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 Summary
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Background The Milton Keynes and South Midlands Sub-regional 

Strategy (MKSMSS) identifies much of Luton and southern 
Bedfordshire as a major housing and employment growth 
area.  Overall, the area has to accommodate around 
26,300 new homes by 2021 and an additional 15,400 by 
2031.  In addition, the Regional Spatial Strategy sets a 
target of around 23,000 new jobs by 2021. 
 

 This planned growth will inevitably result in the 
development of large areas of what is now countryside.  
Therefore there is a need to maximise access to the 
remaining countryside and ensure that it is welcoming and 
accessible and, where possible, create new opportunities 
for informal open air recreation for both existing and the 
new planned communities. 
 

 While the planning authorities can require housing 
developers to provide or fund the greeenspaces and other 
community infrastructure that the residents of their 
developments will require, they cannot expect developers 
to fund all the strategic green infrastructure that will be 
desirable.  Planning Inspectors have repeatedly struck out 
attempts by councils to seek developer contributions to 
strategic provision unless they clearly satisfy the legal tests 
set out in Circular 5,2005, Planning Obligations.  Ironically, 
one of the stated purposes of the proposed Community 
Infrastructure Levy is to allow councils to obtain funding 
for strategic provision from developers.  Until CIL is in 
place, however – and at best this will take some years to 
achieve – the strategic green infrastructure needed to 
support this growth has to be planned and delivered 
primarily by other means.  This is obviously part of the 
logic behind the provision of Growth Area funding to Luton 
and southern Bedfordshire. 
 

 The former Bedfordshire County Council recognised this 
and promoted a county-wide Green Infrastructure 
Consortium (GIC) which developed the Bedfordshire and 
Luton Strategic Green Infrastructure Plan (February 2007).  
It sets out a vision for the future of green infrastructure: 
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 A strategically planned and managed network of accessible 

greenspace and access routes, landscapes, biodiversity and 
heritage which will meet the needs of existing and new 
communities in Bedfordshire and Luton by providing: 
 
• An essential environmental foundation and support 

system 
• A healthy and rich environment 
• Attractive places to live and visit and a good quality of 

life 
• A sustainable future 
 
The green infrastructure network will be protected, 
conserved, enhanced and widely known and valued.  It will 
be of high quality and an example of best practice and 
innovation.  The long term maintenance of the network 
and its constituent elements will be resourced sustainably.  
The network will be multi-functional and meet a wide range 
of social, environmental and economic needs.  It will 
connect urban and rural settlements and the countryside 
and provide a spatial planning framework to guide 
sustainable development. 
 

  

Our Brief The main elements of the brief we were given by the Chalk 
Arc Initiative were: 
 
• To identify options for the delivery of at least 60 

hectares of new strategic, multi-functional green space, 
concentrating on six identified “opportunity areas”; 
ideally this will take the form of one large site, 
although several smaller sites may be considered if this 
is deemed to be the more appropriate solution. 

• Identify options for financing the delivery of the new 
green space, through the Chalk Arc Initiative, including 
identifying match funding and utilising funding from 
Planning Obligations Strategies 

• Identify options for compiling land, from land 
acquisition to negotiated agreements, by working with 
existing partners rather than directly approaching land 
owners and prejudicing any future negotiations 

 
 Roughly one third of the way through the study, it became 

apparent that Rushmere Park, a predominantly wooded 
area to the south of Stockgrove Country Park that is partly 
in Bedfordshire and partly in Buckinghamshire, was about 
to be put on the market.  With the agreement of the 
Steering Group, therefore, we added this site into our 
considerations although it is not in one of the opportunity 
areas identified in the original brief.  
 

Methodology The approach we have taken to this study is: 
 
• Summarise the “spatial policy cascade” 
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• Review existing market research 
• Undertake an initial identification and review of 

potential opportunities within the areas of search 
defined in the brief.  

• Prepare a strategic analysis using a number of social 
and economic indicators to identify the MFGS sites that 
offer the greatest potential benefit to new and existing 
communities 

• Seek the views of a range of stakeholders on the 
possible sites and priorities 

• Revise the analysis and site descriptions in the light of 
the comments received on them from the stakeholders 

• Identify the key issues affecting delivery 
• Prepare recommended delivery objectives and related 

guiding principles 
• Prepare function-based recommendations for each of 

the main local stakeholders – the Initiative, the JTU, the 
local authorities and the Green Infrastructure 
Consortium 

• Identify a general approach to delivery that the 
Initiative and Green Infrastructure Consortium and their 
partners can apply to each of the various sites 

 
The Spatial Policy 
Cascade 

The most significant points from our brief review of the 
local policy context are: 
 
• The sub-regional strategy implicitly requires the 

planning authorities to allocate land for a net gain in 
strategic green infrastructure in advance of 
development 

• The County-wide Strategic GI Plan implicitly assumes 
that most GI will be either on the urban fringe or a 
network of accessible routes 

• There is local community support for urban fringe 
country parks and connected networks of greenspace 

• There is a clear policy justification for developer 
contributions towards GI in extant and emerging 
development plans, but a need to strengthen existing 
Supplementary Planning Documents relating to 
planning obligations and ensure they comply fully with 
CLG Circular 5/2005 

• The priorities in the Opportunity Areas to the south 
and east of Leighton-Linslade are high quality open 
space and linkages to the countryside 

• There is a clear shortage of sports pitches in the 
Dunstable-Houghton Regis area 

• Biodiversity enhancement is a clear priority across the 
whole of Luton and southern Bedfordshire 

 
Existing Market 
Research 
 

The key conclusion from our review of existing market 
research studies was that there is an obvious need to try to 
widen the countryside site visitor profile and key ways of 
achieving this are likely to include: 
 
• A different “offer” from that at existing sites, with 
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opportunities for community and other events 
• Access by public transport, suggesting a location close 

to potential park and ride sites or existing public 
transport routes 

• Good quality built facilities 
• Having something to advertise that will appeal to a 

wide cross-section of potential visitors 
 

Initial Site 
Identification 

Based on an initial “on the ground” evaluation of each of 
the opportunity areas (plus Rushmere Park and area G to 
the west of the M1), and consultation with key 
stakeholders, we identified the following potential strategic 
sites: 
 
Opportunity Area A 
 
• The Galley and Warden Hills to the east of Luton 
 
Opportunity Area B 
 
• Sundon Quarry and landfill site, north of Luton 
• Sundon House, north of Luton 
• Sundon to Sharpenhoe Connection 
 
Opportunity Area C 
 
• Chalton Cross Farm flood plain, north of Dunstable 
• Houghton Regis Quarry 
 
Opportunity Area D 
 
• Totternhoe area, from Maiden Bower to Totternhoe 

Castle 
 
Opportunity Area E 
 
• Grovebury Quarry, south of Leighton Buzzard 
 
Opportunity Area F 
 
• Clipstone Brook flood plain, east of Leighton Buzzard 
• The Sandscape project to the north east of Leighton 

Buzzard 
 
Other 
 
• Rushmere Park and Oak Wood to the north of Heath 

and Reach 
 

Strategic Analysis In order to evaluate the potential benefits to existing and 
new communities offered by each of the sites, we reviewed 
them against the following objective criteria: 
 
• Ensuring new sites complement the existing network of 

strategic greenspaces 
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• Quality of place 
• Population turnover 
• Access to and from sustainable transport routes 
• Wildlife interest 
• Health and well-being 
• Compatibility with the Strategic GI Plan 
• Access to and from housing growth areas 
 

 The table below summarises the sites that score best 
against these criteria: 
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Chalton Cross Farm         7 
Clipstone Brook         1 
Grovebury Quarry         2 
Houghton Quarry         6 
Sundon to Sharpenhoe         0 
Rushmere Park         1 
Sandscape         0 
Sundon House         2 
Sundon Quarry         1 
Totternhoe         2 
Warden and Galley Hills         2 

 
 The key conclusions from the analysis are that: 

 
• The provision of new strategic MFGS close to Luton, 

Dunstable and Houghton Regis should be a higher 
priority than a site or sites close to Leighton Buzzard.  
This will make any new sites as accessible as possible 
to the main concentration of population and in 
particular the most deprived communities in the area. 

• Within the Luton-Dunstable-Houghton Regis area, the 
best locations for new strategic MFGS appear to be 
Houghton Quarry and the Chalton Cross Farm flood 
plain.  The Galley and Warden Hills area may also be a 
good location, depending on the extent to which North 
Hertfordshire decides to promote an urban extension 
to the east of Luton. 

• In principle, Sundon House also offers worthwhile 
opportunities, but it is quite small compared with the 
other sites. 

 
Key Issues The key challenges facing the Chalk Arc Initiative and its 

partners in delivering new strategic MFGS in Luton and 
southern Bedfordshire are: 
 
• To find effective ways of managing land owners’ hope 

value in order to allow the delivery of new strategic 
MFGS sites in accessible locations 

• To find ways of making GI assets more attractive to a 
wider cross-section of the community and creating 
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sites that are able to accommodate a significant 
number of visitors without unacceptable environmental 
damage 

• To strike an appropriate balance, both on individual 
sites and on strategic sites in general, between the 
various functions that green infrastructure can support 
in order to maximise the beneficial impact of new GI 
assets 

• To help ensure the planning authorities have in place 
the best possible policy framework for planning 
obligations in relation to GI 

• To work with the planning authorities to deliver the 
most appropriate GI network in the proposed urban 
expansions, linking it as much as possible to 
greenspace and sport and recreation provision in the 
established urban areas 

• To ensure that the planning, delivery and subsequent 
management of specific sites is based on objectives 
that reflect a broad understanding and interpretation of 
local needs rather than the aims of a specific delivery 
agency 

• To find acceptable ways of generating at least most of 
the income that will be needed to meet the revenue 
costs of new strategic GI assets 

• To help the local authorities make the case for 
development by arguing for the benefits that 
development can bring in terms of MFGS – benefits that 
will not be delivered without ensuring that new 
developments will deliver high quality environments 
that include networks of attractive, accessible 
greenspaces and green corridors both within 
developments and between them that link to the urban 
fringe and wider countryside 

 
Delivery Objectives 
and Guiding 
Principles 

We suggest two broad delivery objectives: 
 
• To support the sustainable growth agenda in Luton and 

southern Bedfordshire by arguing for and supporting 
the allocation of land for the additional strategic MFGS 
sites that both existing and proposed new communities 
will need but is unlikely to be delivered solely through 
development 

• To seek to ensure that all new and as many existing 
residents as possible live within an acceptable travel 
distance of at least one multi-functional greenspace of 
strategic significance to Luton and southern 
Bedfordshire, specifically 5 km for the residents of 
rural areas and 3.2 km for those living in urban 
settlements 

 
 In addition, we suggest that the Chalk Arc Initiative and its 

partners adopt the following Guiding Principles when 
promoting the development of new strategic sites: 
 
1 New strategic MFGS should enhance, extend and 
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connect as much as possible to the strategic green 
network identified in the Luton and South Bedfordshire 
GI Plan 

 
2 In order to manage hope value and ensure that new 

strategic MFGS is will located, Long term delivery 
depends on the planning authorities designating land 
for the key components of the eventual strategic MFGS 
network as part of the LDF process 

 
3 Ideally, strategic GI assets should be in public or quasi-

public ownership.  However, if this is not possible, for 
whatever reason, entering into a long lease (of at least 
25 years) will often be the next best approach if capital 
investment will be required to deliver the full range of 
potential public benefits.  Access agreements and 
designation under the CRoW Act will however be 
suitable for sites where there is no foreseeable need for 
public agency capital investment. 

 
4 New GI sites must include elements that will generate 

at least a significant part of the cost of managing and 
maintaining them; and if this is unacceptable to key 
stakeholders, it should be incumbent upon them to 
identify how these costs will be met 

 
5 GI planning in Luton and southern Bedfordshire should 

continue to be based on rational analysis of local needs 
and an appropriate evidence base, but delivery of sites 
within the overall strategic plan will of necessity have 
to be opportunistic 

 
6 The local authority in whose area a proposed strategic 

MFGS site is located should lead the initial co-
ordination of delivery (on a cross-boundary basis where 
the site is likely to be attractive to the residents of 
more than one local authority or town/parish Council 
area) with the aim of ensuring that sites deliver the 
best and most sustainable mix of benefits to people, 
wildlife and nature conservation 

 
7 Those planning new strategic MFGS sites should seek 

to work with the existing “grain” of sites by exploiting 
and enhancing their unique features and 
characteristics, with the objectives of ensuring that: 

 
∗ Every site is unique and designed and managed to 

support as many of the functions set out under 
“The definition of multi-functionality” in Chapter 9 
as possible 

∗ Collectively, GI sites should offer the widest 
possible range of opportunities and experiences of 
the highest possible quality and “something for 
everyone”, including tourists, in order to attract a 
wider spectrum of users than traditional 
countryside sites  
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8 Individual sites should have clearly defined 

management objectives related directly to the five 
themes in the two GI Plans (landscape, the historic 
environment, rebuilding biodiversity, access routes and 
accessible greenspace) and the wider benefits 
highlighted in Chapter 8 

 
9 The local authority responsible for initiating plans for 

the development of a strategic MFGS site should always 
require that the agency or partnership of agencies who 
will be responsible for delivery have a clear and widely 
supported long term vision of what they want to 
achieve at the outset and, in many cases, encourage 
the creation of a bespoke partnership to deliver it 
incrementally as funds become available.  They should 
also formally review both the vision and partnership 
arrangements at regular intervals to ensure they remain 
relevant to meeting local needs, achievable and 
financially and environmentally sustainable. 

 
10 The planning system is probably the single most 

important delivery mechanism for all forms of MFGS. 
 

Recommendations We also provide a number of specific recommendations to 
the Chalk Arc Initiative and its key partners in both 
“functional” and “agency” terms.  The functions are:   
 
• Planning policy 
• Land allocation 
• Guidance for developers 
• Masterplanning and development briefs 
• Development management 
• The co-ordination of delivery 
• Public sector funding 
 

 The key agencies to whom these recommendations are 
addressed, and their current roles, are: 
 
• The two local authorities (LA) ie Luton Borough Council 

and Central Bedfordshire Council 
• The Joint Technical Unit (JTU) responsible for preparing 

the Local Development Framework for Luton and 
southern Bedfordshire 

• The local planning authorities (LPA) 
• The Green Infrastructure Consortium (GIC) which has 

co-ordinated GI Planning in Luton and southern 
Bedfordshire  

• The Chalk Arc Initiative (CAI): the current delivery arm 
of the GIC, but funded from the Government’s Growth 
Area Fund 

 
 The recommendations relate specifically to: 

 
• Planning policy and land allocation 
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• Guidance for Developers 
• Masterplanning of the proposed urban extensions 
• Development Management 
• The co-ordination of delivery 
• Short term delivery 
• Public sector funding 
 

Delivery Plan The Chalk Arc Initiative will do better to focus its effort on 
a limited number of sites than dissipate it over a wider 
area.  In principle, the strategic priority for additional MFGS 
should be in and around Luton, Dunstable and Houghton 
Regis.  This area has the main existing concentration of 
local residents and all of the significant deprivation.  
However, each of the other sites identified in this report 
has the potential to be valuable green infrastructure, but 
some will generate greater benefits, and be more 
deliverable in the next few years, than others.  Therefore 
delivery on the ground has to be pragmatic. 
 

 On the basis of the priorities set in the Core Strategy 
Preferred Options Report plus the potential for reasonably 
early delivery, the Initiative should focus on the following 
sites (in alphabetical order): 
 
• Clipstone Brook 
• Galley and Warden Hills 
• Houghton Regis Quarry 
• Rushmere Park 
• Sundon to Sharpenhoe Connection 
• Totternhoe 
 

 In general terms, the key actions required to deliver any 
new MFGS sites will be: 
 
• Harness the planning system to manage hope value 
• Prepare and adopt a clear vision for each site to provide 

clarity for land owners and developers 
• Identify an appropriate management agency or 

partnership of agencies 
• Obtain land owner and community support 
• Prepare a development and business plan 
• Finalise access arrangements 
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 1: Introduction
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 The Milton Keynes and South Midlands Sub-regional 
Strategy (ODPM, 2005) identifies much of Luton and 
southern Bedfordshire as a major housing and employment 
growth area.  Overall, the area has to accommodate around 
26,300 new homes by 2021 and an additional 15,400 by 
2031.  In addition, the Regional Spatial Strategy sets a 
target of around 23,000 new jobs by 2021. 
 

