of the cut. The scheduled monument within the Ham Island
allocation is a constraint in so far as the monument lies within the allocated
area and in so far as the proposed works will impact on the setting of the
monument. It is a very significant constraint and the advice and opinion of
Historic England should be sought. It does not on its own preclude the
allocation of the entire Ham Island site but is very likely to preclude the
allocation of all but the northern section.
There is only one existing record for this site, a ring ditch identified from aerial
photographs. No archaeological survey has taken place at this site in the past.
However, the archaeological potential should be regarded as high.
Archaeological evidence along the Thames does suggest that the flanking
fields on the floodplain and gravel terraces are rich in archaeological remains
from all periods. Southlea Farm to the north provides an immediate example
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where cropmarks show ring ditches (ploughed down Bronze Age burial
mounds), and enclosures (see Google earth 2017), and field walking revealed
evidence of settlement from the Neolithic to the Roman period (BAJ 2010).
Given the strong curve of the river it is possible that palaeo channels exist on
the site which might provide a context for palaeo environmental study as well
as archaeological study. It is highly likely that archaeological remains will be
encountered that are of importance and these might prove burdensome.
The extent of the scheduled monument and its setting are a recorded constraint
to allocation. Beyond that, extraction in similar Thames floodplain contexts have
been able to overcome constraint through archaeological mitigation and so
would not suggest that it is insurmountable to the extent of precluding some
residual allocation, but significant archaeological consideration are implied and
extensive constraints to allocation.
*The potential impact on the scheduled monument is addressed in more detail
in Section 4 of this report.
CEB18 Poyle Quarry Extension Areas, Horton
The area has a high archaeological potential as demonstrated by the
archaeological interventions on site and in the vicinity. The site has had
planning permission previously at which archaeological issues were addressed.
The site was subject to a desk-based assessment and a preliminary
archaeological evaluation. The planning permission included an archaeological
condition (condition 14) for archaeological recording. A Written Scheme of
Investigation (WSI) prepared by Thames Valley Archaeological Services was
submitted and agreed by the planning authority. The principle that
archaeological issues are not overriding (subject to the agreed mitigation) has
been agreed. A similar level of archaeological potential / mitigation should be
anticipated for the quarry extension, which is not overriding but will merit survey
and mitigation.
CEB19 Horton Brook Quarry
Horton Brook quarry has been subject to extraction and in so far as the mineral
has been removed (is being removed) the site does not retain any
archaeological potential. It is possible that some potential might reside within
unworked margins or perhaps under compounds and processing plant.
However, although the archaeological potential of this landscape is high, as
demonstrated by the wide range of archaeological sites encountered and
investigated prior to extraction there is no archaeological obstacle to the
inclusion of this site.
Minerals and Waste Heritage Statement (July 2020)
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CEB24 The Compound, Stubbings
There are no archaeological sites currently recorded at this location or in the
immediate vicinity. Archaeological remains have been found in the wider vicinity
and the site should be regarded as having some archaeological potential, but in
view of the limited scale and limited available archaeological information little
constraint should be anticipated. Google earth indicates that the site is in use
and although the nature of ground impact is not clear it is possible that any
archaeological potential has been compromised by existing activity on site.
(The Scheduled Monument of Robin Hood’s Arbour does lie within the wider
vicinity but is screened by the woodland known as Maidenhead Thicket and
separated by the A404 and so is not likely to influence allocation).
CEB25 Berkyn Manor Farm
The site is broadly the same as CEB18 Poyle Quarry extension areas. The
area has a high archaeological potential as demonstrated by the archaeological
interventions on site and in the vicinity. The adjacent Poyle Quarry has had
planning permission previously at which archaeological issues were addressed.
(The site was subject to a desk-based assessment and a preliminary
archaeological evaluation. The planning permission included an archaeological
condition (condition 14) for archaeological recording. A Written Scheme of
Investigation (WSI) prepared by Thames Valley Archaeological Services was
submitted and agreed by the planning authority). A similar level of
archaeological potential / mitigation should be anticipated for the quarry
extension, which is not overriding but will merit survey and mitigation. The
principle that archaeological issues are not overriding (subject to the agreed
mitigation) has been agreed.
*The potential impact on the Listed Building is addressed in more detail in
Section 5 of this report.
CEB26 Monkey Island Lane Wharf, Bray
In light of the general description of the proposal and available HER data, in
principle there are no substantial archaeological issues that would impact the
allocation of this site proposal. However archaeological issues would remain a
material consideration and that the detail of any proposal, particularly in relation
to the bank works and storage areas within this location will need to be
considered in detail as part of any planning application. It is not anticipated that
archaeological considerations are likely to be an overriding issue for this site

Minerals and Waste Heritage Statement (July 2020)

17

CEB27 Bray Quarry Extension
There are no archaeological sites currently recorded at this location. However
archaeological excavation ahead of extraction at Bray Triangle to the south and
Weir Bank to the east demonstrate that the landscape has a high
archaeological potential, that is the high potential that the allocation will include
archaeological sites which are as yet unrecorded. This is in common with much
of the Thames floodplain. The adjacent excavations encountered
archaeological occupation and settlement of Neolithic, Bronze Age, Iron Age
and Roman date. There is currently nothing to suggest an overriding
archaeological constraint may exist to prevent allocation, but it is very likely that
archaeological issues will arise during extraction and potentially archaeological
survey (evaluation) is merited ahead of the determination of any planning
application to ensure that an informed decision is made.
*The potential impact on the Listed Building is addressed in more detail in
Section 5 of this report.
CEB30 Area between Horton and Poyle Quarries
CEB30 lies between the Horton and Poyle Quarries which have been subject to
extensive archaeological survey, as well as archaeological excavation ahead of
extraction and this gives a sound insight into the archaeology of the landscape.
This indicates that the landscape has a high archaeological potential, that is the
potential to encounter as yet unrecorded archaeological remains.
Archaeological evidence immediately adjacent to the bridleway includes
evidence of Roman and prehistoric occupation sites which might reasonably be
anticipated to run under the bridleway. In addition, the wider investigated
landscape includes archaeological evidence of utilisation of this landscape in all
periods, including early prehistoric camps, a Neolithic site, Bronze Age burials,
field systems and settlement, Iron Age settlement and a Roman and medieval
landscape. There is nothing currently to suggest an overriding archaeological
constraint to allocation, however provisions will most certainly need to be made
within any future planning application for archaeological survey and excavation
ahead of development.
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4. Historic England
4.1 Historic England provided comment on the draft Joint Minerals and Waste Plan
in a letter dated 11th October 201817 which raised a number of archaeological
issues, which were addressed by subsequent communications and a meeting
held 4th February 201918. Further comments were provided on two later
Focused Regulation consultations in letters dated 19th August 201919 and 27th
March 202020.
4.2 This section outlines how the main points raised by Historic England have been
investigated and, where possible, resolved. Sites which did not require further
investigation, have not been included.

Ham Island
4.3 Historic England expressed major concern regarding the Ham Island allocation
some of which is a Scheduled Monument and so by definition a nationally
important monument. Much of the allocation provides the setting to the
Scheduled Monument, and, it was subsequently clarified at a meeting,
dewatering associated with extraction would have an unacceptable impact on
waterlogged deposits within the Scheduled Monument which form an important
part of the site’s archaeological significance. The archaeologist has reviewed
the advice put forward by Historic England “that the site should not be taken
forward…” and concluded the Plan allocation should not seek to counter
Historic England’s advice.
4.4 Ham Island sits on a loop of the River Thames, the southern neck cut off by an
artificial channel called The Cut. Approximately in the centre is Ham Island
Waste Water Treatment Works and the allocation includes the land to the north,
east, south east and south of these water works. Along the south east Thames
river frontage of the allocation is one of the five parts of the Scheduled
Monument that is Old Windsor Saxon Palace (1006995). It is protected by the
1979 Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act, and National Planning
Policy Framework indicates that any development affecting a Scheduled
Monument should be ‘wholly exceptional’ (paragraph 194 b). The initial
response to the allocation assumed some benefit to protecting a retained
Scheduled Monument intact within the wider allocation in order to secure
positive management benefits within the restoration process. Historic England
17

Letter from Martin Small (Historic England) dated 11th October 2018
Attendance included Martin Small and Rebecca Lambert (Historic England)
19
Letter from Alan Byrne (Historic England) dated 19th August 2019
20
Letter from Edward Winter (Historic England) dated 27th March 2020.
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were clear that such provision was not necessary and so accordingly, the area
of the Scheduled Monument within the Ham Island allocation should be
excluded.
4.5 It is noted that the enhanced archaeological survival, and so enhanced
archaeological value, of the site arising from waterlogging has informed the
Scheduled status of the site. Although the Scheduled area within the allocation
has not been subject to archaeological excavation peat deposits observed in a
borehole on Ham Island21 confirms that this potential for a waterlogged
archaeological component to the site extends on to the Ham Island part of the
monument and so waterlogging must be assumed within the Scheduled area. It
was suggested by Historic England that extraction of the residual of the
allocation alongside the excluded Scheduled Monument is likely to cause a
change in the water table locally which in turn might result in dewatering of the
waterlogged contexts of the Scheduled Monument. This would damage the
Scheduled Monument and so would be contrary to NPPF para 194.
4.6 Accordingly, in light of the current understanding of the potential for harm
through dewatering, the residual allocation outside the Scheduled area is
excluded.
4.7 Extraction of the residual allocation (outside the Scheduled Monument) would
also have an impact on the setting of the Scheduled Monument and in
particular the important relationship between the river and the monument. This
would be a material consideration, and should, at some future date, the
allocation be reconsidered, any associated post extraction restoration scheme
would need to secure the setting, or an enhanced setting, to the Scheduled
Monument.
4.8 In addition, the residual allocation does have a high archaeological potential,
that is it is likely that any works within the allocation are likely to encounter as
yet unrecorded archaeological remains. We know that elsewhere on Ham
Island prehistoric and Roman evidence has been found and considering the
location of the site and its relations to the river Thames a wide range of
archaeological remains should be anticipated and the potential that they might
be waterlogged should also be anticipated. Archaeological evidence along the
Thames does suggest that the flanking fields on the floodplain and gravel
terraces are rich in archaeological remains from all periods. Southlea Farm to
the north provides an immediate example where cropmarks show ring ditches
and enclosures, and field walking revealed evidence of settlement from the
21

British Geological Survey – Borehole Data:
http://scans.bgs.ac.uk/sobi_scans/boreholes/15639672/images/15164702.html
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Neolithic to the Roman period. Given the strong bow of the river it is possible
that palaeo channels exist on the site which might provide a context for palaeo
environmental study as well as archaeological study. It is highly likely that
archaeological remains will be encountered that are of importance. This would
be a material consideration should, at some future date, the allocation be
reconsidered. Dealing with such archaeological remains is likely to be
burdensome on any endeavour to extract. This may to some extent be offset by
compromise to the archaeological survival due to the impact of settling ponds
associated with the water treatment works in its historic layout.
4.9 The site is of national importance and should not be included within any
allocation. The allocation should not be regarded as acceptable whilst
dewatering and negative impacts of the waterlogged significance of the
monument is a predicted.

Water Oakley
4.10 Water Oakley allocation was at the time of Plan preparation also subject to a
planning application and documentation submitted with the planning application
was available. Historic England raised concerns regarding the allocation.
Whilst the proposal has now been granted planning permission (subject to legal
agreements), the consideration of the proposed allocation (and application) is
outlined as it has a relevance on how similar proposals may be addressed.
4.11 The site has been subject to an archaeological evaluation and a
geoarchaeological survey. This has identified the presence of some
archaeological sites and confirmed the nature of the archaeological potential of
the site. No waterlogged deposits were found, eliminating the possibility of the
sorts of important archaeological remains found at nearby Eton Rowing lake,
which is further into the flood plain. The geoarchaeological deposit model does
not suggest a potential for Palaeolithic sites.
4.12 The planning authority has not raised any archaeological objection to the
extraction of minerals although archaeological conditions to secure mitigation of
impacts have been recommended.
4.13 There is no overriding archaeological objection to the planning application by
the archaeological advisor to the local planning authority or by Historic England
and so no archaeological objection to the allocation need be implied.