 This is a massive amount of development.  The 2001 
census found that Luton contained 72,273 dwellings.   In 
aggregate and in terms only of housing, the growth of 
41,700 new homes by 2031 is therefore equivalent to 
almost 60% of the number of homes in Luton in 2001.  In 
addition, further growth is planned in the adjoining 
counties of Cambridgeshire, Hertfordshire, 
Buckinghamshire and Northamptonshire.   
 

 Within Luton and southern Bedfordshire, it is clearly 
impossible to accommodate the planned growth within 
established urban areas.  The Luton and South 
Bedfordshire Core Strategy: Preferred Options report 
therefore proposes four major urban extensions: 
 
• North of Luton 
• North of Dunstable and Houghton Regis 
• East and north-east of Leighton Buzzard 
• East of Luton, mainly in North Hertfordshire 
 

 Each of these urban extensions will have significant “green” 
and “grey” infrastructure requirements.  In this context, 
green infrastructure consists of the greenspaces, green 
corridors and sports and similar facilities within and 
immediately adjacent to new developments, plus accessible 
countryside used for informal recreation; and grey 
infrastructure means things like roads and utility services.  
Put another way, green infrastructure promotes the 
biodiversity and creates the oxygen that make it possible 
for people to live on earth while grey infrastructure makes 
it possible for people to live together in settlements.  
Furthermore, just as grey infrastructure has be provided in 
networks – utility networks that did not connect to one 
another would be useless, for example – so too should 
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green infrastructure consist of networks of spaces and 
facilities and links between them. 
 

 Southern Bedfordshire is fortunate to be predominantly 
rural and of high environmental quality with some 
wonderful panoramic long distance views over attractive 
landscapes.  Town dwellers can escape relatively easily 
from the hustle and bustle of urban life to the peace and 
relative tranquillity of the countryside (relative, because 
parts of Luton and southern Bedfordshire are quite noisy 
as a result of the M1, flights in and out of Luton airport 
and main line trains) in order to “recharge their batteries”.  
However, the planned growth will inevitably result in the 
development of large areas of what is now countryside.  
Therefore there is a need to maximise access to the 
remaining countryside and ensure that it is welcoming and 
accessible and, where possible, create new opportunities 
for informal open air recreation for both existing and the 
new planned communities. 
 

 While the planning authorities can require housing 
developers to provide or fund the greeenspaces and other 
community infrastructure that the residents of their 
developments will require, they cannot expect developers 
to fund all the strategic green infrastructure that will be 
desirable.  Planning Inspectors have repeatedly struck out 
attempts by councils to seek developer contributions to 
strategic provision unless they clearly satisfy the legal tests 
set out in Circular 5,2005, Planning Obligations.  Ironically, 
one of the stated purposes of the proposed Community 
Infrastructure Levy is to allow councils to obtain funding 
for strategic provision from developers.  Until CIL is in 
place, however – and at best this will take some years to 
achieve - the strategic green infrastructure needed to 
support this growth has to be planned and delivered 
primarily by other means.  This is obviously part of the 
logic behind the provision of Growth Area funding to Luton 
and southern Bedfordshire. 
 

 The former Bedfordshire County Council recognised this 
and promoted a county-wide Green Infrastructure 
Consortium (GIC) which developed the Bedfordshire and 
Luton Strategic Green Infrastructure Plan (February 2007).  
It sets out a vision for the future of green infrastructure: 
 

 A strategically planned and managed network of accessible 
greenspace and access routes, landscapes, biodiversity and 
heritage which will meet the needs of existing and new 
communities in Bedfordshire and Luton by providing: 
 
• An essential environmental foundation and support 

system 
• A healthy and rich environment 
• Attractive places to live and visit and a good quality of 

life 
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• A sustainable future 
 
The green infrastructure network will be protected, 
conserved, enhanced and widely known and valued.  It will 
be of high quality and an example of best practice and 
innovation.  The long term maintenance of the network 
and its constituent elements will be resourced sustainably.  
The network will be multi-functional and meet a wide range 
of social, environmental and economic needs.  It will 
connect urban and rural settlements and the countryside 
and provide a spatial planning framework to guide 
sustainable development. 
 

  

 The Strategic Green Infrastructure Plan and other related 
documents set out a broad framework for green 
infrastructure.  This report is concerned with the 
identification and delivery of a number of specific 
opportunities and was commissioned by the Chalk Arc 
Initiative, a partnership of the Bedfordshire and Luton 
Green Infrastructure Consortium, the Bedfordshire Rural 
Communities Charity, the Chilterns Conservation Board, 
the Department for Communities and Local Government, 
GO-East, the Greensand Trust, Groundwork Luton and 
South Bedfordshire, Luton Borough Council, the National 
Trust, Central Bedfordshire Council, Sustrans National 
Cycle Networks and the Wildlife Trust for Bedfordshire, 
Cambridgeshire, Northamptonshire and Peterborough.  
One of its aims is to secure at least 60 ha of new multi-
functional greenspace in the short term and create at least 
10 km of new access routes in the Luton and southern 
Bedfordshire area.  This report therefore discusses: 
 
• Our brief 
• Methodology 
• The spatial policy cascade 
• Existing market research 
• Initial site identification 
• Strategic overview 
• Key Issues 
• Delivery objectives and guiding principles 
• Recommendations 
• Delivery plan 
 

Interpretation 
 

Throughout this report: 
 
• “CAI” or “the Initiative” means the Chalk Arc Initiative 
• “CLG” is an abbreviation for the Department for 

Communities and Local Government 
• “CWS” is an abbreviation for County Wildlife Site 
• “GI” is an abbreviation for Green Infrastructure 
• “GIC” refers to the Green Infrastructure Consortium 
• “JTU” refers to the Joint Technical Unit created by 

Central Bedfordshire Council and Luton Borough 
Council to prepare the Local Development Framework 
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for Luton and southern Bedfordshire 
• “LDF” is an abbreviation for the Local Development 

Framework for Luton and southern Bedfordshire 
• “MFGS” is an abbreviation for multi-functional 

greenspace 
• “RIG” is an abbreviation for Regionally Important 

Geological and Geomorphological Site 
• “Southern Bedfordshire” refers to the area served by 

the former South Bedfordshire Council, now part of the 
area served by Central Bedfordshire Council 

• “SPD” is an abbreviation for Supplementary Planning 
Document 

• “SSSI” is an abbreviation for Site of Special Scientific 
Interest 

• “Wildlife Trust” refers to the Wildlife Trust for 
Bedfordshire, Cambridgeshire, Northamptonshire and 
Peterborough 
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 2: Our Brief
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Introduction The brief we were given by the Chalk Arc Initiative stated: 
 
• The Chalk Arc steering group wishes to appoint 

consultants … to conduct detailed scoping work to 
identify options for the provision of at least 60 hectares 
of high quality, strategic multi-functional green space.  
This green space is in addition to that which will be 
planned into the proposed growth areas identified in 
the emerging Core Strategy. 

• It will be necessary for this work to consult the body of 
knowledge contained within national, regional, spatial 
and local planning policies.  We would expect evidence 
of comprehension of these documents; however, we do 
not expect them to be quoted unnecessarily. 

• The output that we require will provide specific 
proposals on a map that identify where we can deliver 
green space to meet identified needs.  The location of 
the green space needs to be made with consideration 
of how it can best serve existing communities and 
those planned as part of the growth area.  The land 
could serve a vital buffering role between old and new 
areas – not with the aim of separation, but to respond 
to deficiencies of green space provision within the 
estates of the last 30 years. 

 
Objectives 
 
• Identify options for the delivery of at least 60 hectares 

of new strategic, multi-functional green space; ideally 
this will take the form of one large site, although 
several smaller sites may be considered if this is 
deemed to be the more appropriate solution. 

• Identify options for financing the delivery of the new 
green space, through the Chalk Arc Initiative, including 
identifying match funding and utilising funding from 
Planning Obligations Strategies 

• Identify options for compiling land, from land 
acquisition to negotiated agreements, by working with 
existing partners rather than directly approaching land 
owners and prejudicing any future negotiations 

• Final product to inform both local statutory and other 
organisations and developers 
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Scope of Work 
 
• The area of search should be confined to Opportunity 

Areas A to F identified on a map supplied with the brief 
(a copy of this map is given at the end of this Chapter) 

• It will be important to identify, approach, liaise and 
consult with key staff in adjoining authorities 
(Hertfordshire, Aylesbury Vale and Bucks) 

• Liaise with other appropriate stakeholders 
• The Chalk Arc have in the region of £500,000 plus non-

identified match funding (target 25%) for the delivery of 
the green space.  The final report will include a series 
of realistic proposals for the delivery of the green 
space. 

 
Amendments to the 
Brief during the Work 

Roughly one third of the way through the study, it became 
apparent that Rushmere Park, a predominantly wooded 
area to the south of Stockgrove Country Park that is partly 
in Bedfordshire and partly in Buckinghamshire, was about 
to be put on the market.  With the agreement of the 
Steering Group, therefore, we added this site into our 
considerations although it is not in one of the areas 
identified in the original brief.  
 

 In addition, during the course of the study, some 
consultees suggested further sites as follows: 
 
In Opportunity Area B 
 
• George Wood, Streatley (suggested by Streatley Parish 

Council).  This site is too small to be of strategic 
importance. 

• North of Great Bramingham Park, Luton (suggested by 
Luton Borough Council).  This area will be within the 
proposed urban extension to the north of Luton and 
land owners and developers are unlikely to release land 
for new strategic MFGS until the masterplan for the 
area is agreed. 

 
In Opportunity Area C 
 
• Blue Waters and the Haugh, Houghton Regis (suggested 

by Houghton Regis TC).  These sites are already 
publicly accessible and in public ownership but there is 
a need to link them better to the path network to the 
west of them. 

 
In Opportunity Area D 
 
• Maiden Bower/West Dunstable (suggested by Central 

Bedfordshire Council) 
• North of Houghton Regis serving the Tithe Farm area 

(suggested by Central Bedfordshire Council) 
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In Opportunity Area E 
 
• Wildlife site, MoD land, Astral Park, Leighton Linslade 

(suggested by Leighton Linslade TC) 
 
Outwith the Identified Opportunity Areas 
 
• Blows Downs to the south of Dunstable (suggested by 

the Wildlife Trust) 
• Corbetts Hill Farm, Ouzel Valley Park (suggested by 

Leighton Linslade TC).  This site is relatively small and 
further strategic provision in the Leighton Linslade area 
is not a high priority.  As a result we have not 
considered it further. 

• Kensworth Quarry to the south of Dunstable (suggested 
by the Wildife Trust).  This site is being actively worked 
at present and the operator has planning consent for 
further quarrying until the mid 2030s.  While parts of 
the quarry will be converted to greenspace as they are 
exhausted, only incremental delivery of new MFGS will 
be possible for at least the next 20 years.  Accordingly 
we have not considered it further. 

• River Lea corridor within Luton (suggested by Luton 
Borough Council and the Environment Agency).  This is 
a potentially extremely valuable project, but 
implementation will necessarily have to be incremental 
over a fairly long period and therefore we have not 
considered it further. 

• Tiddenfoot, Leighton Linslade (suggested by Leighton 
Linslade TC): this site is already included within the 
Leighton Linslade “Green Wheel” proposals.  In 
addition, Leighton Linslade is already relatively well 
provided with GI and so we have not considered it 
further. 

• West of the M1/SE of Dunstable (suggested by the 
Wildlife Trust and JTU).   

 
 Given the suggestions for Blows Downs and west of the 

M1, and information from the JTU that a developer has 
submitted proposals for this area, with the agreement of 
the Steering Group we created an additional opportunity 
area, Area G, to the west of the M1 and south of 
Dunstable.  Within this area we identified two potential 
strategic GI sites: Blows Downs and an area immediately to 
the west of the M1 around the village of Chaul End. 
 

 The Wildlife Trust own 46 hectares of SSSI at Blows 
Downs.  It is moderately used and suffers from various 
urban fringe problems such as flytipping and litter.  The 
Trust is hoping to acquire more land as part of the guided 
busway ecological compensation measures.  This may 
allow it to staff the site and develop better and more varied 
access.  Extending the site could obviously add to its multi-
functionality, but most of the current site is really too 
steep to be used for significant public access and the 
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nearby land, into which the site might extend, is generally 
of poor quality.  Accordingly extending it will not add a 
great deal of value, although it is probably a potential long 
term option.  However, overall it offers less than the other 
potential strategic sites identified in this report and so we 
have not considered it further. 
 

 To the west of the M1, the only obvious potential strategic 
MFGS site is to the north of Caddington and around the 
small village of Chaul End.  It contains historic cultivation 
terraces (currently barely identifiable), some paths that are 
apparently well used (anecdotally, mainly by Chaul End 
residents for dog walking) and some areas of mature 
woodland, at least one of which is used, probably illegally, 
by riders of quad bikes and motorcycles.  It also contains a 
large vehicle storage area owned by General Motors to the 
south of Chaul End.  However, the whole area is very noisy 
as a result of the M1 and slopes fairly steeply down 
towards Luton, which means it will not be particularly 
suitable for many people with disabilities.  The main access 
is by means of a bridleway that crosses the M1, accessed 
through the Dallow Road Industrial Estate in Luton, or by 
Chaul Road off Hatters Way.  Accordingly we have not 
considered this site further, although if the Core Strategy 
concludes that there should be a further urban extension 
to the south west of Luton this should be reviewed and 
further links under or (preferably) over the M1 created to 
provide better access to it. 
 

The Main Purposes 
of this Report 

As our work has evolved, it has become clear that while the 
above objectives still underpin it, the main purposes of this 
report are: 
 
• To identify opportunities to create new strategic MFGS 

sites in Luton and southern Bedfordshire that will 
complement the network of such sites already 
identified in the Strategic GI Plan 

• To determine, as objectively as possible, those sites on 
which the Chalk Arc Initiative should concentrate its 
delivery efforts in the short term 

• To identify the key issues likely to have a significant 
impact on the delivery of new strategic MFGS sites in 
Luton and southern Bedfordshire 

• To set out a number of principles that the two local 
authorities, the GIC, CAI and other local agencies can 
use to guide their work in relation to the delivery of 
new MFGS sites 

• To suggest a broad “delivery plan” model suggesting 
the main tasks it will be necessary to undertake in 
order to deliver new strategic MFGS sites 

• To make specific recommendations to the key agencies 
that are likely to be critical to the delivery of new 
strategic MFGS sites 
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 3: Methodology
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 The approach we have taken to this study is: 
 
• Summarise the “spatial policy cascade” – the way in 

which national policy cascades down to and helps 
shape the local policies that apply to green 
infrastructure in Luton and southern Bedfordshire.  
Chapter 4 gives this summary. 

• Review existing market research to provide evidence on 
issues such as how far users of countryside sites travel 
and what they want from sites.  Chapter 5 provides a 
brief summary of the main findings, which we then use 
in the strategic analysis – see below. 

• Undertake an initial identification and review of 
potential sites within the areas of search defined in the 
brief.  We did this through on-the-ground inspections, 
guided by representatives of the partner organisations 
assisting with the study – specifically the Greensand 
Trust and Wildlife Trust – together with the Chalk Arc 
Project Officer.  In addition, we elicited further 
information on the potential sites and local community 
aspirations in discussion with representatives of these 
agencies and the Bedfordshire Rural Communities 
Charity (BRCC), which had worked with a number of 
parish councils and local communities to help prepare 
Parish GI plans.  In this stage of the work we also 
undertook an initial consultation with the South 
Bedfordshire and Luton Joint Technical Unit, which is 
responsible for preparing the Local Development 
Framework (LDF) for the area.  The results are set out 
in Chapter 6. 

• Prepare a strategic analysis to compare the potential 
benefits of the different sites in relation to various 
social and economic indicators.  Chapter 7 gives this 
analysis. 

• Seek the views of a range of stakeholders, including 
national agencies (English Heritage, the Environment 
Agency, Natural England, the National Trust and 
Sustrans); local authorities and related bodies 
(Aylesbury Vale, Buckinghamshire, Central 
Bedfordshire, Central Bedfordshire Local Strategic 
Partnership, Chilterns Conservation Board, 
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Hertfordshire, Luton, the JTU, North Herts); the Town 
and Parish Councils of southern Bedfordshire; 
conservation and natural heritage bodies (CPRE, Forest 
of Marston Vale, RSPB, the Wildlife Trust); and other 
voluntary bodies (Bedfordshire Rural Communities 
Charity, Friends of Luton Parks and Green Spaces, 
Greensand Trust, Groundwork Luton and South 
Bedfordshire and the Luton Council of Faiths).  We did 
this by circulating a consultation paper setting out brief 
details of the various sites identified, with a draft vision 
for each of them and a list of specific consultation 
questions.  We have prepared a separate report setting 
out all of the comments verbatim. 

• Revise the analysis and site descriptions in the light of 
the comments received on them; the revised site 
summaries are in Appendix C. 

• Identify the key issues affecting delivery; these are set 
out in Chapter 8 

• Prepare recommended delivery objectives and related 
guiding principles.  Chapter 9 gives details of them. 

• Prepare function-based recommendations for each of 
the main local stakeholders – the Initiative, the JTU, the 
local authorities and the Green Infrastructure 
Consortium.  They are set out in Chapter 10. 

• Identify a general approach to delivery that the 
Initiative and Green Infrastructure Consortium and their 
partners can apply to each of the various sites.  It is 
given in Chapter 11. 

 
 In addition we visited two case study sites that offer 

potentially useful lessons for the delivery of MFGS in Luton 
and southern Bedfordshire and give a brief description of 
them in Appendix D: 
 
• Chafford Gorges Nature Park in Thurrock 
• Great Notley Country Park in Braintree 
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 4: The Spatial Policy Cascade
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Introduction There is a clear policy cascade from statements of national 
planning policy to regional, sub-regional and local plans 
and strategies.  Whether the latter comply with the former 
is one of the tests of soundness of Development Plan 
Documents.  At the national level, the most relevant policy 
statements are given in PPG17, Planning for Open Space 
Sport and Recreation and PPS12, Local Spatial Planning.  
Regionally, the East of England Plan (GO-East, 2008) is the 
Regional Spatial Strategy, while the Milton Keynes and 
South Midlands Sub-regional Strategy or MKSMSS (ODPM, 
2005) sets out the sub-regional growth strategy for the 
area that includes Luton and southern Bedfordshire.  They 
all set the policy context for the recently published Core 
Strategy: Preferred Options (JTU, 2009) and other spatial 
plans and strategies relating to the Luton and southern 
Bedfordshire growth area.   
 

The Local Policy 
Cascade 

Local plans and strategies should conform to and flesh out 
national, regional and sub-regional ones and the Preferred 
Options Report, the GI Plan and the draft Greenspace 
Strategy all do this.  This has the very real advantage that a 
study like this one does not need to review and repeat all 
levels of the policy cascade, but only the relevant local 
policy context.  The main predominantly local documents 
we have reviewed are: 
 
Sustainable Communities Strategies 
 
• Our Vision for Luton in 2026 (Luton Borough Council 

Sustainable Communities Strategy, 2008) 
• South Bedfordshire’s Sustainable Communities Strategy 

(2008) 
 
Integrated Development Programme 
 
• Integrated Development Programme (Luton and South 

Bedfordshire Delivery Vehicle, undated but presumably 
2008) 

 
Local Plans/LDF Documents 
 
• Luton Local Plan 2001-2011 
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• South Bedfordshire Local Plan Review, 2004 
• Local Development Framework: Core Strategy – 

Preferred Options (Luton and South Bedfordshire Joint 
Committee, 2009) 

 
Green Infrastructure Plans/Strategies 
 
• Bedfordshire and Luton Strategic Green Infrastructure 

Plan (Bedfordshire and Luton GI Consortium, 2007) 
• Luton and South Bedfordshire Draft Greenspace 

Strategy (Halcrow, 2008) 
• South Bedfordshire and Luton Green Infrastructure 

Plan (Bedfordshire and Luton GI Consortium, 2009) 
 
Planning Obligations 
 
• Planning Obligations SPD  (Luton Borough Council, 

2007) 
• Draft Planning Obligations SPD (South Bedfordshire 

District Council, now Central Bedfordshire Council, 
2009) 

 
Other 
 
• Bedfordshire Outdoor Access Improvement Plan 2006-

2011 (Bedfordshire County Council, undated but 
presumably 2006) 

• Luton Rights of Way Improvement Plan: Luton’s Great 
Outdoors (2008) 

 
 We give the main points of relevance to the MFGS scoping 

from each of these documents and the conclusions we 
have drawn from them in Appendix A.  In summary, these 
conclusions are: 
 
Sustainable Communities Strategies 
 
Luton 
 
• The potential to “retrofit” new greenspaces within 

Luton is very limited so the priority for significant 
provision is likely to be the urban fringe and links to 
the wider countryside 

 
South Bedfordshire (now part of Central Bedfordshire) 
 
• South Bedfordshire wants a network of accessible high 

quality parks, green spaces and open spaces within 10 
minutes walk of where residents live and work and to 
be the greenest growth area 

 
Integrated Development Programme (IDP) 
 
• The IDP appears slightly ambivalent in relation to green 

infrastructure, stating that it is one of the Local 
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Delivery Vehicle’s priorities but that “Green 
infrastructure is being managed through the Chalk Arc 
Consortium” and then largely ignoring the Initiative’s 
objectives.  In addition, it does not highlight the fact 
the Initiative’s access to funding, and existence, may 
well be strictly time limited. 

 
Planning Policy 
 
Luton 
 
• The Adopted Local Plan provides a policy justification 

for requiring developers to provide or contribute to 
new or enhanced greenspace. 

 
South Bedfordshire (now part of Central Bedfordshire) 
 
• The Local Plan Review allows the Council to seek 

contributions from a very wide range of developments 
to countryside enhancements.  It also safeguards a 
road line through Houghton Quarry for a Dunstable 
Eastern By-pass.  This is no longer safeguarded 
although it remains a reserve option for the “Woodside 
Connection” – a link from the proposed M1-A5 bypass 
to the Woodside Industrial Estate in Houghton Regis – 
or as a route for a busway into the North 
Dunstable/Houghton Regis development area.  
However, its safeguarded status may be open to 
challenge. 

• The Plan postulates an ideal hierarchy of greenspaces 
for the three main settlements, consisting of District, 
Community and Local Open Spaces, but this is likely to 
be undeliverable.  The Plan also includes provision 
standards of 2.57 ha of “formal” and 0.93 of “informal” 
urban open space per 1000 population.  Formal 
greenspace consist mainly of sports facilities; informal 
of parks and amenity spaces. 

• There is a clear shortage of sports pitches in the 
Dunstable-Houghton Regis area 

 
Core Strategy Preferred Options 
 
• Access to the natural environment is a key priority 
• There is a need to ensure that the Green Belt has a 

clearly defined role 
• Delivery will be long term 
• There is a clear policy justification for planning 

obligations relating to GI and local greenspace 
provision 

• The priorities in the Opportunity Areas to the south 
and east of Leighton-Linslade are high quality open 
space and linkages to the countryside 

• There is a need to ensure that strategic GI is included 
in any future replacement for planning obligations and 
the money ring-fenced for it 
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• There will be park and ride sites adjacent to the eastern 
and western edges of the Opportunity Area to the north 
of Houghton Regis and Dunstable; it will therefore be 
desirable to link pedestrian and cycling routes to these 
facilities.  A proposed A5-M1 link will also pass through 
this area (Opportunity Area C) and split it roughly in 
half; presumably development will then extend to the 
southern edge of the road  

• There is a proposal for a Luton Northern By-pass to link 
the A6 to the A505 which will pass through 
Opportunity Area B to the north of Luton; presumably 
development will then extend to the southern edge of 
the road 

• The bypasses and motorway need not be a barrier to 
pedestrian or cycle movement as it will be possible to 
create “green bridges” 

• There is a clear aspiration for walking and cycling 
routes across Luton and southern Bedfordshire 

• The area to the east of Leighton-Linslade (Opportunity 
Area E) will have to accommodate 2,500 dwellings; the 
area to the north of Houghton Regis and Dunstable 
(Opportunity Area C) approximately 7,000 dwellings; 
and the area to the north of Luton (Opportunity Area B) 
approximately 4,000 dwellings 

• The western side of the area to the north of Luton 
(Opportunity Area B) is likely to be required for 
employment land 

• The central part of the area to the east of Leighton 
Linslade (Opportunity Area E) is liable to flooding, so GI 
can be used to hold flood water 

• There is local community support for urban fringe 
country parks and connected networks of greenspace 

• There is a clearly stated priority for more greenspace 
provision across the growth area, but particularly 
Dunstable and Leighton Linslade and the proposed 
urban extensions 

• GI is a clear priority 
• Biodiversity enhancement is an additional priority 
 
GI Plans and Strategies 
 
Bedfordshire and Luton Strategic GI Plan 
 
• The objectives in the plan reflect those in Planning 

Sustainable Communities – A Green Infrastructure 
Guide for Milton Keynes and the South Midlands 

• It concentrates on five key themes: landscape 
character, the historic environment, rebuilding 
biodiversity, accessible greenspace and access routes 

• The Plan implicitly assumes that most GI will either be 
on the urban fringe or a network of accessible routes 

• Ideally, any new MFGS should link to one or more of 
the broad corridors in the area: the Ouzel River Valley; 
the Chalk Arc Corridor; the Leighton Linslade to 
Dunstable Corridor; and the Upper Lea Valley corridor 
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• The best locations for major new MFGS will 
complement the defined strategic GI sites (Dunstable 
Downs Country Park; Stockgrove County Park; 
Whipsnade Downs; Stockwood Park; and Wardown Park) 
and will maximise the number of people living within a 
reasonable distance of at least one strategic site 

 
Greenspace Strategy 
 
• There are deficiencies in provision across the whole 

area and the spatial priorities include district parks of 
20 ha or more; strategic greenspaces of 60ha to the 
north of Luton and in the Dunstable and Leighton-
Linslade areas; and developing the Houghton Regis 
chalk pit as well as the Bluewater and Baulk sites as an 
area of natural and semi-natural greenspace 

 
Luton and South Bedfordshire GI Plan (draft) 
 
• This plan acts as a link between the “top-down” 

Strategic GI Plan and a number of “bottom-up” Parish GI 
Plans.  It is based around the same five key themes as 
the Strategic GI Plan. 

• It highlights an extremely ambitious range of potential 
projects in Luton and southern Bedfordshire within the 
broad framework of the Bedfordshire and Luton 
Strategic GI Plan.  For example, the “Landscape” theme 
alone highlights 27 priority projects. 

• The Plan identifies four key delivery mechanisms: the 
planning system; agriculture and forestry; local 
communities; and external funding. 

 
Planning Obligations 
 
Luton 
 
• The SPD approach to greenspace is based primarily on 

the Six Acre Standard (although PPG17 says councils 
should not use standards of this kind) and ignores the 
locally determined provision standards in the draft 
Luton and South Bedfordshire Green Space Strategy 
(2008).   

• The approach taken in the SPD to planning obligations 
does not comply with Circular 5/2005 in several ways 
which we summarise in Appendix A. 

 
South Bedfordshire 
 
• The South Bedfordshire Draft SPD sets out a simple 

tariff approach to green infrastructure that does not 
comply with Circular 5/2005.  We comment further on 
this in Appendix A. 

 
This Report in the 
Policy Cascade 

The diagram below summarises how this report fits into 
the national and local policy cascade and contributes to 
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local policy: 
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Kit Campbell Associates, Edinburgh: Chalk Arc Initiative 32 
 



 

 
 5: Existing Market Research
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Introduction 
 

The former Bedfordshire County Council, the North 
Chilterns Trust and Tourism South East have all undertaken 
or commissioned market research in the past few years 
that provides information on visits to countryside sites in 
southern Bedfordshire.  More generally, a consortium of 
national agencies undertakes occasional GB-wide surveys 
of day visitors.  The results provide an important and 
useful evidence base for planning purposes. 
 

 Appendix B reports on the main findings from the 
following surveys, which we summarise briefly in the 
remainder of this chapter: 
 
• Bedfordshire County Council surveys at countryside 

sites in southern Bedfordshire - Bluewater, Houghton 
Regis; Dunstable Downs; Linslade Wood; Stockgrove 
Country Park; Sundon; Sundon Hills Country Park; 
Totternhoe Knolls; and Whipsnade Heath 

• North Chilterns Trust surveys of non-users of nine 
countryside sites (Dunstable Downs, Sundon Hills 
Country Park, Stockgrove Country Park, Harrold-Odell 
Country Park, Totternhoe Knolls, Whipsnade Heath, 
Smithcombe Hill, Someries Castle and Cottage Bottom 
Field).  The survey was undertaken in town centres in 
Berkhamsted, Dunstable, Goring on Thames, Henley on 
Thames, High Wycombe, Hitchin, Houghton Regis and 
Princes Risborough. 

• Tourism South East surveys of visitors to the Chilterns 
AONB 

• The Great Britain Day Visits Survey 2002-3 
 

Key Findings – Local 
Surveys 
 

The key findings from these surveys are: 
 
Bedfordshire County Council Surveys 
 
Visit Characteristics 
 
• The effective catchment of countryside sites in 

southern Bedfordshire (ie the distance that around 75% 
of visitors travel) is generally from 1 to 5 miles.  
Broadly speaking, large sites with more facilities have 
wider catchments than small ones with fewer facilities. 
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• The main reasons why people visit the countryside and 
urban fringe are recreational walking, dog walking and 
to see and enjoy wildlife.  However, picnicking and, 
where refreshments are available, “eating and drinking” 
are also important activities.  There is also growing 
demand for active pursuits, such as mountain biking 
and paragliding. 

 
Visitor Profile 
 
• Countryside visitors are most likely to be middle aged 

or older white, middle class car owners 
• Many people from ethnic minorities appear to have 

relatively little interest in visiting the countryside 
 
Visitor Requirements 
 
• Better interpretation, signage and picnicking facilities, 

coupled with secure car parking 
• Better path networks and measures to make paths less 

muddy after rain 
• Better picnic facilities  
• Better control of dogs 
 
Note: as these requirements were identified by asking existing visitors, 
they largely reflect the views of middle aged or older white middle class 
car owners; potential visitors from other social groups may have different 
requirements 
 
Ways of Attracting Current Non-users 
 
• Organised events 
• Advertising and raising awareness 
• More or better facilities, especially toilets and picnic 

tables 
• Public transport 
 

 North Chilterns Trust Surveys 
 
• In 2007 there were an estimated 55 million leisure 

visits to the Chilterns AONB and probably about 80% of 
them were by residents of the eleven districts 
containing the AONB 

• 5% of those visitors over 16 were aged 16-24; 41% were 
25-44 and 28% were 45-64 and 27% 60 or more.  
Accordingly 55% were aged 45 or over. 

• Over 97% of visitors classed themselves as white 
• The main reasons for visiting the AONB were walking 

(44%), walking the dog (21%) and sitting enjoying the 
view/picnicking (10%) 

• 30% of trips lasted for less than one hour and 47% for 
between one and two hours 

 
 Tourism South East Surveys 

 
• Those who visit the countryside are likely to be older 
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adults, in employment, car owners and from the ABC1 
occupational grades 

• The main current visitor “wants” are essentially passive: 
nice scenery, peace and quiet, places for walkers, 
attractive villages and relative closeness to home 

• Most visits to the countryside are made by a minority of 
the population 

 
The Great Britain Day 
Visits Survey 

The most recent Great Britain Day Visits Survey was 
undertaken for a consortium of national agencies 
responsible for recreation and tourism in 2002-3.  It 
identified the key characteristics of visitors to different 
types of countryside sites.  In summary, the results for 
general countryside and woods/forest sites were: 
 
 Countryside Woodland 
Age 
Under 45 49% 59% 
45 and over 51% 41% 
 
Sex 
Male 49% 52% 
Female 51% 48% 
 
Social Grade 
ABC1 65% 66% 
C2DE 35% 34% 
 
Car owning household 
Yes 93% 91% 
No 7% 9% 
 
Personal access to car 
Yes 89% 88% 
No 11% 12% 
 
Children in household 
Yes 32% 43% 
No 68% 57% 
 
Working status 
Full time job 49% 51% 
Retired 21% 17% 
 

 In summary, therefore, it seems that the national profile of 
countryside visitors is dominated by people from car 
owning households in the higher social grades, without 
children and who are either working full time or retired. 
 