Bridge Farm
4.14 Historic England raised concerns, in their letter of 11th October 2018, regarding
allocation of the Bridge Farm minerals extraction site citing the issue of the
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setting of heritage assets, including the Scheduled moat, the impact of the
changed landscape around the moat and the harm to the historic landscape,
the high archaeological potential including potential for Palaeolithic remains.
“ We are aware that a planning application has been submitted accompanied
by an archaeological assessment. We are considering that assessment but as
a general principle we consider that the allocation of this site should not be
taken forward in the absence of clear evidence that extraction at this site would
not be harmful to the likely archaeological significance of the area in
accordance with the protection afforded to Scheduled Monuments by NPPF”.
4.15 Subsequent to this objection, Historic England considered the archaeological
assessments presented with the planning application and responded on 8
November 2018. Having assessed the issues arising, the letter concludes;
“Recommendation; Historic England has no objection on heritage grounds. We
consider that the application meets the requirements of NPPF, in particular
paragraph 189”. It would therefore follow that Historic England have withdrawn
their objection.
4.16 The assessment for the allocation, which included a site visit to assess the
setting of the Scheduled moat, concluded that the development will impact the
setting of the Scheduled moat but that this can be mitigated through the
restoration plan. The moat would have existed in a landscape of woods and
hedges with small scale irregular fields with only limited and close views out. A
restoration that reinstates the close small scale hedged and wooded landscape
would be appropriate to the moat and should be referenced within the
provisions of the allocation.

Deposit Modelling
4.17 Historic England, in the letter of 11th October 2018, expressed concern that
some allocations should not go forward without some deposit modelling results
available. Review of existing archaeological data, the Solent Thames Research
Framework and deposit models on sites in progress suggested that the
provision of a deposit model in these cases would be disproportionate, of
uncertain value and beyond that sufficient to understand the potential
accommodation within a planning permission. It was therefore decided to rely
on policy, supporting text and para 189 to ensure that provision to protect the
most important Palaeolithic archaeological remains within the mineral body
could be accommodated at the application, determination, and extraction
stages. In light of revised policy and supporting text Historic England withdrew
the objection.
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4.18 Historic England had noted the potential role of deposit modelling where there
is a potential for archaeological deposits to be present in the Thames gravels
that date to the Palaeolithic period and so which may be embedded within the
geological deposits being extracted. Extraction of minerals might hypothetically
encounter archaeological remains of Palaeolithic date within the body of the
mineral, meriting preservation. This potential is likely to be underrepresented in
the HER due to its buried, frequently deeply buried, nature. Historic England
concluded that the evidence to support the allocation of sites in the floodplain
would need to benefit from the construction of a geoarchaeological deposit
model to identify the nature of the deposits that would be impacted and their
archaeological significance.
4.19 Whilst recognising this to be a hypothetical possibility a number of practical
issues suggest that to produce a deposit model capable of resolving the issue
situation would be disproportionate at the allocation stage.
4.20 Such Palaeolithic sites have proved relatively scarce and where found are of
small scale. They require for their survival low energy deposits within what are
generally high energy deposition contexts of fluvial gravel. Whilst such low
energy deposits can be witnessed by their geological nature the intensity of
borehole logs needed to map the buried deposits with sufficient confidence to
identify the presence/absence of these low energy deposits would be
considerable. Furthermore, the work needed to then establish that the low
energy deposit identified by a borehole was actually associated with
archaeological evidence would, at any but shallow depth, be impractical. Such
pre-allocation survey would be of a scale to be impractical and disproportionate
to the Plan process.
4.21 In light of this it was recommended that, given the rarity of circumstance, the
small scale of the sites, and the likelihood that site identification (sufficient to
measure its merit) would only be possible during extraction, deposit modelling
presented with a planning application would be better placed to indicate the
likelihood of such a circumstance and provision consequently made within the
determination for the preservation of such a site should it be encountered and
found to merit preservation. This approach was acknowledged in amended
wording of the archaeological policy (DM7) and the supporting text.
4.22 This position has been accepted by Historic England22.
“we note you view that the Plan adequately does accommodate the need for
preservation in situ at a scale proportionate to the theoretical scale of the
nationally important Palaeolithic sites, and we also acknowledge that deposit
22

Email from Paul Roberts (Historic England) dated 19th June 2019.

Minerals and Waste Heritage Statement (July 2020)

23

modelling is not elsewhere routinely undertaken to inform minerals site
allocation. Consequently, we do not intend to sustain our objection to the
policy.
We recommend that if assessment is left to the application stage, the likely
need for studies and surveys should be made clear and they should be
undertaken early enough that they can inform decisions about whether to
exclude sensitive areas from the allocated sites. Furthermore, there should
be provision for the assessment and consideration during decision making of
archaeological remains within the minerals (sand and gravel) body itself, as
well as in the “overburden” and at their interface.”

Bray Quarry Extension
4.23 Historic England provided comment on the Focussed Regulation 18
Consultation which included Bray Quarry Extension as a proposed allocation in
a letter dated 19th August 201923 which raised an objection to the proposal.
This included concern over the archaeological impact and the impact of the
listed building, such as the Jesus Hospital Almshouses and the Bray Village
Conservation Area (this is addressed in Section 5).
4.24 Historic England’s objection in relation to archaeological impact outlined that
whilst they welcomed the recognition that the site had archaeological potential,
they felt “that simply identifying the possible existence of buried resources as a
material consideration to be dealt with at the planning application stage,
particularly when there is no requirement within the Plan to adhere to these
site-specific considerations, will provide sufficient protection for any
archaeological remains that exit. We consider that the requirement to assess
potential and evaluate significance should be undertaken as a precursor to
allocation of the site. If the site is allocated for mineral working, the policy
specifically should set out the requirement to preserve in situ, if appropriate, or
by rescue and recording of any archaeological remains identified, depending on
their level of significance.”
4.25 Furthermore, Historic England strongly advised that “Windsor and Maidenhead
Council’s conservation staff are closely involved in the preparation of the plan,
as they are best placed to advise on local historic environment issues and
priorities, sources of data, and consideration of the options relating to the
historic environment.”
4.26 It should be noted that the consultation document did not include the revised
Policy wording previously agreed with Historic England or the discussion
23

Letter from Alan Byrne (Historic England) dated 19th August 2019
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regarding the previous comments on the requirement for further assessment at
allocation stage, which address this matter. As previously outlined, the
concerns raised over the use of suitable data led the preparation of this
Heritage Statement.

Land west of Basingstoke Road
4.27 Historic England provided comment on the Focussed Regulation 18
Consultation which included Land west of Basingstoke Road in a letter dated
27th March 202024 which raised a concern over the impact of the listed buildings
at Sheepbridge Court (this is addressed in Section 5).
4.28 In addition, Historic England considered that the setting of the scheduled
monument would need to be fully assessed. It was stated that they “agree with
the comments made about restoration and the setting in the focussed
consultation document.” Historic England also concurred with the comments
regarding the WW2 pillbox and the defence line more generally.
4.29 Further comments were provided which strongly recommended “that the next
stage of the detailed assessment for the allocation should include at least
geophysical survey and possibly, depending on the results of the geophysical
survey, field evaluation (trial trenching).”
4.30 Concern was raised regarding the potential for possible dewatering of
waterlogged archaeological deposits including in areas around the scheduled
monument.
4.31 It should be noted that the consultation document did not include the revised
Policy wording previously agreed with Historic England or the discussion
regarding the previous comments on the requirement for further assessment at
allocation stage, which address this matter.
4.32 Historic England’s requirement for preliminary archaeological survey is required
prior to allocation was iterated in further correspondence25 (see Appendix 5).
However, it is considered by the relevant technical expert that the assessments
of the sites to-date have been proportionate, and adequate for allocation
purposes. Therefore, the issue is subject to on-going liaison with Historic
England.

24
25

Letter from Edward Winter (Historic England) dated 27th March 2020.
Email from Edward Winter (Historic England) dated 15th July 2020
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Area between Horton and Poyle Quarries
4.33 Historic England provided comment on the Focussed Regulation 18
Consultation which also included Area between Horton and Poyle Quarries as a
proposed allocation in a letter dated 27th March 2020.
4.34 The letter reiterated that the area has a “high archaeological potential but the
large excavated areas adjacent to the proposed allocation should allow the
broad nature of the archaeological deposits to be predicted with reasonable
accuracy for the purposes of the detailed allocation assessment.” It went on
further to outline that a “programme of geophysical survey and, depending on
the results of the geophysical survey, evaluation (trial trenches) should take
place prior to the determination of any planning application. The impact on the
significance of the conservation area at Colnbrook, as contributed to by its
setting, should be also be assessed and responded to as appropriate.”
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5. Historic Buildings
Methodology
5.1 In order to identify the potential impact of proposals on historic buildings, all
sites were assessed using data from the National Heritage List of Designated
Sites as well as the archaeological data within the East Berkshire Historic
Environment Record (HER).
5.2 The assessment considered the impact of the proposals on listed buildings and
structures, registered parks and gardens and the settings of these buildings,
structures and gardens and Conservation Areas. These assessments are
outlined in the Minerals & Waste Proposal Studies26.
5.3 There are no direct physical impacts in so far as no listed buildings or
designated parks are subject to development or extraction. However, the
setting of these buildings and the associated visual impacts have been
assessed and, in some cases, this has identified a potential impact. These
cases are outlined in more detail within this Section.
5.4 The provision for plan-making are set out in the NPPF which states that “Plans
should set out a positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the
historic environment, including heritage assets most at risk through neglect,
decay or other threats”27. This alluded to further in part d) in that account
should be given to “opportunities to draw on the contribution made by the
historic environment to the character of a place.”
5.5 The consideration for potential impacts on historic buildings is set out in the
NPPF28:
“Any harm to, or loss of, the significance of a designated heritage asset (from
its alteration or destruction, or from development within its setting), should
require clear and convincing justification. Substantial harm to or loss of:
a) grade II listed buildings, or grade II registered parks or gardens, should be
exceptional;
b) assets of the highest significance, notably scheduled monuments, protected
wreck sites, registered battlefields, grade I and II* listed buildings, grade I and
26

Minerals & Waste Proposal Studies (July 2020): www.hants.gov.uk/berksconsult
NPPF (Para. 185):
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/810197/
NPPF_Feb_2019_revised.pdf
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NPPF (Para. 194)
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II* registered parks and gardens, and World Heritage Sites, should be wholly
exceptional29.”
5.6 In addition, the NPPF30 outlines that “Local planning authorities should look for
opportunities for new development within Conservation Areas and World
Heritage Sites, and within the setting of heritage assets, to enhance or better
reveal their significance. Proposals that preserve those elements of the setting
that make a positive contribution to the asset (or which better reveal its
significance) should be treated favourably.”
5.7 In terms of minerals and waste development, these opportunities may arise in
through site restoration to secure or enhance the setting of a listed building, or
in the design of the built development.

Berkyn Manor
5.8 Historic England did not raise any concerns regarding the potential impact of
the proposal on the listed Dairy at Berkyn Manor in their letter dated 11th
October 2018 and stated they did not “consider it likely that potential waste
management development would have an unacceptable impact on the
significance of this designated heritage asset.”
5.9 However, following a review of the proposal it was felt that further investigation
was required, and a site visit was arranged with the landowner. It was agreed
that the red line boundary submitted would imply some constraint to the use of
the allocation where it provides the immediate setting of the building. However,
it was communicated that the intended location of the infrastructure would be
offset from the Dairy by the existing yard to its north, which is defined by an
intervening garden wall, and then another yard beyond which sits behind the
stable block. It was also indicated that the infrastructure associated with
access to the site would not come through the existing access and so not
passing close to the Dairy building. On that basis, the allocation would not have
an impact on the listed Dairy.
5.10 However, the red line of the allocation is immediately adjacent to the Dairy and
the allocation must protect the setting of that building, which implies some
restriction on the use of that part of the allocation that forms the setting of the
Dairy. This is a restriction to be placed on the use of the yard immediately
adjacent to the Dairy, between the Dairy building and the old garden wall. A
further height restriction on the use of the yard immediately beyond the garden
29

Non-designated heritage assets of archaeological interest, which are demonstrably of equivalent significance
to scheduled monuments, should be considered subject to the policies for designated heritage assets
30
NPPF (Para. 200)
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wall (behind the stable block) to the extent that imposing structures of height
close to that wall might also have an impact on the setting of the Dairy may be
required.
5.11 A revision to the red line boundary was agreed and the proposed allocation was
updated accordingly.