Key Implications The key implications from this brief review are: 
 
There is an obvious need to try to widen the countryside 
site visitor profile and the key ways of achieving this are 
likely to include: 
 
• A different “offer” from existing sites with 
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opportunities for community and other events 
• Access by public transport, suggesting a location close 

to potential park and ride sites or existing public 
transport routes 

• Good quality built facilities 
• Having something to advertise that will appeal to a 

wide cross-section of potential visitors 
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 6: Initial Site Identification
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Introduction The brief identified six “opportunity areas” as potential 
locations for the proposed MFGS: 
 
A The Galley and Warden Hills to the east of Luton, north 

of Stopsley Common 
B North of Luton, up to the southern edge of Barton-le-

Clay and from the M1 in the west to the county 
boundary in the east 

C North of Houghton Regis and Dunstable 
D The Totternhoe area 
E East and north-east of Leighton-Linslade 
F South of Leighton Buzzard 
 

 These areas are identified spatially on the map below at 
the end of Chapter 2.  Each has different characteristics, 
with active quarrying in the two areas on the edge of 
Leighton-Linslade, and at least one disused quarry in each 
of the other areas apart from the Galley and Warden Hills  
The “extra” site at Rushmere Park is unique amongst the 
potential sites in that it is established and fairly nature 
woodland.   
 

Overview of the 
Opportunity Areas 

Each of the opportunity areas contains existing MFGS 
assets and some are likely to change significantly in the 
future as a result of the proposed urban extensions.  The 
remainder of this Chapter provides an overview of each of 
the opportunity areas, and the existing and potential 
sizeable MFGS sites within them.  It is based on the review 
of relevant plans and strategies in Appendix A, an on the 
ground assessment and the local knowledge of the 
Greensand Trust, Bedfordshire Rural Communities Charity 
and the Wildlife Trust for Bedfordshire, Cambridgeshire, 
Northamptonshire and Peterborough. 
 

 Opportunity Area A: Galley and Warden Hills 
 

 Brief Description 
 
• Flat area of land to the east of Luton rising up to the 

Warden and Galley Hills offering views to the south, 
west and north and, over the crest, to the east. 
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 Anticipated Future Change 
 
• The Wildlife Trust is keen to establish grazing to 

improve the chalk grassland, but accepts there may be 
conflicts between this and public access. 

• If there is a Luton northern by-pass this site may be 
constrained by it 

 
 Existing MFGS Resources with Public Access 

 
• Public access to the hills but only limited access to the 

farmland and golf course 
 

 Existing Land Uses 
 
• Predominantly agriculture 
• Golf club and riding centre 
 

 Current Issues 
 
• High levels of use and erosion 
• Need for grazing to control scrub and promote 

biodiversity 
 

 Parish MFGS Plan Aspirations  
 
• Link Warden Hill south-east to Stopsley Common 
• Extend Whitehill Wood to Jamaica Plantation 
 

 MFGS Opportunities 
 
• Significant levels of use and decline in the quality of 

the SSSI suggest it will be desirable to expand the area 
of public access if possible so as to spread the visitor 
pressure over a wider area. 

 
 Potential Size of MFGS Asset 

 
• Variable – there are no clear boundaries 
 

 Potential for Developer Contributions 
 
• Very limited – no development is currently planned in 

the immediate vicinity 
 

 Opportunity Area B: North of Luton 
 

 Brief Description 
 
• Generally rolling open countryside but with a ridge line 

providing a visual separation of villages such as 
Sundon from Luton. 
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 Anticipated Future Change 

 
• Planned new M1 junction 11A on the western boundary 

with a road/rail depot and North Luton by-pass linking 
the M1 round to the A6 and possibly onwards around 
the east side of Luton (in North Hertfordshire).   

• Approximately 4,000 dwellings between Luton and the 
new by-pass 

• Park and ride site on the A6 to the north of Luton 
• Developers have proposed reinstatement of the Sundon 

House parkland landscape, linked to housing 
development 

 
 Existing MFGS Resources with Public Access  

 
• Former Sundon Quarry (designated as open access land 

under the CRoW Act) 
• Sundon Hills Country Park: managed by the National 

Trust.  No facilities other than a car park.  Main uses 
are walking/dog walking/enjoying wildlife; very much 
an “out and back” area with limited opportunities for 
circular walks. 

• Sharpenhoe Clappers, also managed by the National 
Trust 

• Barton Hills NNR: managed by Natural England 
 

 Existing Land Uses 
 
• Predominantly agriculture 
 

 Current Issues 
 
• Reducing/managing visitor pressures on Barton Hills 

National Nature Reserve (NNR) 
• Access to Sundon Quarry 
• Public access link from Sundon Quarry east to Sundon 

Hills and Sharpenhoe Clappers 
• Developing corridors from the current northern edge of 

Luton (eg Great Bramingham Wood) through the 
planned housing and by-pass to the countryside 
beyond  

• Creating circular walks in the countryside to the north 
of Luton 

 
 Parish MFGS Plan Aspirations - Streatley 

 
• Link between Streatley and Barton 
• Extend Streatley recreation area 
• Link to Sundon Wood 
• Extend Sharpenhoe Grove woodland to the south and 

west 
• Safe crossing of A6 to Icknield Way 
• Extend George Wood George Wood northwards 
• Upgrade Footpaths FP11 and FP12 to 
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bridleway/cycleway 
 
Parish MFGS Plan Aspirations - Sundon 
 
• Links to Holt and Fernhill Woods 
• Link Sundon Quarry to Sundon Hills Country Park 
• Community woodland south of Slate Hall 
• Link Sundon Wood west to adjacent parkland 
• Link Sundon west to restored quarry and woodland 
 
MFGS Opportunities  
 
• Sundon Quarry 
• Sundon House 
• Enhanced linear access routes from Luton and between 

Sundon Quarry, Sundon Hills, Sharpenhoe Clappers and 
Barton NNR providing opportunities for circular walks 
and access to villages such as Streatley and Barton; 
also including extension to Barton Hills NNR 

 
 Potential Size of MFGS Assets 

 
• Flexiable – the greatest need is for additional linear 

access 
 

 Potential for Developer Contributions 
 
• Significant (4,000 dwellings proposed), but the 

planning authority will be asking developers to fund a 
significant amount of “grey” infrastructure and the 
priority to be given to MFGS is not clear 

• The likely rate of release of the housing land is under 
review but an initial appraisal in 2008 suggested it will 
start in 2015-16. 

 
 Opportunity Area C: North of Houghton Regis and 

Dunstable 
 

 Brief Description 
 
• Farmland generally sloping gently southwards from 

Featherbed Lane down to Houghton Regis 
 

 Anticipated Future Change 
 
• East-west load link from A505/A5 to M1 
• Park and ride facilities at the A5/A505 junction and the 

proposed M1 junction 11A 
• 7,000 new dwellings proposed in the Core Strategy 

Preferred Options 
• Possible bus route through the middle of Houghton 

Quarry linking the proposed A5/A505 park and ride 
site southwards to Houghton Regis and Dunstable  
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 Existing MFGS Resources with Public Access 

 
• The Baulk/Blue Waters Quarry: former quarry that has 

been landfilled and planted with trees.  Predominant 
use is by a relatively small number of local people for 
walking, walking dogs and enjoying wildlife.  This is 
essentially an “out and back” site in fairly poor 
condition, although the Chiltern Way passes through it. 

 
 Existing Land Uses 

 
• Predominantly agriculture but disused Houghton 

Quarry in south-western corner with sewage works to 
the north of it 

 
 Current Issues 

 
• Condition of Blue Waters and adjacent sites 
• Condition of parts of the Chiltern Way in the vicinity of 

the Blue Waters site 
• Motorcycling use of Houghton Quarry by teenagers – 

some clearly dangerous “for kicks” activities but no 
form of supervision or access for ambulance 

• Access to countryside through planned housing 
 

 Parish MFGS Plan Aspirations – Chalton 
 
• Additional woodland to the north of Chalton village 
• Extend Fancott Wood and Meadow 
• Sound barrier between Chalton village and the M1 and 

N-S rail line 
• Footpath/cycleway from Chalton village to Toddington, 

Houghton Regis and Sundon 
 

 MFGS Opportunities 
 
• Houghton Quarry – opportunities to open up adjacent 

reservoir for public access, recreation of chalk 
grassland, interpretation, possibly pitches 

• Chalton Cross Farm – northern part likely to be the site 
for a park and ride facility but the southern part is a 
flood plain and so undevelopable.  It may be required 
for strategic flood storage, which could obviously be 
designed as publicly accessible MFGS. 

• Development of new MFGS or contributions to MFGS 
from significant housing development included in the 
Core Strategy preferred options 

 
Potential Size of MFGS Assets 
 
• Houghton Quarry: approximately 45-50 ha, depending 

on where the boundary is drawn 
 

 

Kit Campbell Associates, Edinburgh: Chalk Arc Initiative 41 
 



 

 
 Potential for Developer Contributions 

 
• Major (7,000 dwellings proposed), but the council will 

be asking developers to fund a significant amount of 
“grey” infrastructure and the priority to be given to 
MFGS is not clear 

 
 Opportunity Area D: Totternhoe 

 
 Brief Description 

 
• Predominantly farmland but an area with significant 

historical interest 
 

 Anticipated Future Change 
 
• No significant proposals in Core Strategy Preferred 

Options 
• English Heritage wants to bring Maiden Bower into 

public ownership – potential funding for land purchase?
• Owner of land between Dunstable and Maiden Bower is 

promoting a housing development although it is not 
included in the Core Strategy Preferred Options 

 
 Existing MFGS Resources with Public Access  

 
• Totternhoe Knolls – Motte and Bailey 
• Totternhoe and Sewell Quarries – owned by Wildlife 

Trust – and Totternhoe Tunnels 
 
There is also Maiden Bower – an unexcavated Neolithic fort 
– but this does not have public access 
 

 Existing Land Uses 
 
• Predominantly agriculture with a good network of 

linear access routes 
 

 Current Issues 
 
• Lots of historical interest but little interpretation 
• Maiden Bower land owner has indicated unwillingness 

to sell but may be seeking to negotiate land for 
development 

 
 Local Community Aspirations – Totternhoe 

 
• Upgrade various paths to bridleways 
• Protect and enhance damson orchards 
• Enhanced interpretation 
• Chalk grassland buffer between Totternhoe and 

Dunstable 
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 MFGS Opportunities 

 
• Increased and enhanced linear access, chalk grassland 

and historical interpretation of features ranging from 
Neolithic remains to Motte and Bailey to Damson 
orchards (skins used in hat making) to chalk quarrying 
and piping of extracted material to Derby 

 
 Potential Size of MFGS Assets 

 
• Flexible – the greatest need is for linear access 
 
Potential for Developer Contributions  
 
• Very limited unless housing allowed to the west of 

Dunstable 
 

 Opportunity Area E: East and North-east of Leighton 
Linslade 
 

 Brief Description 
 
• Farmland with active quarrying in the northern part of 

the area 
 

 Anticipated Future Change 
 
• SandScape Project in northern area – some quarries 

close to exhaustion, but planning permission to around 
2042 

• Core Strategy Preferred Options suggests around 2,500 
dwellings, but the landowner (Arnold White Estates) is 
seeking planning consent for 4,000 

 
 MFGS Resources with Public Access 

 
• Limited at present, although Greensand Trust has 

developed a sports facility and bike park on the eastern 
edge of Heath and Reach 

 
 Existing Land Uses 

 
• Quarrying 
• Agriculture 
 

 Current Issues 
 
• Community safety 
 

 Parish MFGS Plan Aspirations  
 
• No Parish GI Plan in place 
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 MFGS Opportunities 

 
• Clipstone Brook flood plain – undevelopable, so an 

opportunity to purchase from the land owner as there 
is little hope value  

• Progressive opening up of public access to the quarried 
area as quarries cease operating (Greensand Trust 
SandScape project) 

 
Potential Size of MFGS Assets 
 
• Flexible at present – depends on acceptable extent of 

development proposals 
 
Potential for Developer Contributions 
 
• Significant potential from proposed housing 

developments 
 
 

 Opportunity Area F: Grovebury area south of Leighton 
Buzzard 
 

 Brief Description 
 
• Farmland with active Grovebury Quarry workings 
 

 Anticipated Future Change 
 
• Development of Grove Lock Marina imminent (outside 

search area, but future honeypot for visitors) 
• Western area: existing proposals for restoration of the 

western area with funding (around £700,000) in place 
for pitches  

• Eastern area: quarrying will continue until around 2024 
and operator has applied for planning permission to 
extend the quarry area 

 
 MFGS Resources with Public Access 

 
• None at present 
 

 Existing Land Uses 
 
• Quarrying and agriculture 
 

 Current Issues 
 
• Quarrying likely to continue for many years 
 

 Parish MFGS Plan Aspirations  
 
• No Parish GI Plan in place 
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 MFGS Opportunities 
 
• As set out in Leighton Linslade “Green Wheel” 

proposals 
 
Potential Size of MFGS Assets 
 
• Depends on the extent of the land that will become 

available on cessation of quarrying operations 
 

 Potential for Developer Contributions 
 
• Very limited, although restoration funding may be 

available from the quarry operator in due course 
 

 Rushmere Park 
 
Brief Description 
 
• Mature woodland 
 

 Anticipated Future Change 
 
• No definite plans at present – Central Bedfordshire 

Council, the Greensand Trust and the other members 
of the consortium buying the site will have to 
undertake a detailed survey and draw up a masterplan 

 
 MFGS Resources with Public Access 

 
• None at present, although the site has a system of 

paths that could easily be enhanced and opened up for 
public use 

 
 Existing Land Uses 

 
• Woodland 
 

 Current Issues 
 
For sale 
 

 Parish GI Plan Aspirations  
 
No Parish GI Plan in place 
 

 MFGS Opportunities 
 
Significant extension to Stockgrove Country Park 
 

 Potential Size of MFGS Assets 
 
• Approximately 40 ha 
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 Potential for Developer Contributions 

 
• Very poor – no significant development likely in the 

immediate vicinity 
 

Summary of Potential 
MFGS Sites 

The potential MFGS sites that we have identified are 
therefore: 
 
Opportunity Area A 
 
• The Galley and Warden Hills to the east of Luton 
 
Opportunity Area B 
 
• Sundon Quarry and landfill site, north of Luton 
• Sundon House, north of Luton 
• Sundon to Sharpenhoe Connection 
 
Opportunity Area C 
 
• Chalton Cross Farm flood plain, north of Dunstable 
• Houghton Regis Quarry 
 
Opportunity Area D 
 
• Totternhoe area, from Maiden Bower to Totternhoe 

Castle 
 
Opportunity Area E 
 
• Grovebury Quarry, south of Leighton Buzzard 
 
Opportunity Area F 
 
• Clipstone Brook flood plain, east of Leighton Buzzard 
• The Sandscape project to the north east of Leighton 

Buzzard 
 
Other 
 
• Rushmere Park and Oak Wood to the north of Heath 

and Reach 
• Kensworth Quarry 
• South-west of Luton 
 

 The location of each of these sites, together with the 
strategic sites designated in the Bedfordshire and Luton 
Strategic GI Plan, is shown on the Map below. 
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 Appendix C gives an overview of each of these sites, using 

the following standard headings: 
 
Existing GI 
 
• Land ownership 
• Current land uses 
• Description 
• Existing GI resources 
• Existing GI Proposals 
• Existing planning consents 
 
Key Attributes 
 
• Existing public access 
• Connectivity to the wider countryside  
• Tranquillity 
• Historic designations and interest 
• Nature conservation designations and interest 
• Geological designations and interest 
• Potential site-specific visitor attractions 
• Views 
• Negative factors 
 
Potential to Add Value to the Existing GI Network 
 
• Outline vision 
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• Added value 
• Potential Priority Functions 
 
Deliverability 
 
• Hope value 
• Key constraints 
• Key requirements in order to deliver accessible GI 
• Sensitivities 
• Time frame for availability 
• Potential for developer contributions 
 
Planning Policy Statement (PPS) 12 Tests of Soundness 
 
• Evidence base 
• Deliverable 
• Flexible 
• Capable of being monitored 
• Consistency with national policy 
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 7: Strategic Analysis
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Introduction This chapter reviews the above sites against a number of 
criteria to establish those that offer the most to local 
communities.  The criteria are: 
 
• Ensuring new sites complement the existing network of 

strategic greenspaces 
• Quality of place 
• Population turnover 
• Access to and from sustainable transport routes 
• Wildlife interest 
• Health and well-being 
• Compatibility with the Strategic GI Plan 
• Access to and from housing growth areas 
 

Complementing 
Existing Strategic 
Greenspaces 
 
 

The Bedfordshire and Luton Strategic GI Plan notes that the 
best locations for major new MFGS will be sites that 
complement the existing defined strategic MFGS sites and 
maximise the number of people living within a reasonable 
distance of at least one strategic site.  It identifies seven 
existing strategic accessible MFGS sites in Luton and 
southern  Bedfordshire: 
 
• Dunstable Downs 
• Sharpenhoe Clappers 
• Stockgrove Country Park 
• Stockwood Park, Luton 
• Sundon Hills Country Park/Markham Hills and Moleskin 
• Wardown Park, Luton 
• Whipsnade Downs 
 

 Existing Access to Strategic Greenspaces 
 
The various user surveys summarised in Chapter 6 give a 
very broad guide to the effective catchment of countryside 
sites – that, the distance that about 75% of users are 
willing to travel – as between 1 and 5 miles.  However, the 
results for many of the sites are based on only very small 
sample sizes.  Other surveys – such as the Great Britain 
Day Visits Survey – report only average round trip 
distances.  Averages can be very misleading: for example 
the average distance travelled by five visitors, four of 
whom travelled one mile and one who travelled 11 miles, is 
3 miles. 
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 It is clearly desirable that potential visitors should be able 

to access strategic MFGS sites as easily as possible and 
frequently as possible.  In practice this means they should 
have to walk, cycle, drive or use public transport for only a 
limited time or distance.  The further potential users have 
to travel to a site the greater the likelihood of them 
depending on a car or another motorised means of 
transport.  This has two significant effects: it will promote 
travel by car and therefore make it less likely that those 
without a car will visit the site.   
 