Bray Quarry Extension
5.12 Historic England raised an objection to the proposal including concerns
regarding the potential impact on the Jesus Hospital Almshouses and the Bray
Village Conservation Area in their letter dated 19th August 2019.
5.13 Historic England strongly advised “that Windsor and Maidenhead Council’s
conservation staff are closely involved in the preparation of the plan, as they
are best placed to advise on the local historic environment issues and priorities,
sources of data, and consideration of the options relating to the historic
environment.”
5.14 In order to gain an understanding of the original setting of the Hospital, old
maps were reviewed. Historic maps showed that the whole area was known as
Bray Mead (or meadows) and was devoid of boundaries until the 20th century.
A single field was created immediately opposite the hospital and this shows on
the 1st edition map (1870). By 1910, this field is subdivided but otherwise most
the area is open. Between 1910 and 1931 the bulk of the boundaries are
introduced which includes the existing mature boundaries. This review was
also followed up with a site visit.
5.15 In consultation with the Conservation Officer at RBWM, the following
Assessment was agreed:
The visual intrusion into the Bray Village Conservation Area and to the setting
of Jesus Hospital has been assessed concluding that mitigation should include
partial bunding and permanent advanced planting along the northern west,
south west and north eastern boundaries of the site to provide screening to the
historic village, the listed building and Old Mill Lane. Jesus Hospital is largely
one and a half storeys, with a taller central gatehouse and as such will only
have limited long distance views towards the site. The frontage of Hospital has
a roadside setting and the majority of the gravel extraction site will be screened
from it by the mature landscaping and the buildings that form Hanover Mead,
which comprise a group of modern predominantly two storey buildings and a
hall. There may be some very limited views toward the site from the south of
the hospital, from the warden’s house and car park, as the roadside vegetation
on the opposite side of the road is sparse adjacent to these areas.
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Partial bunding and new tree planting, using semi mature trees, around the
perimeter of the site, in a composition that reflects the existing landscape form
and context, and retained tree belts elsewhere on site, will act to visually
separate the allocation site from the village and from the important listed
building of Jesus Hospital. These features will be designed to form part of the
long-term landscaped setting of the site and adjacent heritage assets once
gravel working has ceased. It is not possible to more deeply improve the setting
of the hospital for two reasons.
1) The intervening buildings, hedge and road which would remain the most
immediate setting leaving little if any visual access to the allocation land
beyond (or put another way the damage to the setting already done cannot
be reversed by this allocation).
2) It is also not possible for future restoration to reinstate for the benefit of
such glimpses as might be afforded were a screen not in place, the
contemporary historic setting to the Hospital at a distance beyond the
immediate and severely compromised setting. Historically the Hospital
looked out over Bray Meads, an extensive area of open meadow down to
the river. This open landscape existed until the early part of the 20th
century, but at some time between 1910 and 1931 the landscape was
significantly subdivided. The boundaries of many of those subdivisions exist
now as mature tree belts which are required to be retained by Tree
Preservation Orders. These tree belts close down those contemporary
open view across the Mead into much smaller densely closely defined
small spaces. The contemporary open setting of the Hospital in past
centuries has ceased to exist and has been replaced by thickly bounded
landscape subdivision. Such a thickly bounded boundary as recommended
on the northern edge will act to protect the village and listed buildings from
the allocation site, offering some comfort that the modern landscape
character can act to contain the allocation, but unfortunately without the
possibility of removing existing intrusions or reinstating a wider open
landscape of ‘meads’.
5.16 The agreed wording was put to Historic England and they subsequently
withdrew their objection31 (see Appendix 5).

Land west of Basingstoke Road
5.17 Historic England raised concerns regarding the potential impact of the proposal
on the three listed buildings (Milestone north north west of Sheepbridge Grade

31

Email from Edward Winter dated 15th July 2020.
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II, Barn approximately 80 metres north of Sheepbridge Court Grade II* and
Sheepbridge Court Grade II*) in their letter dated 27th March 2020.
5.18 Historic England outlined that whilst the listed buildings had been identified,
there had been no further analysis of the impact on them. It was agreed that
that the assets would be screened to some extent “but the impact on the setting
still needs to be considered” and an appropriate buffer may be required.
5.19 To further assess the potential impact on the setting of the listed buildings a site
visit was planned. However, due to travel restrictions, the site visit was not
carried out. Due to a lack of information provided by the site promoter, a
decision was taken not to consider the site further as it was not possible to fully
assess the impact of the proposal and therefore, the site is not considered
viable or deliverable.
5.20 Should the site promoter look to bring the proposal forward as an allocation or
planning application, a Heritage Impact Assessment would be need to be
provided including both the potential impacts on the anti-tank ditch, WWII pill
box and setting of the listed buildings.
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6

Conclusion

6.1 The preparation of the Plan, it’s polices and supporting text, as well as an initial
assessment of the candidate allocations has considered the impact of
development on the historic environment in a manner consistent with
government advice set out in the NPPF.
6.2 Available data and expertise have been used to assess the sustainability of the
approach taken in relation to the historic environment. Consultation responses
on the historic environment have been taken into account; by amending and
enhancing the Plan’s text and policy, through clarification of statements made,
and through closer analysis and discussion of the issues raised sufficient to
resolve them.
6.3 It is expected that information contained within this Heritage Statement will be
used to inform the policies and the provision of allocations within the Joint
Minerals and Waste Plan to ensure it is compliant with the guidance and
provisions set out in the NPPF.
6.4 The assessments to this stage have assessed the likelihood of overriding
constraints to allocation. It is important to note that heritage impacts remain a
material consideration and archaeological data available changes though time.
Future applications will need to consider the heritage impact and will therefore
need to be accompanied by a Heritage Impact Statement including predetermination data gathering in some cases. The rapid and broad level
comments offered to support the allocations should not be regarded as a
substitute for this subsequent stage but should be regarded as an initial
consideration sufficient only to support the allocation process and not the
determination of a future planning application.
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Glossary and Abbreviations
Development considerations: These are identified in Appendix A (Allocated Sites)
of the Plan and are identified for each of the site allocations in the Plan.
Development considerations are issues which need to be met /addressed alongside
the other policies in the Plan in the event that a planning application is submitted for
development.
Extension (minerals site): This involves either the lateral expansion or deepening
of the quarry to extract additional resources.
Extension (waste site): To provide additional waste capacity in relation to increased
throughput and/or footprint of the site. Landfills may be expanded to cover a larger
Landscape character: A combination of factors such as topography, vegetation
pattern, land use and cultural associations that combine to create a distinct,
recognisable character.
Listed Buildings and Sites: Buildings and sites protected under the Planning
(Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.
Material considerations: A matter that should be taken into account in deciding a
planning application or on an appeal against a planning decision. Material
considerations can include (but are not limited to); overlooking/loss of privacy, loss of
light or overshadowing, parking, highway safety, etc. Issues such as loss of view, or
negative effect on the value of properties are not material considerations.
Mineral: Limited and finite natural resources which can only be extracted where they
are found geologically.
Mineral Planning Authority: The local planning authorities responsible for minerals
planning. In the Plan area, The Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead,
Bracknell Forest Council, Reading Borough Council, and Wokingham Borough
Council are minerals planning authorities.
Mitigation measures: Measures that reduce or minimise impacts.
Monitoring: Minerals and waste developments are monitored to ensure that they
comply with the policies of the Plan and planning conditions attached to their
permissions. The Plan will also be subject to monitoring.
Monitoring Indicator: This is the aspect of the development that will be monitored
in order to detect any deviation from what is either expected of the development or
acceptable.
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Monitoring Trigger: The threshold that, once passed, signifies there is an issue with
the relevant policy in its current form and may require review.
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF): Published in March 2012 and
subsequently updated in 2018 and 2019, the NPPF sets out the Government's
planning policies for England and how these are expected to be applied.
Other locally recognised assets: In relation to Policy DM7 (Conserving the Historic
Environment) other locally recognised assets are non-designated assets which,
although do not have any statutory protection, are recognised locally as making a
significant and positive contribution to local historic knowledge, character and
features.
Planning application: Operators proposing a new minerals or waste development
need to apply for permission from the relevant planning authority in order to be
allowed carry out their operations.
Planning permission: Once planning applications have been reviewed by the
relevant planning authority, permission may be granted (i.e. consent for the
proposed development is given). Permissions may have certain conditions or legal
agreements attached which allow development as long as the operator adheres to
these.
Quarry: These are open voids in the ground from which minerals resources are
extracted.
Restoration: The process of returning a site to its former use or restoring it to a
condition that will support an agreed after-use, such as agriculture or forestry.
Rights of Way (RoW): Paths which the public have a legally protected right to use.
Scheduled Ancient Monument: Nationally important archaeological sites included
in the Schedule of Ancient Monuments maintained by the Secretary of State under
the Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act 1979.
Site allocations: Specific sites identified for minerals and waste activities in the Plan
where there are viable opportunities, have the support of landowners and are likely
to be acceptable in planning terms.
Sustainability Appraisal (SA): In United Kingdom planning law, an appraisal of the
economic, environmental, and social effects of a plan from the outset of the
preparation process, to allow decisions that are compatible with sustainable
development.
Visual impact: The perceived negative effect that the appearance of minerals and
waste developments can have on nearby communities.
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Waste Planning Authority (WPA): The local planning authorities responsible for
waste planning. In the Plan area, The Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead,
Bracknell Forest Council, Reading Borough Council, and Wokingham Borough
Council are waste planning authorities.
Wharf: A landing place or pier where ships or barges may tie up and load or unload.
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Appendix One: Historic England letter 11th October 2018
JCEB Consultation
Strategic Planning, ETE
Hampshire County Council
The Castle

Our ref:

Winchester
Hampshire, SO23 8UD

Telephone

Your ref:
01483 252040

Fax

11th October 2018

Dear Sir or Madam,
Central and Eastern Berkshire - Joint Minerals & Waste Plan
Thank you for your e-mail advising Historic England of the consultation on the Central
and Eastern Berkshire - Joint Minerals & Waste Plan. As the Government’s advisers on
the historic environment we are pleased to make the following comments in line with our
remit and area of expertise.
Paragraph 31 of the National Planning Policy Framework (2018) requires “The
preparation and review of all policies should be underpinned by relevant and up-to-date
evidence”. Paragraph 1.2 of the Draft Plan refers to the evidence base as set out in
Figure 2. We note that the Figure does not identify any evidence base for the historic
environment nor is there any reference in Appendix C or on the Joint Local Plan
webpage to any archaeological studies or historic impact assessments.
At the very least we would expect the Berkshire Historic Environment Record and East
Berkshire Historic Landscape Character Assessment to have been used in preparing the
Plan and to be identified accordingly. Paragraph 187 of the National Planning Policy
Framework (2018) states:
Local planning authorities should maintain or have access to a historic environment
record. This should contain up-to-date evidence about the historic environment in their
area and be used to:
a) assess the significance of heritage assets and the contribution they make to their
environment; and
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b) predict the likelihood that currently unidentified heritage assets, particularly sites of
historic and archaeological interest, will be discovered in the future.
Given the nature of minerals development, archaeology is a particularly important
consideration. The tributaries of the Middle Thames are very important for Palaeolithic
archaeology. Where gravel extraction targets sand and gravels below the modern
floodplain (for example of the River Loddon at Arborfield) then there could
-2also be potential for important waterlogged archaeology, especially relating to the Late
Upper Palaeolithic and Mesolithic, as known from the nationally important archaeology in
the nearby Kennet and Colne Valleys.
Therefore, given that the true potential for Palaeolithic archaeology is unlikely to be
represented on the Historic Environment Record, owing to depth of burial and lack of
previous investigation, this aspect of archaeology is likely to require specific assessment
by a specialist familiar with the period to provide a robust evidence base.
As noted above, the tributaries of the Middle Thames are well-known for the survival of
well-preserved Late Upper Palaeolithic and Mesolithic archaeology found in association
with waterlogged environmental evidence, typically at the interface of the sands and
gravels and the overlying alluvium on the floodplain. Therefore, the evidence in support
of any allocation site that lies on the floodplain would benefit from the construction of a
geoarchaeological deposit model, to identify the nature of the deposits that would be
impacted and their archaeological significance.
We are disappointed to see that there is no reference in the Vision to the historic
environment or heritage assets. There is a reference to the natural environment, but the
National Planning Policy Framework makes it clear that the historic environment is a
separate entity from the natural environment – in addition to references in the Framework
to the natural, built and historic environment, it specifically defines the historic
environment as “All aspects of the environment resulting from the interaction between
people and places through time, including all surviving physical remains of past human
activity, whether visible, buried or submerged, and landscaped and planted or managed
flora”.
Neither is there any specific reference to the historic environment or heritage assets in
the Strategic objectives. We note that heritage is included in Principle ix of paragraph
3.14, which we welcome, but not in Principle iv (the terms “built environment” and
“historic environment” are not interchangeable).
Policy M1 Sustainable minerals development strategy: this policy contains no reference to
environment (natural, built or historic). It seems odd to say “work with relevant minerals planning
authorities” when it is their Plan.
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Paragraph 5.57 of the Draft Plan fails to recognise that paragraph 205 of the National
Planning Policy Framework requires minerals planning authorities to “as far as is
practical, provide for the maintenance of landbanks of non-energy minerals from outside
National Parks, the Broads, Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty and World Heritage
Sites, scheduled monuments and conservation areas”. The proposed allocation of Ham
Island at Old Windsor contains the Early medieval and medieval palace and associated
monuments of Kingsbury scheduled monument.
Policy M4 Minerals Sites: we are concerned that clause 4 of Policy M4 has no
safeguards for the natural, built or historic environment – these are relegated to a
reference to development management policies in the supporting text. This is not
consistent with the approach in Policy M6 which specifically includes “The proposal
-3not having an unacceptable impact on the environment” within the policy and is therefore
more robust. We also consider that Policy M4 should include a requirement for
development proposals for any of the allocated sites to take the site-specific
considerations in Appendix A into account.
We have the following comments on the proposed mineral extraction allocation sites:
Poyle Quarry Extension: according to our records there are no designated heritage
assets on this site. The Grade II listed City post is located to the south of north extension
and the Grade II listed dairy at Berkin Manor at North East corner of House is located to
the south of the south extension. These are not noted in Appendix A but we do not
consider it likely that the proposed mineral extraction would have an unacceptable impact
on the significance of these designated heritage assets. However, we do not consider
that mineral extraction at these two proposed sites would actually result in a positive
outcome for heritage assets as indicated in the draft SEA.
There is potential for important waterlogged archaeology, especially relating to the Late
Upper Palaeolithic and Mesolithic (the draft SEA notes that the area has high
archaeological potential). Evidence might not exist for such archaeology on the Historic
Environment Record, owing to its depth and the lack of past investigation. Accordingly,
the evidence in support of this allocation site would benefit from the construction of a
geoarchaeological deposit model, to identify the nature of the deposits that would be
impacted and their archaeological significance.
Bridge Farm, Arborfield: according to our records there are no designated heritage
assets on this site. The Grade II listed Bridge House is located just outside the site to
north and the Grade II High End Farmhouse is located just outside the site to the southwest. This is not noted in Appendix A but we do not consider it likely that the proposed
mineral extraction would have an unacceptable impact on the significance of these
designated heritage assets.
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However, a moated site scheduled monument is located outside the site to the southeast. We are concerned at the proximity of quarrying to the monument - whilst there
would be no direct physical impact on the monument (and the site and its archaeological
potential would therefore stay intact), there may be an impact on its significance through
development within its setting (paragraphs 190 and 194 of the National Planning Policy
Framework recognise that development within the setting of heritage asset can affect its
significance).
Moated sites have an important relationship with their surrounding landscapes, and in
many cases the wider setting of a moated site can be considered as making a
contribution to its value as a heritage asset. Landscape characterisation and desk based
assessment can identify related landscape features such as planned medieval
enclosures, and ridge and furrow. These types of landscape feature can be seen to
preserve a historic relationship or spatial association, helping us to understand the rural
context within which a moated site would have been set, and its direct relationship with
and control over the pastoral landscape.
-4The proposed development appears from the mapping data to currently be located within
a rural landscape, characterised by open fields and divided by hedgerows, and amongst
this it may be possible to identity other elements or features of medieval settlement.
There is therefore potential for identification of related medieval archaeology in the
surrounding landscape, and they will also need to give consideration to the potential
impact on landscape character, from development in such an open rural landscape.
The proposed development may therefore cause harm to the historic landscape
character of the area and the scheduled monument, by impacting directly on any
associated archaeological remains, such as ridge and furrow, and impacting the
understanding of the moated site and its relationship with the surrounding agricultural
landscape.
Paragraph 193 of the Framework explains that “When considering the impact of a
proposed development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight
should be given to the asset’s conservation (and the more important the asset, the
greater the weight should be). This is irrespective of whether any potential harm amounts
to substantial harm, total loss or less than substantial harm to its significance”.
Paragraph 194 of the Framework explains that “Any harm to, or loss of, the significance
of a designated heritage asset (from its alteration or destruction, or from development
within its setting), should require clear and convincing justification. Substantial harm to or
loss of……assets of the highest significance, notably scheduled monuments……, should
be wholly exceptional”.
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In addition, this area has high archaeological potential - crop marks and geophysical
survey suggest extensive prehistoric activity in the vicinity of the site and there is good
potential for associated waterlogged archaeological remains within the alluvial floodplain
deposits of the River Loddon.
River terraces exist on the site, representing ancient courses of the Rivers Loddon and
Blackwater, both tributaries of the Thames. Elsewhere these river terraces have revealed
significant Palaeolithic remains. Therefore, the potential of the sands and gravels for
Palaeolithic archaeology should be considered.
Evidence might not exist for such archaeology on the Historic Environment Record,
owing to its depth and the lack of past investigation. Accordingly, the evidence in support
of this allocation site would benefit from the construction of a geoarchaeological deposit
model, to identify the nature of the deposits that would be impacted and their
archaeological significance.
We therefore consider that this site should not be taken forward without further
investigation and assessment of the contribution of that part of the setting of the
Scheduled Monument within the proposed allocated site to the significance of the
Monument, and appreciation of that significance (in the form of a desk based
assessment and setting analysis); of the potential impact of mineral extraction at this
-5site on that significance, and of the significance and potential impact on the significance
of other archaeological remains in this area.
We are aware that a planning application has been submitted accompanied by an
archaeological assessment. We are considering that assessment but as a general
principle we consider that the allocation of this site should not be taken forward in the
absence of clear evidence that extraction at this site would not be harmful to the likely
archaeological significance of this area in accordance with the protection afforded to
scheduled monuments by the National Planning Policy Framework.
Water Oakley Farm, Holyport: according to our records there are no designated
heritage assets on this site but it is known to have high archaeological potential. Some
pre-application archaeological evaluation has already been done at Water Oakley, which
lies just across the river from Eton Rowing Lake, where a lot of significant prehistoric
remains were found in a waterlogged floodplain environment.
The Water Oakley site was found to lie on less-significant valley-side deposits, however,
and appears to be of lesser potential but nevertheless we consider that this site should
not be taken forward without further investigation and assessment of the archaeological
interest and significance of the site and of the potential impact of mineral extraction at
this site on that significance,
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We note that the draft SEA refers to an archaeological evaluation of the site but we are
not sure if this is the pre-application evaluation to which we refer above or further
assessment. The draft SEA rightly acknowledges that a considerable range of
archaeological material has been found in the vicinity and that the location should be
regarded as having a high archaeological potential. It concludes that “It is highly likely
that archaeological remains will be encountered that are of importance”.
Given that likelihood, and the fact that the extent, nature and significance of these
remains may not be fully understood, we do not understand how the authors of the SEA
can conclude that mineral extraction at this site would have a positive effect on heritage
assets.
We are not sure what is meant by “extraction in similar Thames floodplain contexts have
been able to overcome constraint through archaeological mitigation” – what mitigation is
there for potential total loss (given that the ability to record evidence of our past is not a
factor in deciding whether such loss is acceptable) ? We note that Appendix K of the
draft SEA does not suggest any example mitigation measures for the potential harm that
mineral extraction at this site would cause to the significance of the archaeological
remains.
We consider that the allocation of this site should not be taken forward in the absence of
clear evidence that extraction at this site would not be harmful to the archaeological
significance of this area.
-6Ham Island, Old Windsor: this site includes the early medieval and medieval palace
and associated monuments of Kingsbury scheduled monument and has high
archaeological potential. It is a large scheduling that includes a Saxon (9th century)
settlement built on the site of an earlier Roman settlement, with a royal palace providing
a seat of government.
The monument was partly excavated in the 1950s with a range of settlement-related and
high status artefacts being discovered. There is however, still much about the extent of
the settlement and nature of deposits in this location that is not understood.
The relationship of the monument within the surrounding landscape and river is a crucial
part of its significance, as it demonstrates why the settlement was placed in this
particular location in the first place. Whilst there has been some development
encroachment from the adjacent sewage works etc. the peninsula of the island remains
as open ground which makes it possible to orientate the monument within the
surrounding landscape and in relation to the river.
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Removing the evolved landscape that surrounds the monument would not only change
the whole character of the landscape to which the monument relates, but has the
potential to impact directly on any associated buried archaeological deposits, though
further research and investigation would be needed to asses this fully.
It is possible that related archaeology is present in the non-designated area, though desk
based study and field work would be necessary to establish this. The fields on the
opposite side of the river also have high archaeological potential.
We have highlighted above that paragraph 205 of the National Planning Policy
Framework (2018) requires minerals planning authorities to “as far as is practical, provide
for the maintenance of landbanks of non-energy minerals from outside……scheduled
monuments”.
In addition, paragraph 193 of the Framework explains that “When considering the impact
of a proposed development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great
weight should be given to the asset’s conservation (and the more important the asset,
the greater the weight should be).
Paragraph 194 of the Framework explains that “Any harm to, or loss of, the significance
of a designated heritage asset (from its alteration or destruction, or from development
within its setting), should require clear and convincing justification. Substantial harm to or
loss of……assets of the highest significance, notably scheduled monuments……, should
be wholly exceptional”.
We therefore have a major concern over the proposed allocation of this site – indeed, as
the allocation covers a significant area of the scheduled site, and the crucial part of the
monument that connects the settlement site with the river, we consider that the it is likely
that the proposed excavation would cause substantial harm to the significance of the
scheduled monument.
-7-