 Surveys across the country at different forms of provision 
that people visit regularly, including parks, playing fields, 
swimming pools and sports halls, have found that potential 
users are unlikely to walk for much more than about 20 
minutes or a mile.  Those using public transport will 
typically travel two or about two and half times as far, 
while those in a car will travel for up to about 15-20 
minutes. 

 
 Map 1 therefore shows the location of the existing 

strategic spaces together 1 and 2 mile buffers around 
them.  The first reflects a desirable maximum walking 
distance for those without a car while the second reflects 
an acceptable cycling or public transport travel 
time/distance.  Overall, Ordnance Survey Addresspoint 
data suggests that Luton and southern Bedfordshire 
contains a total of approximately 203,044 properties.  The 
number and proportion within one and two miles of at 
least one of these sites is currently: 
 
 Number % 
1 mile catchment 68,615 33.8% 
2 mile catchment 146,258 72.0% 
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 The Impact of Potential New Strategic Greenspaces 

 
Map 2 below shows the broad location options for the 
possible additional strategic MFGS sites as simple circles, 
each with an area of approximately 60 ha.  The additional 
properties that will be within the 1 and 2 mile buffers of at 
least one strategic site if each of these potential additional 
sites is developed as accessible MFGS is approximately: 
 
1 mile Extra Properties % of total 
Chalton Cross Farm 28,576 14.1% 
Clipstone Brook 8,668 4.3% 
Grovebury Quarry 5,307 2.6% 
Houghton Quarry 9,627 4.7% 
Linear access 0 0.0% 
Rushmere Park 1,335 0.7% 
Sandscape 906 0.4% 
Sundon House 5,672 2.8% 
Sundon Quarry 364 0.2% 
Totternhoe Knolls 1,746 0.9% 
Warden and Galley Hills 8,708 4.3% 
 
2 miles Extra Properties % of total 
Chalton Cross Farm 28,311 13.9% 
Clipstone Brook 16,914 8.3% 
Grovebury Quarry 18,932 9.3% 
Houghton Quarry 17,444 8.6% 
Linear access 0 0.0% 
Rushmere Park 9,597 4.7% 
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Sandscape 6,511 3.2% 
Sundon House 13,799 6.8% 
Sundon Quarry 5,683 2.8% 
Totternhoe Knolls 2,210 1.1% 
Warden and Galley Hills 1,150 0.6% 
 
Notes 
The “% of total” gives the additional percentage of all propertiess in Luton 
and southern Bedfordshire that will be within the designated distance 
threshold as a result of the development of each of the sites 
it is not possible to aggregate the above numbers of properties or 
percentages as some effective catchments overlap; each figure relates to 
the potential “gain” resulting from developing each site for public access 
in isolation 
 

 
 
 Clearly, the creation of all of these potential strategic MFGS 

sites will result in most people living in Luton and southern 
Bedfordshire being within 2 miles of at least one strategic 
site.  The most “efficient” locations, however, in terms of 
maximising the number of people within an acceptable 
distance of at least one site, will be: 
 
Within 1 mile Chalton Cross Farm flood plain 
  Houghton Quarry 
  Warden and Galley Hills 
 
Within 2 Miles Chalton Cross Farm flood plain 
  Grovebury Quarry 
  Houghton Quarry 
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Quality of Place 
 

Quality of place means different things to different people 
and some of the possible factors that contribute to it 
cannot easily be measured without significant investment 
in local surveys – neighbourliness, for example.  For the 
purposes of this part of the analysis, we have used two 
broad indicators: 
 
• The Index of Multiple Deprivation (DCLG, 2007): this 

composite indicator reflects a range of deprivation 
factors including income, employment, health and 
disability, educational attainment, skills and training, 
housing, crime and the living environment.  The more 
deprived an area is the less desirable it is as a place in 
which to live. 

• Population turnover (ONS, 2007): high levels of 
population turnover are a potential indicator of an 
unstable and non-cohesive community  

 
 Index of Multiple Deprivation 

 
Map 3 identifies the Lower Level Super Output Areas in the 
top and bottom quartiles in the DCLG’s Index of Multiple 
Deprivation for England, 2007.  Almost all of the worst 
deprivation in Luton and southern Bedfordshire is either in 
Luton or close to it.  Map 3 also shows the location of the 
MFGS sites designated as “strategic” in the Bedfordshire 
and Luton Strategic GI Plan and the locations of the 
potential new strategic sites.   
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 Access to high quality greenspace is an important 
contributor to quality of life and arguably has the potential 
to benefit those living in deprived areas the most.  
Deprived areas tend to have poor quality greenspace 
provision and most houses have only a small or no garden.  
Of the potential new sites, however, only Chalton Cross 
Farm has the potential to be within easy walking distance 
of areas of significant multiple deprivation.  Conversely, 
the potential Leighton Linslade sites are all located in or 
close to areas with the lowest levels of multiple deprivation 
in England. 
 

Population Turnover 
 

Map 4 shows the number of people per thousand 
population that moved out of various parts of the area in 
2007.  This can be taken as a very broad but imperfect (see 
below) indicator of those areas that probably offer the 
poorest quality of life.  The areas with the highest turnover 
on this measure broadly match the areas with the highest 
levels of multiple deprivation and the areas around them. 
 

 
 
 Population outflow is, however, an incomplete measure as 

it ignores people moving into an area.  In addition, the 
lower the population of an area, the fewer households that 
need to move out to result in an apparently high outflow 
per 1000 population.  For obvious reasons, an area 
experiencing steady population growth is a more desirable 
area in which to live than one that is experiencing steady 
decline as people “vote with their feet”.  Map 5 therefore 
shows the net change in population in 2007.  It indicates 
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that most of Luton and Houghton Regis are slowly losing 
population and in 2007 alone parts of Luton lost over 5% 
of their population.  This is obviously dispiriting for a 
community and has negative impacts on local community 
facilities such as shops and schools.  The only area with a 
significant increase in population in 2007 was the southern 
part of Leighton Buzzard, where there has been significant 
residential development.   
 

 
 
 High quality greenspace both improves the appearance and 

“liveability” of residential areas and offers opportunities for 
relaxation and open air activities close to home with family 
and friends.  As a result it can help to promote community 
cohesion, attract new residents and support regeneration.  
The MFGS sites that have the greatest potential to do this 
are Chalton Cross Farm, Galley and Warden Hills and 
Houghton Quarry.  In principle, the best location will be to 
the south west of Luton, adjacent to the main area of 
multiple deprivation in Luton, but the M1 motorway makes 
easy access to this area difficult as there is only a single 
bridleway that crosses the M1, accessed on the east side of 
the motorway through an industrial area. 
 

Access to and From 
Sustainable 
Transport Routes 
 

A number of strategically important sustainable transport 
routes pass through Luton and southern Bedfordshire, 
complemented by a network of more local paths and 
bridleways.  The main ones are: 
 
• Sustrans National Cycle Route 6, which crosses the area 
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from east to west and links Luton with Leighton-
Linslade 

• The Icknield Way Bridleway, which goes round the 
western and northern sides of the main Luton-
Dunstable-Houghton Regis urban area  

 
 Map 6 shows these routes and the main strategic footpaths 

in the area.  One thing stands out: the way in which 
Sustrans National Route 6 passes very close to three of the 
potential new multi-functional sites – Totternhoe Knolls, 
Houghton Quarry and Chalton Cross Farm – and then links 
eastwards to Wardown Park in Luton. 
 

 
 
Wildlife Interest 
 

Research by the Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE) 
has found that one of the things that people want when 
visiting countryside and tranquil areas is to see and hear 
wildlife.  “Enjoying wildlife” also figured consistently highly 
in research by the former County Council into the reasons 
why users of countryside sites in Bedfordshire visit them.  
In broad terms it will probably be undesirable to seek to 
promote high levels of access to sites with a “higher order” 
nature conservation designation such as National Nature 
Reserve (NNR) or Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) 
because many of the habitats on these sites are fairly 
fragile.  Map 7 therefore shows the location of County 
Wildlife Sites, which have a lower order of protection, 
although many also have, or are adjacent to sites with, a 
higher level designation.  It also shows the strategic access 
routes in Map 6. 
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 The potential MFGS sites that will provide the best 

opportunities for local people to visit county wildlife sites, 
especially by means of a strategic access route, are 
therefore: 
 
• Houghton Quarry 
• Rushmere Park 
• Totternhoe 
• Sundon Quarry 
 

Health and Well-
being 
 
 

Promoting healthy living and physical activity are key 
government priorities because of the long term 
consequences for the NHS of an ageing population.  There 
is a growing body of research evidence to support the view 
that access to high quality greenspace has a positive 
impact on individuals’ physical and mental health.  This is 
particularly important in Luton which has the lowest 
average life expectancy of all council areas in the eastern 
region, even though health is one of the measures included 
in the Index of Multiple Deprivation and therefore there is 
a limited amount of double counting with the IMD indicator 
above.  Map 8 shows the areas in which the highest 
number of years of life were lost in 2001-2005.  This is a 
measure that compares the age at which people die with 
the average life expectancy.  For example, if 10 people die 
at the age of 65 in an area where the average life 
expectancy is 70, the total number of years of life lost is 
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10 x (70 minus 65) = 50. 
 

 

 
 
 The potential MFGS sites closest to the areas with the 

highest levels of years of life lost are Chalton Cross Farm, 
Houghton Quarry and Sundon House. 
 

Bedfordshire and 
Luton Strategic GI 
Plan 
 

Map 9 shows the areas of Luton and southern Bedfordshire 
identified in the Strategic Green Infrastructure Plan as 
requiring additional green infrastructure: 
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 The premise underpinning this proposal in the strategic GI 

Plan is effectively that all settlements should be within an 
acceptable travel distance of at least one strategic MFGS 
site.  This is slightly simplistic in the relatively sparsely 
populated rural area in the central part of southern 
Bedfordshire, but the three potential MFGS sites to the east 
and south of Leighton Buzzard are obviously within the 
priority area, as is the Chalton Cross Farm flood plain. 
 

Access to and From 
Housing Growth 
Areas 
 

The Luton and South Bedfordshire Core Strategy Preferred 
Options report (April 2009) identifies the broad locations 
in which the most significant housing development will 
occur in the next 20-30 years.  The main ones are shown 
on Map 10 below.  Current thinking is that new housing 
numbers within the proposed urban extensions are likely 
to be around: 
 
• Urban extensions north of Luton: 4,000 dwellings 
• Urban extensions north of Dunstable/Houghton Regis: 

7,000 dwellings 
• Urban extensions east of Leighton Buzzard: 2,500 

dwellings 
• Urban extensions east of Luton (in North 

Hertfordshire): 5,500 dwellings 
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 On this criterion, the best sites appear to be the Clipstone 

Brook to the east of Leighton Buzzard, Houghton Quarry, 
Sundon House, Sundon Quarry and landfill site and the 
Galley and Warden Hills.   
 

Summary 
 

It is obviously possible to extend this strategic analysis to 
include further parameters, but there is considerable 
consistency to the conclusions which is unlikely to vary 
much with other indicators.   
 

 The table below summarises the sites that offer the 
greatest potential benefit to the existing and proposed 
local communities: 
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Chalton Cross Farm         7 
Clipstone Brook         1 
Grovebury Quarry         2 
Houghton Quarry         6 
Sundon to Sharpenhoe         0 
Rushmere Park         1 
Sandscape         0 
Sundon House         2 
Sundon Quarry         1 
Totternhoe         2 
Warden and Galley Hills         2 
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 The key conclusions from this analysis are therefore that: 

 
• The provision of new strategic MFGS close to Luton, 

Dunstable and Houghton Regis should be a higher 
priority than a site or sites close to Leighton Buzzard.  
This will make any new sitea as accessible as possible 
to the main concentration of population and in 
particular the most deprived communities in the area. 

• Within the Luton-Dunstable-Houghton Regis area, the 
best locations for new strategic MFGS appear to be 
Houghton Quarry and the Chalton Cross Farm flood 
plain.  The Galley and Warden Hills area may also be a 
good location, depending on the extent to which North 
Hertfordshire decides to promote an urban extension 
to the east of Luton. 

• In principle, Sundon House also offers worthwhile 
opportunities, but it is quite small compared with the 
other sites. 
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 8: Key Issues
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Introduction This chapter summarises the key issues facing the Chalk 
Arc Initiative and its partners in delivering new strategic 
MFGS in Luton and southern Bedfordshire.  They are: 
 
• Managing hope value 
• Planning for people 
• The definition of multi-functionality 
• The use of planning obligations 
• Delivery objectives and capital funding 
• Revenue funding 
• Public opinion 
 

Managing Hope 
Value 

Given the need to accommodate significant development in 
Luton and southern Bedfordshire in the next 2-3 decades, 
hope value is a major constraint on the use of land for GI.  
The main practical implications for the Initiative and its 
partners are: 
 
• Strategic MFGS sites should be as accessible to as many 

people as possible.  As a result, those seeking to 
provide it will be competing with developers for land in 
accessible and relatively sustainable locations. 

• This means that it will be easiest to deliver new MFGS 
on land that is unlikely to be suited for development, 
or particularly expensive to develop.  The most obvious 
sites that fall into this category are contaminated land, 
land underlain by mine workings, flood plains, worked-
out quarries, steep slopes, established woodland and 
land protected by various natural or other heritage 
designations.  However, there is relatively little 
contaminated land and no history of deep mining in 
southern Bedfordshire.  In addition, as strategic GI 
should be accessible to people with disabilities, steep 
slopes are unlikely to offer good opportunities.  
Therefore the “practical” sites for new MFGS will tend to 
be flood plains, accessible worked-out quarries, 
woodland and protected land.  Of these, many sites 
with various protective designations have only limited 
capacity to absorb demand pressures. 

• Landowners are well aware that the relevant planning 
authority is likely to seek to negotiate a wide range of 
potentially expensive planning obligations in parallel 

Kit Campbell Associates, Edinburgh: Chalk Arc Initiative 63 
 



 

with granting planning consent for development.  Some 
have also seen that holding onto undevelopable land 
now may give them a bargaining counter with the 
planning authority later.  For example, they could offer 
it as a way of reducing the need for financial 
contributions, thereby maximising the effective value 
of developable land at the time it is released and 
disposing of unused or unusable land that could 
ultimately be a liability.  Therefore delivering increased 
public access to such land in the short term may be 
difficult unless it is possible to give them confidence 
that they will not subsequently be penalised for any 
such magnanimity.  The Initiative and its partners will 
then be able to argue that land owners will get a better 
overall long term deal by disposing of undevelopable 
land in the short term.  First, disposing of a potential 
liability can strengthen the owners’ balance sheet and 
hard cash now is a safer bet than the uncertain 
possibility of some in the future; and second, strategic 
MFGS is designed to complement and, depending on its 
location and what it offers to local communities, may 
have the potential to reduce the need for some forms 
of “local” greenspace as part of major developments 
nearby (eg playing fields, natural greenspaces, amenity 
areas).  