We consider that the draft SEA fails to recognise this – we do not understand how the
authors of the SEA can conclude that mineral extraction at this site would have a neutral
or negligible effect on the scheduled monument, although it is possibly because on page
235 the monument is described as “adjacent” to the site, whereas it is within the
proposed allocation site, as recognised on page 236.
We are disappointed with the negative attitude towards this potentially nationally
important archaeological remains which the authors describe as “burdensome”. We note
that Appendix K of the draft SEA does not suggest any example mitigation measures for
the likely substantial harm that mineral extraction at this site would cause to the
significance of the scheduled monument.
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Accordingly, our advice and opinion is that the site should not be taken forward, certainly
not without further investigation and assessment of the significance of the scheduled
monument; of the other archaeological interest and significance of the site; and of the
potential impact of mineral extraction at this site on that significance, We consider that
the allocation of this site should not be taken forward in the absence of clear evidence
that extraction at this site would not be harmful to the significance of the scheduled
monument or other archaeological remains in this area.
Paragraphs 5.75, 6.75, 6.76, 6.77/6.78: we consider that the considerations in
paragraphs 5.75, 6.75, 6.76, 6.77/6.78 should actually be set out in policies, not the
supporting text, which does not carry the same weight as the policies.
Policy W4 Locations and sites for waste management: we are concerned that clause
4 of Policy M4 has no safeguards for the natural, built or historic environment – these are
relegated to a reference to “adverse environmental impacts” in the supporting text. This
is not consistent with the approach in Policy M6 which specifically includes “The proposal
not having an unacceptable impact on the environment” within the policy and is therefore
more robust. We also consider that Policy M4 should include a requirement for
development proposals for any of the allocated sites to take the site-specific
considerations in Appendix A into account.
We have the following comments on the proposed waste management site allocations:
Planners Farm, Brock Hill: according to our records there are no designated assets on
or in close proximity to this site. However, we do not consider that waste management
development at this proposed site would actually result in a positive outcome for heritage
assets as indicated in the draft SEA.
Horton Brook Quarry, Horton: according to our records there are no designated assets
on this site. The Grade II listed Horton Lodge and the Grade II listed The Old Rectory are
located outside the site to the south-west and the Grade II listed
Ashgood Farmhouse is located to the south. These are not noted in Appendix A but we
do not consider it likely that potential waste management development would have an
unacceptable impact on the significance of these designated heritage assets.
-8However, we do not consider that waste management development at this proposed site
would actually result in a positive outcome for heritage assets as indicated in the draft
SEA.
The Compound, Pinkneys Green, Maidenhead: according to our records there are no
designated assets on or in close proximity to this site. However, we do not consider that
waste management development at this proposed site would actually result in a positive
outcome for heritage assets as indicated in the draft SEA.
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Berkyn Manor Farm, Horton: according to our records there are no designated assets
on this site. The Grade II listed dairy at Berkin Manor at North East corner of House is
located to the south of the site. We do not consider it likely that potential waste
management development would have an unacceptable impact on the significance of
this designated heritage asset.
There is potential for important waterlogged archaeology, especially relating to the Late
Upper Palaeolithic and Mesolithic (the draft SEA notes that the area has high
archaeological potential). Evidence might not exist for such archaeology on the Historic
Environment Record, owing to its depth and the lack of past investigation. Accordingly,
the evidence in support of this allocation site would benefit from the construction of a
geoarchaeological deposit model, to identify the nature of the deposits that would be
impacted and their archaeological significance.
Star Works, Knowl Hill: according to our records there are no designated assets on or
in close proximity to this site. We note the draft SEA assessment of this site against SEA
objective 3 that it is likely that archaeological remains will be encountered. At this stage
we do not know the extent, nature or significance of these remains and we consider that
the allocation of this site should not be taken forward in the absence of clear evidence
that waste management at this site would not be harmful to the archaeological
significance of this area.
We are not sure what is meant by “extraction is likely to overcome the constraint through
archaeological mitigation” – the Plan proposes to allocate this site for waste
management, not excavation. Nevertheless, we are still unsure as to what archaeological
mitigation there could be - we note that Appendix K of the draft SEA just suggests
“historic environment schemes” as an example of mitigation measures which rather
suggests that the authors are not sure themselves as to what mitigation measures there
could be.
Datchet Quarry / Riding Court Farm, Datchet: according to our records there are no
designated assets on this site. The Grade II Registered Historic Park and Garden of
Ditton Park lies a little way to the north (according to the National Heritage List for
England, part of the site is not the Registered Park as stated in the draft SEA) and the
Grade Iisted Riding Court Farmhouse is located a little way to the north-west. We do not
consider it likely that the use of this site for aggregates recycling would have an
unacceptable impact on the significance of these designated heritage assets.
-9Paragraph 6.109: the monitoring indicators shown would only enable monitoring of
Policy W4, not monitoring of appropriately located waste management because Policy
W4 is deficient in ensuring this, as we explain above. We therefore consider that either
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Policy W4 needs to be amended as we indicate or the monitoring indicators need to
include compliance with Policy DM7.
Paragraph 7.4: We always try to provide timely advice, but it helps us do that when the
minerals planning authorities consult us in a timely fashion with adequate information and
a realistic timescale for comment. We would therefore welcome a commitment within
paragraph 7.4 for the minerals planning authorities to do this.
Policy DM4 Protection of Designated Landscape: we support Policy DM4 in principle,
although applying the criteria for the assessment of proposals for major development
within AONBs to land outside the designated landscapes, even if within their setting,
goes beyond paragraph 172 of the National Planning Policy Framework.
Paragraph 7.50: whilst it is true that minerals and waste development can lead to
archaeological investigations, mineral extraction is by its very nature, a destructive
process and such investigations are usually required because of the imminent
destruction of archaeological remains. We feel the Plan should acknowledge this.
We are not sure if “the record of historically or architecturally significant structures” is
meant to refer to the National Heritage List for England (the only official, up-to-date,
register of all nationally protected historic buildings and sites in England) or the Berkshire
Historic Environment Record, which includes non-designated heritage assets, or both.
We consider that this should be clarified. Whatever is actually meant by this reference, it
is not itself a heritage asset, and therefore “protecting heritage assets” does not include
this record.
However, we would welcome a commitment to maintaining the Historic Environment
Record (although it should be remembered that paragraph 199 of the National Planning
Policy Framework (2018) cautions “the ability to record an asset will not be a factor in
determining whether or not a proposed development will be permitted”. We welcome the
last sentence of paragraph 7.50.
Paragraphs 7.51 - 7.52: we support these paragraphs; although the revised National
Planning Policy Framework does not refer to core principles in the same way as the
original Framework, the principle that “heritage assets should be conserved in a manner
appropriate to their significance” is restated.
Policy DM7 Conserving the Historic Environment: we welcome Policy DM7 in
principle. However, we consider that the first and third paragraphs largely duplicate each
other, but are contradictory as the first paragraph does not allow harm but the third
paragraph does.
The reference to “benefits” in the final paragraph of the policy should be to “public
benefits”, in accordance with paragraphs 195 and 196 of the National Planning Policy
Framework (2018),that can only be delivered by the proposed development.
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- 10 In addition, the paragraph should refer to the significance of heritage assets, as the term
used in the Framework and the heritage sector for the value of a heritage asset, as well
as their special interest, character and appearance (which are normally used when
referring to conservation areas).
We believe that the policy should include a requirement to record assets to be lost and
the recording to be deposited in a public archive, but to emphasise that the ability to do
this will not be a factor in determining whether or not permission will be granted. We also
consider that paragraph 7.53 should be included in the policy.
We therefore suggest that Policy DM7 be reworded as follows:
Proposals for minerals and waste developments will be required to protect and conserve,
and where possible enhance, the historic environment and the significance, special
interest, character or appearance of the heritage assets of the Central & Eastern
Berkshire Authorities, including both designated and non-designated assets and the
settings of these sites.
Harm to that significance, special interest, character or appearance will only be allowed
where it is demonstrated that the harm is minimised and the need for and public benefits
of the development cannot be delivered in a way that does not cause harm (e.g. locating
the development on an alternative site that would result in no harm to heritage interests)
and clearly and convincingly outweigh these heritage interests.
Any planning applications for minerals and waste development should therefore be
informed by an assessment, proportionate to the circumstances, of the significance,
special interest, character and appearance of any heritage assets that would be affected
by a development proposal, of the potential impacts on those qualities and how those
impacts could be avoided or minimised. This should include an appropriate level of field
investigation if necessary and a screening to be submitted with the planning application.
Where harm to or loss of heritage assets would occur in the circumstances set out
above, the asset should be fully recorded and the results deposited in a public archive
(however, the ability to record an asset will not be a factor in determining whether or not
a proposed development will be permitted).
The following assets will be protected in accordance with their relative importance:
a) Scheduled Monuments;
b) Listed buildings;
c) Conservation areas;
d) Registered parks and gardens;
e) Registered battlefields;
f) Sites of archaeological importance; and
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g) Other locally recognised assets.
- 11 Paragraph 7.56: we do not consider it accurate to say that “Minerals or waste
developments will be considered on their merits” – surely they will be considered in the
context of relevant legislation, Policy DM7 and any relevant material considerations ?
Paragraph 7.57: whilst we welcome the principle set out in the paragraph that
“Major historic features, such as Scheduled Ancient Monuments located or discovered on
sites proposed for minerals and waste development must be preserved as part of the
development”, this is not consistent with the third paragraph of Policy DM7 which allows
for harm to heritage assets where the need for and benefits of the development
decisively outweigh these interests and impacts will be mitigated. We are not clear why
the paragraph states “as appropriate” in reference to enhancement – this should be
“where possible”.
Monitoring indicators; we suggest that these should also include “Number of planning
permissions contrary to Council’s conservation and archaeological advisers’ advice”.
Paragraph 7.62: we support this paragraph, although we suggest that it says “quality
and character”. The wording also needs minor revision to fully make sense.
Policy DM8 Restoration of Minerals and Waste Developments: we support this
policy, although we are not quite sure what is meant by the “setting of the local area”.
Paragraph 7.64: we welcome the seventh bullet point but we consider that the
paragraph should have an additional bullet point: “historic landscape character and other
heritage assets”.
Glossary and Acronyms: We are not clear to what “Sites” in “Listed Buildings and
Sites” refers.
Appendix A – Proposed Sites: we welcome, in principle, the site-specific development
considerations relating to the historic environment for each site, but as these
considerations are not set out in any policy, nor is there any requirement in any policy for
these development considerations to be satisfied, they would appear not to actually carry
any weight for the assessment of planning applications. We consider that Policies M4
and W4 should each include a requirement for development proposals for any of the
allocated sites to take the site-specific considerations into account.
Monkey Island Lane, Bray: whilst we welcome the recognition of potential
archaeological issues in relation to this site, we do not consider that simply identifying
them as a material consideration to be dealt with at the planning application stage,
particularly when there is no requirement within the Plan to adhere to these site-specific
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considerations, will provide sufficient protection for any archaeological remains. We
consider that this requirement should be set out in a specific policy for Monkey Island.
- 12 -

We hope these comments are helpful.
We would welcome the opportunity to discuss our comments, particularly our concerns,
with you.
Thank you again for consulting Historic England.
Yours faithfully,

Martin Small Principal Adviser, Historic Environment Planning
(Bucks, Berks, Oxfordshire, Hampshire, IoW, South Downs NP and Chichester)
martin.small@historicengland.org.uk
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Appendix Two: Historic England letter 19th August 2019

Hampshire Services c/o Strategic Planning

Our ref:

Hampshire County Council
First Floor, EII Court West, The Castle
Winchester, SO23 8UD

Your ref:

By email only to berks.consult@hants.gov.uk

Telephone
Email
Date

PL00468582

020 7973 3700
e-seast@historicengland.org.uk

19 August 2019
Dear Sir or Madam
Central and Eastern Berkshire Authorities Joint Minerals and Waste Plan Additional
Regulation 18 Consultation - Potential Allocation of the Bray Quarry Extension Site
Thank you for email of 9 July 2019 inviting comments on the above document.
As the Government’s adviser on the historic environment Historic England is keen to ensure that the
protection of the historic environment is fully taken into account at all stages and levels of the local
planning process, and welcomes the opportunity to comment upon this key planning document. It is a
particular the requirement of the National Planning Policy
Framework (para 185) to set out a positive strategy within local plans for the conservation and
enjoyment of the historic environment.
Historic England objects to the draft policy. Whilst we welcome the recognition of ‘some archaeological
potential’ in relation to this site, we do not consider that simply identifying the possible existence of
buried resources as a material consideration to be dealt with at the planning application stage,
particularly when there is no requirement within the Plan to adhere to these site-specific considerations,
will provide sufficient protection for any archaeological remains that exit. We consider that the
requirement to assess potential and evaluate significance should be undertaken as a precursor to
allocation of the site. If the site is allocated for mineral working, the policy specifically should set out the
requirement to preserve in situ, if appropriate, or by rescue and recording of any archaeological remains
identified, depending on their level of significance.
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Historic England would strongly advise that Windsor and Maidenhead Council’s conservation staff
are closely involved in the preparation of the plan, as they are best placed to advise on local
historic environment issues and priorities, sources of data, and consideration of the options
relating to the historic environment. In particular, they should be consulted on the potential
impacts on the setting of nearby listed buildings, such as the Jesus Hospital Almshouses, and the
Bray Village Conservation Area.
These comments are based on the information provided by you at this time and for the avoidance
of doubt does not reflect our obligation to advise you on, and potentially object to, any specific
development proposal which may subsequently arise from this or later versions of the plan and
which may, in our view, have adverse effects on the historic environment.
Yours sincerely