• Looking slightly further ahead, the Government wants 
to “scale back” the planning obligations system and 
introduce a “Community Infrastructure Levy” (CIL) – 
effectively a locally-determined roof tax - on new 
development.  The recent Government consultation 
paper on CIL noted that its “is expected initially to raise 
hundreds of millions of pounds of extra funding per 
year towards the infrastructure that local communities 
need”.  Clearly, therefore CIL will be significantly more 
expensive than planning obligations for developers and 
land owners.  This may make it more difficult for 
planning authorities to require landowners and/or 
developers to provide or fund specific greenspace 
provision, especially on-site, as they will be able to 
claim they are being required to pay for it twice – “you 
can have the provision you say will be needed, or the 
CIL to pay for it, but not both”.   

 
 The challenge facing the Initiative and its partners is to 

find effective ways of managing hope value in order to 
allow the delivery of new strategic MFGS sites in accessible 
locations. 
 

  

Planning for People As Chapter 6 highlights, most visits to the countryside are 
made by a minority of the population – specifically, adults 
who are in full time employment or retired, car owners and 
from the ABC1 occupational grades.  In the 2001 census, 
46% of Luton households were in the ABC1 occupational 
grades.   
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 Implicitly, the Core Strategy Preferred Options report and 

county-wide and Luton and South Bedfordshire GI Plans 
seek to widen the appeal of the urban fringe and 
countryside to the whole of society.  If this laudable aim is 
achieved the overall demand for visits to GI assets will 
increase dramatically.  It follows that the policy response 
must be either: 
 
• Dramatically to increase the number of sites and area 

of land used for accessible GI so that, overall, 
individual sites continue to have a low density of 
visitors; or 

• To provide a range of accessible “honeypot” 
destinations that will have the capacity to absorb much 
of the increased demand, especially from those that do 
not currently visit the urban fringe and wider 
countryside, thereby diverting potential demand away 
from fragile sites 

 
 The first of these approaches is impractical; it would be too 

expensive in terms of land, opportunity cost and hard 
cash.  Therefore the only sensible approach is the 
“honeypot” one.  It will not be sensible to plan simply on 
providing more of the same type of GI as we have at 
present, even though this may offend some purists.  Not 
everyone wants tranquillity, flora, fauna and a long walk.  
Dunstable Downs is probably the most popular GI site in 
Luton and southern Bedfordshire but it seems that most 
visitors venture only a short distance from the car park and 
visitor centre, preferring instead to sit (usually along with 
many others) and enjoy the view and watch those flying 
kites, gliders and paragliders. 
 

 The challenge facing the Initiative is to find ways of making 
GI assets more attractive to a wider cross-section of the 
community; this will require sites that offer a different set 
of reasons for visiting them from traditional countryside 
sites and are able to accommodate a significant number of 
visitors without unacceptable environmental damage. 
 

  

The Definition of 
Multi-functionality 

This leads to the meaning of multi-functionality.  In the two 
existing GI Plans, multi-functionality is defined in terms of 
five broad themes: biodiversity and nature conservation; 
the historical environment; landscape; access routes; and 
accessible greenspace.  They are obviously of fundamental 
importance.  No-one can seriously dispute the fact that: 
 
• The Bedfordshire landscape is a wonderful asset and it 

is inherently desirable to seek to enhance those areas 
where it is in decline 

• The future of mankind depends to a large extent on 
biodiversity and therefore sensitive habitats should be 
conserved and enhanced 
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• The historical environment is our irreplaceable national 
memory and therefore each generation is the guardian 
of it for the future and should seek to conserve and 
promote better understanding and appreciation of it 

• It is vital for everyone to have the opportunity to enjoy 
the countryside in a responsible manner 

• Accessible greenspace offers many benefits to people 
and wildlife 

 
 More recently, however, PPS12 has defined green 

infrastructure – albeit only in a footnote - as “a network of 
multi-functional green space, both new and existing, both 
urban and rural, which supports the natural and ecological 
processes and is integral to the health and quality of life of 
sustainable communities”.  The purpose of green 
infrastructure planning and delivery, therefore, is to 
support the growth agenda and the regeneration agenda 
by harnessing natural processes and systems to promote 
and enhance environmental, financial and social 
sustainability.  This relates to wider themes than those 
which provide the foundation for the current GI Plans: 
 
• At the national level, GI planning is concerned with 

issues such as the UK’s long term energy and food 
security  

• At the regional and sub-regional level, GI planning 
should focus on issues such as the location of wind 
farms, the growth and use of energy crops, the 
sustainable use of land, the management of water 
resources, flood prevention and other forms of climate 
change mitigation and adaptation 

• At the local level it seeks to improve air quality; 
promote public health and wellbeing, social cohesion 
and the everyday use of sustainable transport; and 
contribute positively to place-making 

 
 In terms of site-specific MFGS planning, therefore, it will be 

desirable to use a more focused set of functions and to 
give priority to attracting and catering for people, while 
delivering multiple and ideally cross-cutting  benefits that 
link to wider agendas.  We suggest that these functions 
should be, in alphabetical order, to promote and support: 
 
• Conservation and the promotion of interest and 

understanding in the built and natural heritage, 
including environmental education 

• Development of renewable energy, for example 
through the growing of energy crops 

• Development of sustainable transport routes, not just 
for leisure purposes but also as support for 
employment and everyday activities such as shopping 
and travel to educational institutions 

• Enhancement of air quality and carbon capture; for 
example, one mature tree can absorb the carbon 
expelled into the atmosphere by an average family car 
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travelling around 60 miles 
• Enhancement of the image of Luton and southern 

Bedfordshire and better place-making, primarily within 
settlements 

• Income generation 
• Interpretation and understanding of working 

landscapes 
• Mitigation of climate change: increased tree cover, 

especially in urban areas, can help to mitigate “heat 
island” effects; provide shelter for buildings, enhancing 
their energy performance; and reduce flooding by 
absorbing heavy rainfall 

• Mitigation of traffic and other noise pollution: tree 
belts can absorb traffic and other noise 

• Place-making: the creation of residential and other 
environments that people with choices will choose 

• Promotion of nature conservation and safeguarding of 
biodiversity 

• Promotion of physical activity and well-being, including 
both formal recreation (eg sport) and informal 
recreation (eg walking, picnicking) 

• Tourism and day visits (note: a tourist is someone who 
spends a night away from home; a day visitor is 
someone who visits a site for more than three hours 
while spending the night at home) 

• Water management, through reduction in run-off and 
the re-use of surface water within buildings; water 
storage and flood prevention 

 
 The challenge for the Initiative is to strike an appropriate 

balance between these (and possibly additional) functions 
on individual sites in order to maximise the beneficial 
impact of new GI assets. 
 

  

Planning Obligations  Given the uncertainty over the future of the CIL (see 
above), planning obligations remain a key funding 
mechanism for both strategic and local GI in the short 
term.  There are three issues: 
 
• Helping the two planning authorities adopt and 

implement robust approaches to planning obligations 
• Ensuring that developers provide or fund local GI 

assets of an appropriate size and quality and in 
appropriate locations 

• The use of planning obligations in relation to strategic 
GI assets 

 
 A Robust Approach to Planning Obligations 

 
We believe that the approach to planning obligations 
adopted by the two planning authorities is not as robust as 
it could be and therefore open to challenge.  We set out the 
reasons for this in the sections of Appendix A summarising 
the Luton and Central Bedfordshire SPDs on Planning 
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Obligations.  In order to make their approach more robust 
the Initiative should argue for the revision of these 
documents as a complement to the open space policies in 
the forthcoming Core Strategy and in particular: 
 
• The adoption of PPG17-compliant locally determined 

provision standards for green space, sport and 
recreation provision, for example as suggested in the 
draft Green Space Strategy 

• Compliance in full with the legal tests set out in 
Circular 5/2005, Planning Obligations 

• Clarity over the distinction between “local” and 
“strategic” provision 

 
 Local GI Assets 

 
The various proposed urban expansions should all contain 
an appropriate network of local greenspaces which, for 
obvious reasons, should be clearly set out in masterplans.  
It will therefore be desirable for the planning 
authority/authorities to set out what it/they will require 
developers to provide or fund and how new on-site spaces 
and facilities should be designed and laid out, how they 
should link to existing or proposed off-site spaces to 
create green networks and how the planning authority will 
secure appropriate and sustainable long term management 
and maintenance.  The ideal is a “spider’s web” of routes 
that allow people to get from A to B in the normal course 
of their daily lives by a variety of attractive and traffic-free 
routes and link as directly as possible to key MFGS sites.  
The current draft Green Space Strategy suggests possible 
quantity and accessibility (distance threshold) standards, 
but has little to say on quality standards or minimum 
acceptable sizes.   
 

 Planning Obligations and Strategic GI Provision 
 
“Strategic” MFGS sites are intended to attract people from a 
much wider area than local or neighbourhood ones.  In 
principle, therefore, it is possible to argue that it should be 
possible for planning authorities to require contributions 
to it from almost all housing developments in their areas.  
The Government endorses this view as it is the implicit 
policy underpinning for the Community Infrastructure Levy 
(CIL).  Unfortunately, however, Planning Inspectors do not.  
Instead, they consistently take the view that requiring 
contributions to strategic provision from all developments 
in an area does not meet the “directly related” legal test set 
out in Circular 5/2005, Planning Obligations.  This has the 
perverse effect of ensuring that planning authorities 
cannot require many developers to contribute to the most 
important provision in an area.  
 

 This also has the important implication that Central 
Bedfordshire Council and Luton Borough Council cannot 
rely on significant developer contributions towards the 
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provision of new strategic MFGS in general, but only the 
nearest sites, at least until such time as the CIL is in 
operation in their areas.  Given that there will be a General 
Election before then, and the current Opposition has 
indicated it does not support the CIL, it follows that the 
Councils cannot rely on development to deliver all of their 
planned strategic MFGS.  The very fact that the Government 
has made funding available to the Chalk Arc Initiative to 
deliver additional GI in advance of the planned growth area 
development is tacit acceptance of this.   
 

 The challenges for the Initiative – and particularly the 
Green Infrastructure Consortium – are: 
 
• To help ensure the planning authorities have in place 

the best possible policy framework for planning 
obligations in relation to GI and; 

• To work with them to deliver the most appropriate GI 
network in the proposed urban expansions, linking it 
as much as possible to greenspace and sport and 
recreation provision in the established urban areas. 

 
  

Delivery Objectives 
and Capital Funding 

The GIC has promoted a partnership approach to the 
preparation of the County-wide and Luton and South 
Bedfordshire GI Plans, but the delivery of individual sites 
appears sometimes to be the responsibility of a single 
agency.  This has the obvious drawback that the objectives 
for each site tend almost inevitably to reflect the objectives 
of the agency that initiates delivery, for example by 
drawing up a set of proposals designed to reflect is own 
objectives and then submitting applications for funding.  
This is compounded by the way in which the available 
capital funding is generally earmarked for specific 
purposes; for example, instead of creating a single “pot” of 
funding for GI, the Big Lottery Fund decided to delegate 
decisions on grant funding to a number of partners who 
put forward schemes that relate to their specific objectives 
(eg Natural England and Access to Nature; Groundwork and 
Community Spaces; and the Big Lottery Fund’s own 
Reaching Communities programme).  This almost 
encourages single agency delivery and to result in projects 
that reflect the objectives of funding agencies rather than 
local priorities. 
 

 The challenge for the Initiative and its partners is to ensure 
that the planning, delivery and subsequent management of 
specific sites is based on objectives that reflect a broad 
understanding and interpretation of local needs rather 
than the aims of a specific delivery agency. 
 

  

Revenue Funding Public access inevitably incurs revenue costs and meeting 
those costs in the long term is probably the single biggest 
issue facing those responsible for GI planning and delivery.  
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The basic issue is stark:  
 
• The Government has made clear that there is to be a 

large amount of development in Luton and southern 
Bedfordshire over the next two to three decades and a 
net increase in GI is central to its delivery 

• While there are some sources of potential capital 
funding for the creation of new publicly accessible 
MFGS sites, there is an implicit assumption in the two 
GI Plans that revenue costs will have to be met 
primarily from local authority budgets or income 

• The UK is almost certainly entering a decade or more of 
severe public expenditure restraint and budgets for 
non-statutory services are likely to come under intense 
scrutiny in the search for savings 

 
 It would therefore be naïve to assume that the public purse 

– meaning primarily the local authorities – can simply 
absorb the revenue costs that will be an inevitable 
consequence of creating additional publicly accessible 
strategic MFGS sites.  The overgrown and impassable state 
of many of the public paths in southern Bedfordshire 
indicates clearly that current revenue budgets are 
inadequate properly to maintain all of the current GI 
resource.  Any budget reductions, or having to take on 
more land with the same budget as now, will exacerbate 
the situation.  Therefore any new sites must have the 
potential to generate income; if it is not clear how they are 
to be properly managed and maintained in the long term 
there is no point in creating them.  Some of the responses 
to the Consultation Paper circulated in July 2009 expressed 
significant concern about this, however.  For example, one 
respondent stated  
 

“We are strongly opposed to intrusive revenue-
generating elements within any of the sites.  Multi-
functional greenspace should not mean the 
provision of commercially-based activities within 
the mix, but should primarily be about enjoying 
the landscape, tranquillity, wildlife and flora”. 

 
 This is a commonly and sincerely held view, but one that 

ignores financial reality.  The simple fact is that there can 
be no non-negotiables. 
 

 The challenge for the Initiative and its partners is to find 
acceptable ways of generating at least most of the income 
that will be needed to meet the revenue costs of new 
strategic GI assets. 
 

  

Public Opinion Many of the responses to the Core Strategy Preferred 
Options Report consultation revealed widespread public 
opposition to development when it involves building on 
greenfield sites.  For example, one respondent 
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commented: 
 

How can covering fields and hillsides with houses, 
shops, schools and roads provide for a net 
increase in “green space” and “green 
infrastructure”?  And how can it be achieved 
without detriment to the wider environment and 
climate?   

 
 There is a clear need for the local authorities to provide 

civic leadership in relation to this issue and try to make 
development more acceptable – something that will require 
real political courage and cross-party support.  The 
arguments they use are up to them, but could include the 
counter-intuitive point that developing large numbers of 
dwellings on what is currently farmland will actually 
enhance the overall biodiversity of Luton and southern 
Bedfordshire considerably – dwelling gardens are hugely 
more bio-diverse than farmland.  Greenspace planning is 
bedevilled by simplistic thinking – particularly the view that 
“every blade of grass is sacred” - and the issues are more 
complicated than many might imagine. 
 

 The challenge for the Initiative is to help the local 
authorities make the case for development by arguing for 
the benefits that development can bring in terms of MFGS – 
benefits that will not be delivered without ensuring that 
new developments will deliver high quality environments 
that include networks of attractive, accessible greenspaces 
and green corridors both within developments and 
between them that link to the urban fringe and wider 
countryside. 
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 9: Delivery Objectives and Guiding 

Principles
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Introduction The Luton and South Bedfordshire Green Infrastructure 
Plan has eight strategic objectives and this scoping study is 
a direct response to the fourth of them, highlighted in 
green below: 
 
• To sit alongside the Bedfordshire and Luton Strategic 

Green Infrastructure Plan and Luton and South 
Bedfordshire Green Space Strategy, informing local 
planning policies for the protection, enhancement and 
creation of GI assets 

• To support and guide development proposals and the 
management and enhancement of existing green 
spaces for the benefit of local communities and wildlife 

• To identify priority areas that form a multi-functional GI 
network 

• To identify projects that deliver improvements to the GI 
network 

• To provide a framework for new Green Infrastructure 
for both existing and new communities 

• To improve access and links for people and wildlife 
• To deliver integrated social, economic and 

environmental benefits which contribute to the quality 
of life in South Bedfordshire and Luton 

• To minimise and mitigate the impacts of global 
warming 

 
 However, there is also a need for more detailed objectives 

to guide delivery on the ground and this chapter therefore 
sets out what they should be, together with a number of 
related guiding principles.  
 