Alan Byrne
Historic Environment Planning Adviser
CC Paul Roberts, Development Advice Team Leader
Historic England, 4th Floor, The Atrium, Cannon Bridge House, 25 Dowgate Hill, London EC4R 2YA Telephone 020 7973
3700 HistoricEngland.org.uk
Please note that Historic England operates an access to information policy.
Correspondence or information which you send us may therefore become publicly available.
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Appendix Three: Historic England letter 27th March 2020

By email only to: berks.consult@hants.gov.uk
Our ref: PL00686267
Your ref:
Main: 020 7973 3700 Direct: 020 7973
3659 e-seast@historicengland.org.uk
edward.winter@historicengland.org.uk
Date: 27/03/2020
Dear Sir or Madam

Central and Eastern Berkshire Joint Minerals & Waste Plan
Focussed Regulation 18 Consultation: Sand & Gravel Provision and
Operator Performance
Thank you for inviting Historic England to comment on the above document. As the government’s adviser
on the historic environment, Historic England is keen to ensure that protection of the historic
environment is fully taken into account at all levels and stages of the local planning process. In line with
our remit, our comments are limited to matters concerning the historic environment.
Due to current restrictions we have not been able to visit the sites, but on the basis of the information
provided we can offer the following definitive advice.

Specific advice
This focussed consultation is limited to three issues:

•
•
•

The proposed allocation of two new sites
An area of search criteria-based policy to ensure adequate supply
A policy that takes past performance of operators into account.

Proposed allocation of two new sites
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Land west of Basingstoke Road
This site is located very close to both a scheduled monument (MOATED SITE AT
SHEEPBRIDGE COURT) and three listed buildings, (MILESTONE NORTH NORTH
WEST OF SHEEP BRIDGE, GII; BARN APPROXIMATELY 80 METRES NORTH OF SHEEPBRIDGE COURT, GII*;
and SHEEP BRIDGE COURT, GII*). Most of the site is also within an area of high archaeological potential.
The above-listed heritage assets, as well as the area of high archaeological potential, have been identified
in the table associated with the site, but the scheduled monument has been included within the listed
buildings section. These are different types of heritage assets and for clarity should be listed separately.
Historic England has some concern about the prospect of this site being allocated for the extraction of
sand & gravel, on the basis of the currently available information, mainly in relation to archaeology. We
also have some concerns in relation to the aforementioned listed buildings.

Archaeology
The impact on the significance of the scheduled monument, as contributed to by its setting, will need to
be fully assessed. There is a considerable amount of screening, but noise will also have to be considered.
We agree with the comments made about restoration and setting in the focussed consultation document.
Because this site lies within an area of high archaeological potential, archaeological remains may exist
which are of equivalent significance to designated assets, that is, of national importance. Footnote 63 of
the NPPF states that:
“Non-designated heritage assets of archaeological interest, which are demonstrably of
equivalent significance to scheduled monuments, should be considered subject to the policies
for designated heritage assets.” NPPF para 194 states that:
“Any harm to, or loss of, the significance of a designated heritage asset (from its alteration or
destruction, or from development within its setting), should require clear and convincing
justification. Substantial harm to or loss of:
… b) assets of the highest significance, notably scheduled monuments, protected wreck sites,
registered battlefields, grade I and II* listed buildings, grade I and II* registered parks and
gardens, and World Heritage Sites, should be wholly exceptional.”
Historic England therefore strongly recommends that the next stage of detailed assessment for the
allocation should include at least geophysical survey and possibly, depending on the results of the
geophysical survey, field evaluation (trial trenching).
Within the Historic Environment Assessment Summary section of the site assessment, it is stated:
“However, such sites are likely to be discrete and of regional importance and as such unlikely to
constrain the allocation. Preliminary archaeological survey prior to the determination of any future
planning application is recommended.”
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With respect, we do not agree with this. Geophysical survey and possibly, depending on the results of the
geophysical survey, field evaluation (trial trenching) should be carried out prior to allocation. The wording
is also unsatisfactory in that ‘Preliminary archaeological survey’ is too vague.
Possible dewatering of waterlogged archaeological deposits in the areas around the site, including the
scheduled monument, should also be assessed, as noted in the consultation document.

Listed buildings
While the aforementioned listed buildings have been identified in the summary table accompanying this
site, there is no further analysis of the impact on them in the more detailed Historic Environment
Assessment Summary. These heritage assets are screened to some extent from the proposed site, but the
impact on settings still needs to be considered. An appropriate buffer may be required, especially in
relation to the grade II* assets, which are assets of the highest significance, according to the NPPF. We
concur with the comments made in the consultation document in relation to the WW2 pillbox.

Area between Horton Brook and Poyle Quarry
The area has high archaeological potential but the large excavated areas adjacent to the proposed
allocation should allow the broad nature of the archaeological deposits to be predicted with reasonable
accuracy for the purposes of the detailed allocation assessment. A programme of geophysical survey and,
depending on the results of the geophysical survey, evaluation (trial trenches) should take place prior to
the determination of any planning application.
The impact on the significance of the conservation area at Colnbrook, as contributed to by its setting,
should be also be assessed and responded to as appropriate. An area of search criteria-based
policy to ensure adequate supply
Historic England notes that this type of approach is advocated in the Planning Practice Guidance, where
sufficient allocated sites cannot be identified. We do not object to this approach being taken on the
understanding that we are always consulted on all minerals applications in this area. We would like to see
wording to this effect included in the supporting text of the policy. This is because it is often difficult to
determine the impact a site may have on the setting of a heritage asset.
Operator past performance policy No specific
comments at this time.

Other comment
While not the subject of this consultation, we have noticed a typographical error that changes the
intended meaning in Policy M4. The text currently reads:
“Proposals for new sites not outlined in Policy M4 (1, 2 and 3) will be supported, inappropriate
locations, where” Whereas it should read:
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““Proposals for new sites not outlined in Policy M4 (1, 2 and 3) will be supported, in appropriate
locations, where”.

General advice Historic England’s published guidance
Historic England has published planning advice which we recommend that you review as part of your plan
preparation.

Good practice advice
•
•

•

The Historic Environment in Local Plans https://historicengland.org.uk/imagesbooks/publications/gpa1-historicenvironment-local-plans/
Managing Significance in Decision-Taking in the Historic Environment
https://content.historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/gpa2managing-significance-indecision-taking/gpa2.pdf/
The Setting of Heritage Assets
https://content.historicengland.org.uk/imagesbooks/publications/gpa3-setting-of-heritageassets/gpa3.pdf/

Historic England advice notes
•

Mineral Extraction and Archaeology
https://historicengland.org.uk/imagesbooks/publications/mineral-extraction-and-archaeologyadvice-note13/heag278-mineral-extraction-and-archaeology/
• Conservation Area Appraisal, Designation and Management
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/conservation-areadesignationappraisal-management-advice-note-1/
• Making Changes to Heritage Assets
https://historicengland.org.uk/imagesbooks/publications/making-changes-heritage-assetsadvice-note-2/
• The Historic Environment and Site Allocations in Local Plans
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environmentand-siteallocations-in-local-plans/
• Tall Buildings https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/tallbuildings-advice-note4/
• Local Heritage Listing https://www.historicengland.org.uk/imagesbooks/publications/localheritage-listing-advice-note-7/
• Sustainability Appraisal and Strategic Environmental Assessment
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/sustainabilityappraisal-and-strategicenvironmental-assessment-advice-note-8/
All Historic England advice should be read alongside our Conservation Principles, which underpin our
work https://historicengland.org.uk/advice/constructiveconservation/conservation-principles/

Evidence base
The evidence base for the plan should be proportionate, comprehensive and robust. Sources include:
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

National Heritage List for England www.historicengland.org.uk/the-list/
Heritage Gateway www.heritagegateway.org.uk
Historic environment records
National and local heritage at risk registers www.historicengland.org.uk/advice/heritage-at-risk
Non-designated or locally listed heritage assets (buildings, monuments, parks and gardens, areas)
Conservation area appraisals and management plans
Historic characterisation assessments e.g. the extensive urban surveys and historic landscape
characterisation programmes or more local documents.
www.archaeologydataservice.ac.uk/archives/view/EUS/
Environmental capacity studies for historic towns and cities or for historic areas
Detailed historic characterisation work assessing impact of specific proposals.
Heritage impact assessments looking into significance and setting
Green Belt studies
Visual impact assessments
Archaeological assessments
Topic papers
See also, the baseline information section within sustainability appraisal, below

As set out in GPA1, this is not simply an exercise in setting out known sites but, rather, in understanding
the value to society (i.e. the significance) of sites both know and unknown.

Sustainability appraisal
The historic environment should be considered as part of the sustainability appraisal process. We
recommend that these comments are read alongside our Advice Note 8 (see link above).

Key plans and programmes
We recommend considering the following:

International
•
•
•
•

UNESCO World Heritage Convention
European Landscape Convention
The Convention for the Protection of the Architectural Heritage of Europe
The European Convention on the Protection of Archaeological Heritage

National
•
•
•
•
•

Planning (Listed Buildings & Conservation Areas) Act 1990
Ancient Monuments & Archaeological Areas Act 1979
Marine and Coastal Areas Access Act 2009
National Planning Policy Framework 2019
Planning Practice Guidance

•
•

Local plans
Historic environment records

Local
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•
•
•
•
•

AONB management plans
Heritage/conservation strategies
Other strategies (e.g. cultural or tourism)
Conservation area character appraisals and management plans
Listed building heritage partnership agreements

Baseline information
All designated heritage assets (conservation areas, listed buildings, scheduled monuments, registered
parks and gardens, registered battlefields, and protected wrecks) within the area should be identified and
mapped. Mapping these assets can provide an indication of their distribution and highlight sensitive
areas.
We also would expect non-designated heritage assets to be identified. These include, but are not
confined to, locally listed buildings and locally listed parks and gardens. In addition to the above, we
would expect reference to currently unknown heritage assets, particularly sites of historic and
archaeological interest. The unidentified heritage assets of the area should be acknowledged and
outlined in this section. Designated and non-designated heritage assets at risk should also be identified.
Historic England’s Good Practice Advice Note 1 contains advice on other relevant sources of evidence.
These include conservation area appraisals and management plans, local lists, historic characterisation
assessments and any other in-house and local knowledge. We recommend that these other sources of
evidence are considered as part of the SA process.

Key sustainability issues
We would suggest considering the following:

•
•
•

•

Conserving and enhancing designated and non-designated heritage assets and the
contribution made by their settings
Heritage assets at risk from neglect, decay, or development pressures
Areas where there is likely to be further significant loss or erosion of
landscape/seascape/townscape character or quality, or where development has had or is
likely to have significant impact (direct and or indirect) upon the historic environment and/or
people’s enjoyment of it
Traffic congestion, air quality, noise pollution and other problems affecting the historic
environment

The historic environment can make a significant contribution to the success of development a sustainable
approach to development proposals should seek to achieve this. This should be reflected in the SA.