Delivery Objectives The Growth Agenda 
 
Milton Keynes and South Midlands Sub-regional Strategy 
 
Government policy, as set out in the Milton Keynes and 
South Midlands Sub-regional Strategy (GO-East, 2005), 
states that: 
 

The provision of green infrastructure needs to be 
addressed in planning development throughout 
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the Sub-Region so as to ensure a net gain to meet 
the needs generated by growth and, where 
relevant, help to address existing deficiencies … A 
network of multifunctional green spaces in urban 
areas, the countryside in and around towns, and 
the wider countryside needs to be established. 

 
 The key phrase in this policy statement is “net gain”.  

Unfortunately it is not clear whether the policy requires an 
absolute or relative gain: 
 
• An absolute gain will arise if the total quantity of green 

infrastructure in the area increases over time (eg from 
X ha to more than X ha, even if some existing GI is lost 
to development) 

• A relative gain will arise if the average quantity of 
green infrastructure per person increases over time (eg 
from X sq m per person to more than X sq m per 
person, again even if some existing GI is lost to 
development) 

 
 Obviously, these are not mutually exclusive definitions.  

The first is far from challenging and could be achieved with 
no relative gain – in other words, merely keeping the 
amount of GI per person constant as development is built 
out.  This is unlikely to be government’s policy objective 
and would be inconsistent with the approach it has taken 
to the proposed “eco-towns”.  Therefore Central 
Bedfordshire Council and Luton Borough Council should 
plan for a “net gain” defined in both absolute and relative 
terms.  They can do this in two ways: 
 
• By setting GI provision standards for new development 

that are higher than current levels of provision per 
person (note: as the growth agenda means it will 
inevitably be necessary to build in what is now 
countryside, this implicitly assumes that the  
countryside as such is not necessarily publicly 
accessible green infrastructure) 

• By requiring that any GI lost to development is replaced 
by compensatory provision in a suitable location that is 
larger than that which will be lost 

 
 In relation to the first of these approaches it will probably 

be some time before the LDF contains robust, evidence-
based provision standards, although the draft Green Space 
Strategy suggest some of the standards that will be 
needed.  In relation to the second, however, developers 
can reasonably argue that PPG17 does not authorise 
planning authorities to seek a “net gain” in the quantity of 
GI when existing spaces or facilities are lost to 
development, although it encourages them to seek 
qualitative improvements.  Paragraph 13 states that: 
 

…development may provide the opportunity to 
exchange the use of one site for another to 
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substitute the loss of any open space or sports 
and recreational facility.  The new land and 
facility should be at least as accessible to current 
and potential new users, and at least equivalent in 
terms of size, usefulness, attractiveness and 
quality.  Wherever possible the aim should be to 
achieve qualitative improvements … 

 
 East of England Plan 

 
Policy ENV1 of the East of England Plan (GO-East, 2008) 
states that: 
 

Local development documents will: 
 
- Define a multiple hierarchy of GI in terms of 
location, function, size and levels of use, based on 
an analysis of existing natural, historic, cultural 
and landscape assets, and the identification of 
areas where additional green infrastructure is 
required 
- Identify and require the retention and provision 
of substantial connected networks of greenspaces 
in urban, urban fringe and adjacent countryside 
areas to serve the new communities in key centres 
for development and change 

 
 This policy clearly identifies the need for a “multiple 

hierarchy” of GI provision.  Implicitly, therefore, it accepts 
that some sites should be larger and/or of greater value 
than others and different sites can and should perform 
different functions.  In the context of this study, it expects 
the planning authorities to draw up and adopt a hierarchy 
of GI provision from local to strategic significance.  What 
this hierarchy should be is a matter for them, but clearly at 
the top of it there should be spaces of “strategic” 
significance.  The Luton and South Bedfordshire GI Plan 
suggests a four-level hierarchy, based on Natural England’s 
Accessible Natural Greenspace Standard (ANGSt) 
recommendations: 
 
• Sub-regional provision: sites of at least 500 ha with a 

10 km catchment 
• Strategic (District) provision: sites of at least 60 ha 

with a 3.2 km catchment 
• Middle order provision: sites of at least 20 ha with a 

1.2 km catchment 
• Neighbourhood provision: sites of at least 2 ha with a 

catchment of 300 m 
 
Note 
In most areas ANGSt is a totally unrealistic aspiration.  For example, in 19 
of the 67 council areas in the south east no households meet any of the 
ANGSt requirements (source: An analysis of accessible natural greenspace 
provision in the South East, McKernan and Grose, 2007) 
By “catchment” Natural England means a straight line distance threshold 
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 Accessibility 
 
GI planning generally starts from two broad premises: 
 
• Valuable environmental, historical and cultural assets 

should normally be protected, irrespective of their 
location and current condition 

• Any new GI assets intended for people should be 
located where they will be accessible, ideally by 
sustainable transport 

 
 The Bedfordshire and Luton Strategic GI Plan concentrated 

primarily on the first of these approaches, but this study is 
concerned mainly with the second.  The main reason for 
this is that sites with some formal heritage or other 
designation are already protected, to a greater or lesser 
degree, by that designation.  However, there can be a need 
to have a robust policy justification to support the 
allocation of land for new MFGS sites if the “protective 
designations” case does not apply or is weak.  Without this, 
land owners and their agents can always argue against the 
use of a potentially valuable development site for MFGS, 
with the danger that deliverable MFGS sites are pushed 
further and further away from both established settlements 
and new development and therefore accessible and 
sustainable locations. 
 

 The key question is then what an acceptable distance 
threshold should be.  The local evidence from the market 
research studies summarised in Chapter 4 is that the 
effective catchment of the existing GI sites identified as 
“strategic” in the Bedfordshire and Luton Strategic GI Plan 
tends to be around 2 miles/3.2 km, although Natural 
England’s ANGSt suggests a catchment of 5 km, or 
approximately 3 miles.  Such distance thresholds are 
necessary for planning purposes, but in reality people are 
usually more concerned with travel time than travel 
distance.  As it is nearly always possible to travel further in 
X minutes in a rural area than an urban one, it is 
reasonable to have a slightly wider rural than urban 
distance thresholds.  Accordingly this suggests distance 
thresholds of 3 miles/5 km for rural residents and 2 
miles/3.2 km for urban ones.  
 
Recommended Delivery Objectives 
 
Against the above background, we recommend that the 
Chalk Arc Initiative and Green Infrastructure Consortium 
partners adopt two delivery objectives: 
 

 • To support the sustainable growth agenda in Luton 
and southern Bedfordshire by arguing for and 
supporting the allocation of land for the additional 
strategic MFGS sites that both existing and 
proposed new communities will need but is unlikely 
to be delivered solely through development 
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• To seek to ensure that all new and as many existing 
residents as possible live within an acceptable 
travel distance of at least one multi-functional 
greenspace of strategic significance to Luton and 
southern Bedfordshire, specifically 5 km for the 
residents of rural areas and 3.2 km for those living 
in urban settlements. 

 
  

Guiding Principles In order to guide the detailed development of new strategic 
MFGS sites in Luton and southern Bedfordshire we suggest 
that it will be desirable for the various CAI and GIC 
partners to adopt a number of guiding principles.  If they 
can be agreed at the outset they will provide a clear 
framework for discussions on delivery.  We suggest ten: 
 
• The role of new strategic MFGS sites 
• Long term planning 
• The ownership of strategic MFGS sites 
• Sustainability 
• Rational planning and opportunistic delivery 
• Co-ordinated delivery 
• The visitor offer 
• Management objectives 
• Incremental delivery 
• The role of the planning system 
 

 The Role of New Strategic MFGS Sites 
 
There is no point in using land to create new sites that do 
not serve a clearly identified set of purposes.   The Core 
Strategy Preferred Options Report indicates that the 
priorities are: 
 
• Access to a web of well managed green infrastructure 

as well as the surrounding countryside 
• Increased opportunities for cycling and walking across 

Luton and southern Bedfordshire 
• Large formal green spaces such as country parks on 

the urban fringe 
• New green spaces to be connected with existing ones 
 

 Therefore the first guiding principle is that: 
 

 New strategic MFGS should enhance, extend and 
connect as much as possible to the strategic green 
network identified in the Luton and South Bedfordshire 
GI Plan. 
 

  

 Long Term Planning 
 
The various strategic MFGS site opportunities identified in 
this report all have the potential to contribute significantly 
to the policy objective of ensuring that Luton and southern 
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Bedfordshire is the greenest growth area.  However, it will 
not be possible to deliver them all in the short term, not 
least because some depend on the cessation of quarrying 
or clarity over how and the larger area in which they are set 
will be developed.  Therefore there is a need to safeguard 
appropriate potential sites even though some are unlikely 
to become part of the actual strategic MFGS network for 
some time.  The second guiding principle is therefore: 
 

 In order to manage hope value and ensure that new 
strategic MFGS is will located, long term delivery 
depends on the planning authorities designating land 
for the key components of the eventual strategic MFGS 
network as part of the LDF process 
 

  

 The Ownership of Strategic MFGS Sites 
 
Ideally, public sector agencies, or quasi-public agencies 
such as the Wildlife or Greensand Trust, should own and 
manage strategic GI sites as this is the most effective long 
term guarantee of public access.  However, it is public 
access that matters, not ownership, and access can also be 
guaranteed by the designation of land as “open access” 
under the CRoW Act; formal (and sometimes informal) 
access agreements with landowners; and leasing.  Which of 
these other options will be the best on sites that cannot be 
purchased will obviously depend on circumstances - and 
not least, given the requirements of potential funding 
agencies in relation to security of tenure, on the potential 
need for capital investment.   
 

 Leasing will generally be the second best option, however, 
particularly as it can sometimes lead to ownership in the 
longer term, as the wildlife trusts have shown up and down 
the country.  For example, the Essex Wildlife Trust recently 
became the owners of what is now known as the Chafford 
Gorges Nature Park in Grays, South Essex, after leasing it 
from Blue Circle for a period of around 15 years.  Appendix 
D gives further details of it. 
 

 Leasing should therefore always be considered an option 
not least because it avoids the expense of purchasing land 
and can be reasonably cheap if land has no other potential 
short term use and seen by the owner as a potential future 
liability.  However, even on leased sites there will nearly 
always be a need for capital funding for visitor facilities, 
but public sector agencies will not generally provide capital 
funding for improvements to or facilities on leased sites 
unless the lease has at least 25 years to run.  Therefore the 
third guiding principle is that: 
 

 Ideally, strategic GI assets should be in public or quasi-
public ownership.  However, if this is not possible, for 
whatever reason, entering into a long lease (of at least 
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25 years) will often be the next best approach if capital 
investment will be required to deliver the full range of 
potential public benefits.  Access agreements and 
designation under the CRoW Act will however be 
suitable for sites where there is no foreseeable need 
for public agency capital investment. 
 

  

 Sustainability 
 
GI makes it possible for us to live on Planet Earth; without 
it, there would be no food for us to eat and no oxygen for 
us to breathe.  It is the only foundation on which we can 
build sustainable development.  Fortunately, nature has 
repeatedly shown itself to be astonishingly resilient – think 
of the doom-laden forecasts that followed the Sea Empress, 
Exxon Valdise and Torrey Canyon disasters, for example, 
now all but forgotten.  However, the likelihood must be 
that many of the habitats in Luton and southern 
Bedfordshire currently protected through natural heritage 
designations will move slowly northwards as a result of 
global warming and the resultant climate change, possibly 
to be replaced by different ones.  This does not mean that 
current designations should be ignored, but it may be that 
we should be starting to think of some of them as 
essentially transient rather than immutable. 
 

 As noted in the last chapter, however, financial 
sustainability is also critically important.   The South 
Bedfordshire Sustainable Communities Strategy also 
highlights the importance of “Managing green space in a 
more coherent way so that it is revenue generating and 
contributes to sustainability and tourism ambitions”.  The 
fourth guiding principle is therefore that: 
 

 New GI sites must include elements that will generate 
at least a significant part of the cost of managing and 
maintaining them; and if this is unacceptable to key 
stakeholders, it should be incumbent upon them to 
identify how these costs will be met. 
 

  

 Rational Planning and Opportunistic Delivery 
 
The GIC has actively promoted and supported the rational 
planning of GI across Bedfordshire and Luton, culminating 
in the two GI plans for the area.  This study has continued 
the process by using a range of objective criteria to 
compare the merits of the potential opportunities to create 
new GI sites of strategic significance with a particular 
emphasis on spaces for people.  As a result it has sought 
to identify the projects that will fit best with wider agendas 
and deliver the greatest benefit to both specific local 
communities and the wider community of Luton and 
southern Bedfordshire.  However, it has been very clear 
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from the start that delivery will depend on a range of 
factors not under the control of any of the public agencies 
or their partners, the most significant of which is 
uncertainty over the location of future development and 
related hope value on the part of land owners and 
developers.  Even after the Core Strategy has been 
adopted, some land owners and developers will still wish 
to promote development on sites that do not accord with it 
and may elect to go to appeal if refused planning consent.  
This means that it will not always be possible to deliver 
projects in a rationally determined priority order, even if 
they are on land outwith defined development areas.   
 

 The fifth guiding principle is therefore that: 
 

 GI planning in Luton and southern Bedfordshire should 
continue to be based on rational analysis of local needs 
and an appropriate evidence base, but delivery of sites 
within the overall strategic plan will of necessity have 
to be opportunistic. 
 

  

 Co-ordinated Delivery 
 
The Luton and South Bedfordshire GI Plan notes that: 
 

In Bedfordshire and Luton the Green 
Infrastructure Consortium has been established to 
oversee (the planning and delivery of Green 
Infrastructure) … However, the ownership of 
district/borough level GI plans is with the local 
authorities covering that district/borough – in this 
instance Luton Borough Council and Central 
Bedfordshire Council.   

 
 There is therefore an obvious danger, particularly in 

relation to strategic GI, that the two Councils will pursue 
their own objectives and focus primarily on delivering 
projects within their administrative area.  The more that 
they take this view, the more that other stakeholders will 
feel able to follow them.  However, “strategic” GI is 
intended by its very nature to deliver benefits for the 
residents of a wider area than that served by a single local 
authority.  It also needs to take account of the specialist 
knowledge and experience of important stakeholders such 
as the Wildlife Trust and local communities.  It follows that 
the delivery and funding of new strategic MFGS sites 
should normally be the responsibility of a multi-agency 
partnership that is able to take a balanced view of all of the 
available evidence.  There is therefore an obvious need to 
ensure that the partnership and multi-agency working that 
has characterised the Green Infrastructure Consortium 
(GIC) work on GI planning should extend to long term 
delivery.   
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 In turn, this creates the need for a lead agency to co-
ordinate for the delivery of specific sites.  For obvious 
reasons, this lead agency should ideally: 
 
• Have a remit that encompasses all of the elements in 

the definition of “multi-functionality” in Chapter 9. 
• Be able to provide technical expertise and if necessary 

“bang heads together” 
• Be able to influence planning policy and decisions 
• Be able to deliver political support 
• Have credibility  with the public, land owners and all 

potential funding agencies 
• Have access to funding 
 

 This suggests that the two local authorities should provide 
at least the initial co-ordination for projects in their 
respective areas.  This co-ordination should encompass at 
least: 
 
• The creation of an agreed vision and overall delivery 

plan for each proposed new site 
• Communication of the vision to the planning authority 

responsible for development management  
• Negotiation with land owners 
• Co-ordination of planning applications as necessary 
• Developing a long term relationship and credibility with 

appropriate potential funding agencies 
 

 With other stakeholders, the lead authority may conclude 
that a particular site should be developed by a specific 
organisation or group of organisations, which can of 
course include one or more town or parish councils and 
their local communities.  However, this should be a 
considered decision once a broadly agreed vision is in 
place.  The worst possible scenario would be for a single 
stakeholder to attempt a “solo run” without the support of 
other stakeholders as this will almost certainly limit the 
potential of a site to deliver the widest possible range of 
cross-cutting benefits for people, wildlife and nature 
conservation.  In addition, the lead authority should seek 
to promote cross-boundary working (at both town/parish 
council and local authority level, as appropriate) in relation 
to the development and subsequent promotion of new 
strategic sites as their users should be drawn from a wide 
area. 
 