Reasonable alternatives
The historic environment should be a factor when considering alternative proposals. The impact of
proposals on the significance of heritage assets should be taken into consideration at an early stage. In
terms of sites, this should be based on more than just measuring the proximity of a potential allocation to
heritage assets. Impacts on significance are not just based on distance or visual impacts, and assessment
requires a careful judgment based on site visits, available evidence and specialist advice as appropriate.
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Site Allocations
General
When mapping heritage assets, it is important to recognise that simply identifying assets on a map will
not fully show the potential impact of development on the historic environment. This is for two main
reasons: while databases show areas of archaeological potential, it is usually not possible to know the full
extent of archaeology. Therefore, while we can anticipate where we are more likely to encounter
archaeological artefacts, there is always the possibility of new finds in unexpected areas. The level of
archaeological assessment or investigation will therefore need to be determined on a case-by-case basis.
Significance is what makes an asset worthy of protection. Significance a collective term for the sum of all
the heritage values that can be ascribed to a place. A full appreciation of the significance of a heritage
asset is likely to require the skills of an expert. Therefore, simply plotting an asset on a map is unlikely to
be sufficient.
Where there is uncertainty about the precise way in which a site could be developed, this can make it
difficult to assess the full impact on the historic environment. Supporting information should be sufficient
to make an appropriate level of assessment, through the plan-making process. The greater the level of
detail in how a site should be developed, the easier it is to assess the impact on the historic environment.
We encourage the use of detailed sites requirements as part of the allocation policy and where
appropriate, development briefs and masterplans. There is a danger to both heritage assets and potential
developers of allocating sites without sufficient guidance on the issues that need to be addressed at the
planning application stage. The significance of heritage assets, and the potential impact of allocations on
that significance, will need to be fully understood and justified as early as reasonably practicable in the
plan-making process.
The cumulative impact of a number of site allocations in one location could also cause considerable harm
to the historic landscape/townscape.

Assessing sites
Our Advice Note 3 on site allocations in local plans sets out a suggested approach to assessing sites and
their impact on heritage assets. It advocates a number of steps, including understanding what
contribution a site makes to the significance of heritage assets, and identifying what impact the allocation
might have on significance. This could be applied to the assessment and selecting of sites within a plan.
In essence, it is important that you

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)

Identify any heritage assets that may be affected by the potential site allocation
Understand what contribution the site makes to the significance of the asset
Identify what impact the allocation might have on that significance
Consider how to maximise enhancements and avoid harm
Determine whether the proposed allocation is appropriate in light of the NPPF tests of
soundness

In assessing sites it is important to identify those sites which are inappropriate for development and also
to assess the potential capacity of the site in the light of any historic environment (and other) factors.
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If you have any queries about any of the matters raised or consider that a meeting would be helpful,
please do not hesitate to contact me.
Yours faithfully

Edward Winter
Historic Environment Planning Adviser
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Appendix Four: Historic England email 19th June 2019
From: Roberts, Paul <Paul.Roberts@HistoricEngland.org.uk>
Sent: 19 June 2019 16:39
To: Spriggs, Melissa <melissa.spriggs@hants.gov.uk>
Cc: Hopkins, David (ENV) <david.hopkins@hants.gov.uk>; Joint Central and Eastern Berkshire MWP
<JCEB@hants.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: Deposit Modelling at allocation stage - Central & Eastern Berkshire
Dear Melissa,
I meant to also say that, if it has not already been done, allocation should take into account evidence on
designated and undesignated heritage assets including reference to key sources of information (such as
the National Heritage List for England and local Historic Environment Records) and any pre-existing
archaeological assessment studies in aggregate producing areas in order to properly underpin the Plan
policy.
Regards,
Paul
Paul D Roberts MCIfA
Team Leader - Development Advice (Berkshire, Buckinghamshire, Hampshire, Isle of Wight &
Oxfordshire)
London & South East | Regions Group
Historic England | Floor 4, The Atrium | Cannon Bridge House | 25 Dowgate Hill | London | EC4R 2YA
Direct dial: 07711 095 202 or 0207 973 3636
Please note that our Guildford office has now closed and we are based in London as part of a new
London and South East regional team. We will retain our strong focus on the local delivery of our
services.
All email addresses and mobile phone numbers remain unchanged, including e-notification
addresses for planning consultations.
Follow us on Twitter @HE_SouthEast

We are the public body that helps people care for, enjoy and celebrate England's spectacular historic
environment, from beaches and battlefields to parks and pie shops.
Follow us: Facebook | Twitter | Instagram Sign up to our newsletter
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This e-mail (and any attachments) is confidential and may contain personal views which are not the views of Historic England unless
specifically stated. If you have received it in error, please delete it from your system and notify the sender immediately. Do not use, copy or
disclose the information in any way nor act in reliance on it. Any information sent to Historic England may become publicly available. We
respect your privacy and the use of your information. Please read our full privacy policy for more information.

From: Roberts, Paul
Sent: 19 June 2019 16:27
To: 'Spriggs, Melissa'
Cc: Hopkins, David (ENV); Joint Central and Eastern Berkshire MWP
Subject: RE: Deposit Modelling at allocation stage - Central & Eastern Berkshire

Dear Melissa,
Thanks for your email. I’m sorry for the delay in my reply; it has been necessary to consult a number of
colleagues.
As a rule, we would expect site allocations in development plans to be supported by evidence about the
historic environment, an assessment of impacts and avoidance/mitigation strategy – this requires
assessment in advance of the plan making. Sites should not be allocated for development if there is
evidence that doing so will lead to unavoidable harm to the significance of the heritage assets. If a prior
assessment has not been undertaken, the policy cannot be demonstrated to be robust and deliverable.
Whether extraction is appropriate in principle would be influenced by, for example, whether nationally
important remains exist that might be dewatered or need extensive additional management in order to
safeguard their significance, and whether non-designated archaeology survives of sufficient density rarity
and complexity to be considered Nationally Important.
We are concerned that once sites are allocated the location of works will become immutable and
exclusion of sensitive areas will become impossible, so that mitigation is needed that is likely to be
expensive and time consuming, and may not be effective. Given the potential scale of likely impacts (i.e.
total loss of nationally important remains) we considered our advice to obtain sufficient information to
properly inform site allocations to be proportionate.
However, we note you view that the Plan adequately does accommodate the need for preservation in
situ at a scale proportionate to the theoretical scale of the nationally important Palaeolithic sites, and we
also acknowledge that deposit modelling is not elsewhere routinely undertaken to inform minerals site
allocation. Consequently, we do not intend to sustain our objection to the policy.
We recommend that if assessment is left to the application stage, the likely need for studies and surveys
should be made clear and they should be undertaken early enough that they can inform decisions about
whether to exclude sensitive areas from the allocated sites. Furthermore, there should be provision for
the assessment and consideration during decision making of archaeological remains within the minerals
(sand and gravel) body itself, as well as in the “overburden” and at their interface. We suggest that Policy
DM7 is revised to say:
“Proposals for minerals and waste developments will be required to protect, preserve and where
possible enhance the historic environment, and the character, setting and special interest of
heritage asset, whether designated or undesignated.
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Harm will only be allowed where the public benefit of development clearly and convincingly
outweighs the significance of the heritage assets, and where the development cannot be delivered
in a way that does not cause harm.
Any planning application should be supported by an assessment of the significance of heritage
assets, both present and predicted, and the impact of development on them. This should be
informed by the results of technical studies and field evaluation to establish the potential for
archaeological remains within the overburden and the mineral body itself, where appropriate.
When the public benefits of development outweigh the significance of the heritage assets and
harm to or loss to heritage assets would unavoidably occur mitigation of that harm, including
archaeological work ahead or during development should be secured (including depositing the
results in a public archive).”
We also suggest that para. 7.19 should be revised to say:
“Any decision on planning applications for minerals and waste development should be informed by
an assessment, proportionate to the circumstances, of the significance of heritage assets and the
historic environment and the potential effects of the proposed development upon heritage
significance, which will be submitted with the planning application. This will include, where
necessary, technical studies (such as desk-based assessment, Palaeolithic assessment,
geoarchaeological deposit models, condition assessments and water environment studies), and field
surveys (such as boreholes, test pits and geophysics) intended to establish archaeological potential
within both the mineral body and the overburden,”.
I hope that this will be of assistance to you.
Regards,
Paul
Paul D Roberts MCIfA
Team Leader - Development Advice (Berkshire, Buckinghamshire, Hampshire, Isle of Wight &
Oxfordshire)
London & South East | Regions Group
Historic England | Floor 4, The Atrium | Cannon Bridge House | 25 Dowgate Hill | London | EC4R 2YA
Direct dial: 07711 095 202 or 0207 973 3636
Please note that our Guildford office has now closed and we are based in London as part of a new
London and South East regional team. We will retain our strong focus on the local delivery of our
services.
All email addresses and mobile phone numbers remain unchanged, including e-notification
addresses for planning consultations.
Follow us on Twitter @HE_SouthEast
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From: Spriggs, Melissa [mailto:melissa.spriggs@hants.gov.uk]
Sent: 23 May 2019 16:05
To: Roberts, Paul
Cc: Hopkins, David (ENV); Joint Central and Eastern Berkshire MWP
Subject: Deposit Modelling at allocation stage - Central & Eastern Berkshire

Dear Paul,
With regard to the Historic England objection to a number of the allocations in the Draft
Central & Eastern Berkshire – Joint Minerals & Waste Plan, based on the absence of a
deposit model, we feel that an insufficient case has been made to allow us to sustain this
objection.
Such is the nature of the deposits, the stage of plan preparation and access to land that
such an objection to allocation would need to be more robustly supported and preferably
on a site by site basis sufficient to show that the overriding need for deposit modelling is
reasonable, proportionate, practical and cannot be addressed at any other stage of the
planning process for that allocation site.
It is our view that the objection as currently expressed is not proportionate, reasoned,
may not be practical and is not attended by sufficient argument to enable the planning
authority to sustain it in accordance para 31 of NPPF.
It is our view that the archaeological sites the objection anticipates may arise, clarified by
the recommended deposit modelling, are accommodated within the Plan, its polices and
text, and can be addressed at the application stage. The Plan accommodates the need
for preservation in situ at a scale proportionate to the theoretical scale of the nationally
important Palaeolithic sites anticipated by your objection (if they are encountered and if
they merit preservation). I have attached the current draft of the relevant section of the
Joint Plan which we consider addresses this requirement. As drafted, it provides for the
protection and preservation of some sites within the planning determination, if such
protection and preservation is merited.
We are currently minded to allocate the identified sites despite the Historic England
objection as currently expressed in your letter dated 11th October 2018. We hope that
the amendments to the text and policy are sufficient reassurance that the concern raised
has been addressed appropriately within the Plan but would be happy to discuss this
matter should you wish to sustain the objection with further detail and argument.
Kind regards,
Melissa
Melissa Spriggs
Planning Policy Manager
01962 846330
melissa.spriggs@hants.gov.uk
Please note that I work part-time and am not in the office on Fridays.
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Economy, Transport & Environment Department
EII Court West, The Castle, Winchester
Hampshire, SO23 8UD

Hampshire Services offers a range of professional consultancy services to partner organisations.

Strategic Planning can offer assistance with plan-making, monitoring and implementation including policy
drafting, environmental appraisals, assessments and can provide a critical friend role.
Please see the following link for more information on our full range of services:
www.hants.gov.uk/sharedexpertise
Copyright Hampshire County Council 2004 Disclaimer Privacy Statement
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Appendix Five: Historic England email 15th July 2020
From: Winter, Edward <Edward.Winter@HistoricEngland.org.uk>
Sent: 15 July 2020 17:36
To: Spriggs, Melissa <melissa.spriggs@hants.gov.uk>
Cc: Hopkins, David (ENV) <david.hopkins@hants.gov.uk>; Joint Central and Eastern Berkshire MWP
<JCEB@hants.gov.uk>
Subject: Re: Central & Eastern Berkshire - Joint Minerals & Waste Plan

Dear Melissa
I have now had the opportunity to discuss the queries you raised with relevant
colleagues. I hope the below clarifies matters and that our position is clear.
Bray Quarry Extension
We welcome the further assessment that has been carried out by Sarah Harper,
Conservation Officer at RBWM. We have reviewed Sarah’s assessment, and we are
content that the concerns previously raised in respect of this site have now been
resolved.
Land west of Basingstoke Road
As I understand it, having read the letters from my colleagues Martin Small and Paul
Roberts, and having discussed the matter with Paul, three separate issues were
considered and advised upon after the October 2018 consultation:
1. Deposit modelling for specific site allocations
2. Evidence to support specific site allocations
3. The general historic environment policy
In Martin’s letter of 11th October 2018, objections were raised to the allocation of a
number of sites, due to the absence of deposit modelling for these sites. In Paul’s letter
of 19/06/2019, we agreed with HCC that deposit modelling was not required for these
sites at this stage of the planning process and therefore the objections in relation to
deposit modelling for specific sites was withdrawn. It should be noted that deposit
modelling is one type of archaeological analysis. Paul set out the importance of the plan
being supported by suitable evidence and the concern that, once a site is allocated for a
certain level of development, if it is subsequently discovered, at application stage, that
this level of development would result in harm to heritage assets (for example, because
the heritage assets are more extensive than previously understood), it can be difficult to
resolve these two competing interests: there will either be harm to the heritage asset, or
the plan will under-deliver in terms of minerals output. Paul also gave some advice to
make amendments to the general historic environment policy. Land West of Basingstoke
Road was not included in the October 2018 consultation.
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We remain of the view that site allocations should be supported by sufficient evidence, at
plan-making stage. This advice echoes paragraph 31 of the NPPF, that all policies
should be underpinned by relevant, up-to-date, adequate, and proportionate evidence.
We fear that without such evidence, there is a real risk that sites could be allocated for a
level of development that they cannot support, without harm to heritage assets. In such a
situation, the soundness of the plan must be brought into question.
I would therefore reiterate the advice previously given, in relation to Land West of
Basingstoke Road, that we are of the view that geophysical survey and possibly,
depending on the results of the geophysical survey, field evaluation (trial trenching)
should be carried out prior to allocation. This will help ensure that the site is not allocated
for a level of development that it cannot sustain, and that the plan is sound.
Please feel free to come back to me should you wish to discuss further.
Kind regards
Edward Winter LLB MA MRTPI
Historic Environment Planning Adviser
Regions Group (London & South East)
Historic England, Floor 4, The Atrium, Cannon Bridge House, 25 Dowgate Hill, London,
EC4R 2YA
Direct dial: 0207 973 3659 Mobile: 07557 831241

From: Spriggs, Melissa <melissa.spriggs@hants.gov.uk>
Sent: 25 June 2020 11:15
To: Winter, Edward
Cc: Hopkins, David (ENV); Joint Central and Eastern Berkshire MWP
Subject: RE: Central & Eastern Berkshire - Joint Minerals & Waste Plan

THIS IS AN EXTERNAL EMAIL: do not click any links or open any attachments unless you trust
the sender and were expecting the content to be sent to you
Dear Edward,
Many thanks for the prompt update. Enjoy your leave and I look forward to hearing from you on your
return.
Kind regards,
Melissa
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Melissa Spriggs
Planning Policy Manager
01962 846330
melissa.spriggs@hants.gov.uk
Please note that I work part-time and am not available in the afternoons (Tuesday to Friday).

Economy, Transport & Environment Department
EII Court West, The Castle, Winchester
Hampshire, SO23 8UD

Hampshire Services offers a range of professional consultancy services to partner organisations.

Strategic Planning can offer assistance with plan-making, monitoring and implementation including policy
drafting, environmental appraisals, assessments and can provide a critical friend role.
Please see the following link for more information on our full range of services:
www.hants.gov.uk/sharedexpertise
Copyright Hampshire County Council 2004 Disclaimer Privacy Statement

From: Winter, Edward <Edward.Winter@HistoricEngland.org.uk>
Sent: 25 June 2020 11:09
To: Spriggs, Melissa <melissa.spriggs@hants.gov.uk>
Cc: Hopkins, David (ENV) <david.hopkins@hants.gov.uk>; Joint Central and Eastern Berkshire MWP
<JCEB@hants.gov.uk>
Subject: Re: Central & Eastern Berkshire - Joint Minerals & Waste Plan

Dear Melissa
Thank your for your email.
I'll have to get back to you in week commencing 13th July I'm afraid. I'm on leave for two
weeks from Monday 29th and I want to discuss this with colleagues, and that hasn't been
possible this week.
Kind regards
Edward Winter LLB MA MRTPI
Historic Environment Planning Adviser
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Regions Group (London & South East)
Historic England, Floor 4, The Atrium, Cannon Bridge House, 25 Dowgate Hill, London,
EC4R 2YA
Direct dial: 0207 973 3659 Mobile: 07557 831241

We are the public body that helps people care for, enjoy and celebrate England's spectacular historic
environment, from beaches and battlefields to parks and pie shops.
Follow us: Facebook | Twitter | Instagram Sign up to our newsletter
This e-mail (and any attachments) is confidential and may contain personal views which are not the views of Historic England unless
specifically stated. If you have received it in error, please delete it from your system and notify the sender immediately. Do not use, copy or
disclose the information in any way nor act in reliance on it. Any information sent to Historic England may become publicly available. We
respect your privacy and the use of your information. Please read our full privacy policy for more information.

From: Spriggs, Melissa <melissa.spriggs@hants.gov.uk>
Sent: 19 June 2020 11:40
To: Winter, Edward
Cc: Hopkins, David (ENV); Joint Central and Eastern Berkshire MWP
Subject: Central & Eastern Berkshire - Joint Minerals & Waste Plan

THIS IS AN EXTERNAL EMAIL: do not click any links or open any attachments unless
you trust the sender and were expecting the content to be sent to you
Dear Mr Winter,
Thank for your letter dated 27th March 2020 responding to the Central and Eastern Berkshire – Joint
Minerals & Waste Plan focussed Regulation 18 consultation which included two potential allocation
sites. You raised specific concerns regarding Land west of Basingstoke Road and I wish to respond to
those comments. Your comment regarding the need to take into consideration the Horton Conservation
Area is noted.
In addition, I would be grateful if I could respond to comments made by Alan Byrne of Historic England
regarding Bray Quarry Extension which was also subject to a focussed Regulation 18 consultation in
2019. A copy of the letter is attached for information.
I will respond to each of the sites in turn.
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Land west of Basingstoke Road
Your letter raised concern regarding the impact on archaeology at the site as it has high archaeological
potential. Your letter suggests that prior to further consideration of the site for allocation, in the least a
“geophysical survey and possibly, depending on the geophysical survey, field evaluation (trial trenching)”
should take place.
The issue regarding the need for pre-allocation deposit modelling was raised by Historic England in
response to the Joint Minerals & Waste Plan – Draft Plan consultation in 2018 (the letter from Martin
Small is attached for reference). Further discussion was held at a meeting with Martin in February 2019
and subsequent communications were held with Paul Roberts (following Martin’s departure). This in turn
lead to amendments to the Heritage Assets Policy in the Plan and agreement from Paul that the wording
suitability addressed the requirement for further information at the planning application stage (please
see attached email correspondence). Thus not requiring the information to inform allocation where
there was insufficient information to or argument to suggest the presence of sufficiently significant
archaeology to be overriding to the mineral need the allocation is based on.
Your letter also raised concern regarding the setting of the Scheduled Monument and that whilst there
was considerable screening there is a need to assessment the potential impact of noise.
This point is noted. Information required to determine potential impacts caused by operations at the
site have not been forthcoming from the site promoter, including potential vehicle movements and
whether processing of material is intended to take place on site. In the absence of this information, we
do not feel the proposal is viable and will not be proceeding with the site as a potential
allocation. Should this decision be contested by the site promoter, we will raise that further
consideration is required regarding the setting of the Scheduled Monument.
Your letter also raised concern that whilst the listed buildings had been identified, no further analysis of
the impact was undertaken.
This point is noted and further analysis identified that the impact could be more significant than initially
determined. It was intended that this would be followed-up by a site visit, however, travel restrictions
initially prevented this from occurring. A recent visit has now occurred and it appears that the listed
building at Wyvol Court is screened by agglomeration of a variety of buildings at its rear between it and
the allocation site. It also appears that the mature hedge line either side of the road (B3349) and the
drop in ground make the screening of Sheepbridge Court reasonably achievable during the duration of
extraction and can be secured in the terms of post extraction restoration plans.
Bray Quarry Extension
An objection was raised by Alan Byrne to the proposal due to the potential impact on the Jesus Hospital
Almshouses Grade II* Listed Building and it was suggested that the Conservation Officer should be
consulted.
Following further investigation into the setting of the building, a position was outlined in liaison with
Sarah Harper, Conservation Officer at RBWM which is set out below:
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“The visual intrusion into the Bray Village Conservation Area and to the setting of Jesus Hospital has been
assessed concluding that mitigation should include partial bunding and permanent advanced planting
along the northern west, south west and north eastern boundaries of the site to provide screening to the
historic village, the listed building and Old Mill Lane. Jesus Hospital is largely one and a half storeys, with a
taller central gatehouse and as such will only have limited long distance views towards the site. The
frontage of Hospital has a roadside setting and the majority of the gravel extraction site will be screened
from it by the mature landscaping and the buildings that form Hanover Mead, which comprise a group of
modern predominantly two storey buildings and a hall. There may be some very limited views toward the
site from the south of the hospital, from the wardan’s house and car park, as the roadside vegetation on
the opposite side of the road is sparse adjacent to these areas.
Partial bunding and new tree planting, using semi mature trees, around the perimeter of the site, in a
composition that reflects the existing landscape form and context, and retained tree belts elsewhere on
site, will act to visually separate the allocation site from the village and from the important listed building
of Jesus Hospital. These features will be designed to form part of the long term landscaped setting of the
site and adjacent heritage assets once gravel working has ceased. It is not possible to more deeply
improve the setting of the hospital for two reasons.
1. The intervening buildings, hedge and road which would remain the most immediate setting
leaving little if any visual access to the allocation land beyond (or put another way the damage to
the setting already done cannot be reversed by this allocation).
2. It is also not possible for future restoration to reinstate for the benefit of such glimpses as might
be afforded were a screen not in place, the contemporary historic setting to the Hospital at a
distance beyond the immediate and severely compromised setting. Historically the Hospital
looked out over Bray Meads, an extensive area of open meadow down to the river. This open
landscape existed until the early part of the 20th century, but at some time between 1910 and
1931 the landscape was significantly subdivided. The boundaries of many of those subdivisions
exist now as mature tree belts which are required to be retained by Tree Preservation Orders.
These tree belts close down those contemporary open view across the Mead into much smaller
densely closely defined small spaces. The contemporary open setting of the Hospital in past
centuries has ceased to exist and has been replaced by thickly bounded landscape subdivision.
Such a thickly bounded boundary as recommended on the northern edge will act to protect the
village and listed buildings from the allocation site, offering some comfort that the modern
landscape character can act to contain the allocation, but unfortunately without the possibility of
removing existing intrusions or reinstating a wider open landscape of ‘meads’.”
In addition, the potential for archaeological impact and the need for this to address prior to allocation,
rather an application stage, was raised. The response to this issue is addressed in relation to Land west of
Basingstoke Road.
I hope that you find these responses agreeable and it would be helpful to know, based on the findings of
the investigation into the setting of the Jesus Hospital, whether the objection from Historic England to
this proposal still stands.
For information, it is now expected that the Proposed Submission Plan will be available for comment in
September 2020.
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Please do not hesitate to contact me, should you require any further information.
Melissa Spriggs
Planning Policy Manager
01962 846330
melissa.spriggs@hants.gov.uk
Please note that I work part-time and am not available in the afternoons (Tuesday to Friday).

Economy, Transport & Environment Department
EII Court West, The Castle, Winchester
Hampshire, SO23 8UD

Hampshire Services offers a range of professional consultancy services to partner organisations.

Strategic Planning can offer assistance with plan-making, monitoring and implementation including policy
drafting, environmental appraisals, assessments and can provide a critical friend role.
Please see the following link for more information on our full range of services:
www.hants.gov.uk/sharedexpertise
Copyright Hampshire County Council 2004 Disclaimer Privacy Statement
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A summary of this document can be made available in large print, in Braille or audio
cassette. Copies in other languages may also be obtained. Please contact
Hampshire Services by email berks.consult@hants.gov.uk or by calling 01962
845785.