 Therefore the sixth guiding principle is that: 
 

 The local authority in whose area a proposed strategic 
MFGS site is located should lead the initial co-
ordination of delivery (on a cross-boundary basis where 
the site is likely to be attractive to the residents of 
more than one local authority or town/parish Council 
area) with the aim of ensuring that sites deliver the 
best and most sustainable mix of benefits to people, 
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wildlife and nature conservation 
 

  

 The Visitor Offer 
 
People can value green infrastructure for a wide range of 
reasons and use it in a variety of ways.  The popular image 
of countryside visits is predominantly of people walking, 
but Natural England’s Leisure Visits Survey in 2005 found 
that only 6% of leisure visits (defined as an irregular trip of 
longer than three hours that started and finished at home) 
involved walking or rambling. 
 

 For some, the urban fringe or countryside is merely the 
only area in which it is possible to pursue their interests – 
for example, in recent years there has been a significant 
increase in the demand for activities such as mountain 
biking, off-road driving and paragliding, none of which are 
feasible within most towns and cities.   In addition, other 
countryside activities, such as orienteering, have grown in 
popularity and it is national policy to encourage people to 
be more active in whatever ways appeal to them most. 
 

 At the same time, it would clearly be undesirable to try to 
force GI sites into providing a stereotypical set of 
opportunities and experiences.  It follows that the seventh 
guiding principle is that: 
 

 Those planning new strategic MFGS sites should seek 
to work with the existing “grain” of sites by exploiting 
and enhancing their unique features and 
characteristics, with the objectives of ensuring that: 
 
• Every site is unique and designed and managed to 

support as many of the functions set out under “The 
definition of multi-functionality” in Chapter 9 as 
possible 

• Collectively, GI sites should offer the widest 
possible range of opportunities and experiences of 
the highest possible quality and “something for 
everyone”, including tourists, in order to attract a 
wider spectrum of users than traditional 
countryside sites 

  

 Management Objectives 
 
GI is not simply a “good thing” that requires no other 
justification.  Developers and Planning Inspectors are 
unlikely to be unimpressed by such an assertion.  If land is 
to be allocated for it, it must deliver greater public benefit 
than allowing it to be used for development.  The eighth 
guiding principle is therefore that: 
 

 Individual sites should have clearly defined 
management objectives related directly to the five 
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themes in the two GI Plans (landscape, the historic 
environment, rebuilding biodiversity, access routes and 
accessible greenspace) and the wider benefits 
highlighted in Chapter 8. 
 

  

 Incremental Delivery 
 
It is almost inevitable that any new strategic MFGS sites will 
require some form of visitor infrastructure, even if this 
consists only of a car park, a path system and toilets.  
Equally inevitably, this will require capital expenditure and 
the local authorities will not be able to provide all the 
funding that will be needed.  Therefore delivery will 
depend on the extent to which external agencies are able 
to offer financial support.  Furthermore, different potential 
funding agencies will be working to different objectives 
and have a range of maximum levels of funding.  Therefore 
it is very unlikely that site owners will be able to access all 
of the funds that will be needed to allow a “big bang” site 
development.  Therefore they should plan on delivering 
various smaller projects as and when possible, but have an 
over-riding vision of what they want to achieve from the 
start and then review that vision at intervals.  However, 
delivering a range of small projects may often require the 
involvement of a number of agencies. 
 

 The ninth guiding principle is therefore that: 
 

 The local authority responsible for initiating plans for 
the development of a strategic MFGS site should always 
require that the agency or partnership of agencies who 
will be responsible for delivery have a clear and widely 
supported long term vision of what they want to 
achieve at the outset and, in many cases, encourage the 
creation of a bespoke partnership to deliver it 
incrementally as funds become available.  They should 
also formally review both the vision and partnership 
arrangements at regular intervals to ensure they 
remain relevant to meeting local needs, achievable and 
financially and environmentally sustainable. 
 

  

 The Role of the Planning System 
 
Given the over-riding imperative to deliver against the 
Government’s growth agenda, the planning system holds 
the key to the future of GI in Luton and southern 
Bedfordshire.  The GIC, and those responsible for it in the 
two local authorities, should therefore seek to ensure it 
supports their work to the fullest extent possible.  Chapter 
12 makes specific recommendations on the actions that 
different agencies should undertake to do this.  These 
actions are designed to: 
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• Provide a well argued, evidence-based input to the Core 
Strategy and subsequent relevant Development Plan 
Documents, arguing for and justifying the allocation of 
land in accessible locations for MFGS, both in advance 
of and during the main growth period.  The two GI 
Plans for the area obviously provide the initial basis for 
this which this report takes further by identifying site-
specific priorities.  Developers must be made aware of 
potential MFGS needs before negotiating an option over 
or purchasing land. 

• Provide the evidence to support the negotiation of 
planning obligations relating to both local and strategic 
MFGS with land owners and developers and arguing 
cogently and consistently for it to be given a high 
priority in these negotiations 

• Argue that any MFGS lost to development should result 
in compensatory provision that at least satisfies the 
minimum requirements of PPG17 and ideally goes 
further by delivering a net gain in size, usefulness, 
attractiveness and quality 

• Ensure that planning consents for new development do 
not have the effect of preventing desirable options for 
the later creation of new MFGS sites 

 
 Only the planning system can allocate land for GI and only 

it can manage the hope value of specific sites, albeit 
subject to challenge at appeal.  Therefore the final guiding 
principle is that: 
 

 The planning system is probably the single most 
important delivery mechanism for all forms of MFGS. 
 

  

Summary of the 
Guiding Principles 

1 New strategic MFGS should enhance, extend and 
connect as much as possible to the strategic green 
network identified in the Luton and South Bedfordshire 
GI Plan 

 
2 In order to manage hope value and ensure that new 

strategic MFGS is will located, Long term delivery 
depends on the planning authorities designating land 
for the key components of the eventual strategic MFGS 
network as part of the LDF process 

 
3 Ideally, strategic GI assets should be in public or quasi-

public ownership.  However, if this is not possible, for 
whatever reason, entering into a long lease (of at least 
25 years) will often be the next best approach if capital 
investment will be required to deliver the full range of 
potential public benefits.  Access agreements and 
designation under the CRoW Act will however be 
suitable for sites where there is no foreseeable need for 
public agency capital investment. 

 
4 New GI sites must include elements that will generate 
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at least a significant part of the cost of managing and 
maintaining them; and if this is unacceptable to key 
stakeholders, it should be incumbent upon them to 
identify how these costs will be met 

 
5 GI planning in Luton and southern Bedfordshire should 

continue to be based on rational analysis of local needs 
and an appropriate evidence base, but delivery of sites 
within the overall strategic plan will of necessity have 
to be opportunistic 

 
6 The local authority in whose area a proposed strategic 

MFGS site is located should lead the initial co-
ordination of delivery (on a cross-boundary basis where 
the site is likely to be attractive to the residents of 
more than one local authority or town/parish Council 
area) with the aim of ensuring that sites deliver the 
best and most sustainable mix of benefits to people, 
wildlife and nature conservation 

 
7 Those planning new strategic MFGS sites should seek 

to work with the existing “grain” of sites by exploiting 
and enhancing their unique features and 
characteristics, with the objectives of ensuring that: 

 
∗ Every site is unique and designed to support as 

many of the functions set out under “The definition 
of multi-functionality” in Chapter 9 as possible 

∗ Collectively, GI sites should offer the widest 
possible range of opportunities and experiences of 
the highest possible quality and “something for 
everyone”, including tourists, in order to attract a 
wider spectrum of users than traditional 
countryside sites  

 
8 Individual sites should have clearly defined 

management objectives related directly to the five 
themes in the two GI Plans (landscape, the historic 
environment, rebuilding biodiversity, access routes and 
accessible greenspace) and the wider benefits 
highlighted in Chapter 8 

 
9 The local authority responsible for initiating plans for 

the development of a strategic MFGS site should always 
require that the agency or partnership of agencies who 
will be responsible for delivery have a clear and widely 
supported long term vision of what they want to 
achieve at the outset and, in many cases, encourage 
the creation of a bespoke partnership to deliver it 
incrementally as funds become available.  They should 
also formally review both the vision and partnership 
arrangements at regular intervals to ensure they remain 
relevant to meeting local needs, achievable and 
financially and environmentally sustainable. 

 
10 The planning system is probably the single most 
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important delivery mechanism for all forms of MFGS. 
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 10: Recommendations
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Introduction This chapter sets out our recommendations to the Initiative 
and its key partners in both “functional” and “agency” 
terms.  The functions are:   
 
• Planning policy 
• Land allocation 
• Guidance for developers 
• Masterplanning and development briefs 
• Development Management 
• The co-ordination of delivery 
• Public sector funding 
 

 The key agencies to whom these recommendations are 
addressed, and their current roles, are: 
 
• The two local authorities (LA) ie Luton Borough Council 

and Central Bedfordshire Council: they lead public 
sector GI delivery in their areas and fund the JTU 

• The Joint Technical Unit (JTU): responsible for preparing 
the Local Development Framework for Luton and 
southern Bedfordshire 

• The local planning authorities (LPA): responsible for 
development management.  While they are Central 
Bedfordshire Council and Luton Borough Council, we 
list the LPAs separately from the LAs to highlight the 
importance of their statutory functions relating to 
development management. 

• The Green Infrastructure Consortium (GIC): to date this 
has co-ordinated GI Planning in Luton and southern 
Bedfordshire. We understand that it was intended 
increasingly to have a role in co-ordinating delivery, but 
this will obviously depend on continued funding from 
the two councils.  

• The Chalk Arc Initiative (CAI): this is the current 
delivery arm of the GIC, but funded by the 
Government’s Growth Area Fund 

 
 A number of important non-statutory local agencies are 

actively involved in GI planning and delivery in Luton and 
southern Bedfordshire such as the Greensand Trust, the 
Bedfordshire Rural Communities Charity, the Wildlife Trust 
and Leighton-Linslade Town Council.  Some are also 
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constituent members of both the GIC and CAI.  Accordingly 
the recommendations below that apply to the GIC and CAI 
apply equally to their non-statutory members. 
 

 The table below highlights the agencies that are likely to 
be involved in implementing each of our recommendations 
with a � in the appropriate column. 
 

  

L
A

 

JT
U

 

L
P
A

 

G
IC

 

C
A

I 

Recommendations on 
Planning Policy and 
Land Allocation 

1 Adopt the definition of “green 
infrastructure” in PPS12 (see The 
Definition of Multi-functionality in 
Chapter 9) and embed this wider 
approach to GI in general planning 
policy rather than the narrower focus 
in the Luton and southern 
Bedfordshire GI Plan 

 

� � � � �

 2 Set clear policy objectives for each of 
the strategic MFGS sites in 
appropriate LDF documents and 
masterplan briefs, based on the 
Delivery Objectives and Guiding 
Principles suggested above, 
complemented by policies that will 
support both their delivery and the 
inclusion of appropriate revenue 
generating elements.  We give a first 
draft of a possible approach to this 
in Appendix E. 

 

� � � � �

 3 In the Core Strategy Key Diagram, 
and other LDF documents as 
appropriate, designate the existing 
strategic MFGS sites identified in the 
two GI Plans plus the proposed 
strategic sites identified in this 
report, together with sustainable 
transport routes that will link them 
together as far as is practicable.  The 
strategic sites designated in the two 
GI Plans are Dunstable Downs; 
Sharpenhoe Clappers; Stockgrove 
Country Park, Stockwood Park; 
Sundon Hills Country Park with 
Markham Hills and Moleskin; 
Wardown Park; and Whipsnade 
Downs.  Appendix C gives details of 
the additional potential strategic 
MFGS sites identified in this report, 
including an outline vision and a 
summary of the GI functions they 
can support. 

 

 �    
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 4 Review and ideally remove the 
safeguarding of a reserve option for 
the Woodside Connection through 
Houghton Quarry in order 
significantly to enhance the quarry 
as a potential strategic MFGS site 
and help bring forward its delivery 

 

 �    

Recommendations on 
Guidance for 
Developers 

5 Draw up an SPD on green 
infrastructure and green space in the 
Luton and southern Bedfordshire 
Growth Area.  This SPD should set 
out: 

 
∗ Details of the vision for the 

planned strategic MFGS network 
in Luton and southern 
Bedfordshire (see 
Recommendation 15 below) 

∗ The types of MFGS and 
greenspace that developers 
should provide or fund and the 
standards (with locally-
determined quality, quantity and 
accessibility components) that 
the planning authorities will 
apply to new residential 
developments in order to 
determine the needs they will 
generate for new or enhanced 
greenspace provision 

∗ Strengthened guidance on 
planning obligations and how the 
planning authorities will use 
conditions relating to on-site 
provision.   

∗ Details of acceptable approaches 
to the long term management 
and maintenance of on-site 
greenspace provision made by 
developers.  Ideally, these 
arrangements should not involve 
local authority (including Parish 
and Town Council) adoption 
because of the long term 
implications for their grounds 
maintenance revenue budgets. 

∗ Details of how the planning 
authorities will take account of 
the extent to which landowners  
 

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
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  and developers may have 
contributed to the development 
of strategic MFGS assets in 
advance of development 
proposals coming forward.  For 
example, if land owners allow 
part of their holding to be used 
for strategic or other MFGS for 
which there is a clearly identified 
need in advance of seeking 
planning consent of 
development, this should reduce 
the amount of green 
infrastructure they would 
otherwise be required to provide 
or fund, provided of course that 
their proposals are fully 
acceptable in terms of wider 
planning policy. 

 

     

Recommendations on 
Masterplanning 

6 Ensure that planning and 
development briefs for the proposed 
urban expansions, or parts of them, 
require developers to provide 
attractive and reasonably direct 
sustainable transport links to those 
strategic MFGS sites within 5 km 
(rural residents) and 3.2 km (urban 
residents) distance thresholds and, 
where possible, contribute to their 
enhancement in order to increase 
their capacity to absorb visitors 
while also promoting wildlife 
conservation and minimising 
unacceptable environmental damage 

 

✔ ✔ ✔   

 7 Give a high priority to ensuring 
adequate on-site MFGS and 
greenspace networks within 
masterplans. 

 

✔ ✔ ✔   

 8 Ensure that developers understand 
fully the importance of promoting 
biodiversity in masterplans 

 

 ✔    

Recommendations on 
Development 
Management 

9 Be flexible in negotiations with 
developers in order to achieve the 
best possible public benefit from 
new developments in terms of new 
or enhanced accessible and inclusive 
GI assets and greenspaces, sport and  
 

 ✔ ✔   
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  recreation facilities.  The over-riding 
priority should not be quantity but to 
deliver MFGS that is accessible to as 
many people as possible; inclusive; 
attractive and of high quality; is 
financially sustainable; and has a 
high capacity to attract and absorb 
visitors without unacceptable 
environmental damage. 

 

     

 10 Ensure that planning permissions do 
not have a detrimental impact on 
opportunities to develop new 
strategic MFGS sites in the future, for 
example by limiting potential public 
access or blocking entrances to 
sites. 

 

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

 11 The GIC should co-ordinate the 
representations from GIC members 
in relation to planning applications 
that will or may affect the existing 
and proposed strategic MFGS sites 
identified in this report. 

 

✔  ✔ ✔ ✔

Recommendations on 
the Co-ordination of 
Delivery 

12 Agree that the relevant local 
authority should take the initial lead 
in co-ordinating the delivery of new 
strategic MFGS sites, working in 
close liaison with the GIC and CAI 

 

✔   ✔ ✔

 13 Widen the membership of the GIC to 
encompass more agencies in the 
“people business”, for example from 
health promotion, tourism, sport, 
education and economic 
development 

 

✔   ✔  

 14 When progressing the development 
of new strategic MFGS sites, the 
relevant local authority should use 
the GIC as a “critical friend” to 
ensure projects are promoted by the 
most appropriate partnerships and 
will deliver wide-ranging benefits 
and the objectives of the over-
arching GI Plans in a cost-effective 
manner 

 

✔   ✔ ✔
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 15 Develop a detailed vision for the 
development of the strategic 
MFGS network in the wider 
context of the Luton and South 
Bedfordshire GI Plan, highlighting 
the role of each site, the GI 
functions it should be designed 
and managed to promote, the 
agencies that will work together 
to deliver it and how they will 
meet the capital and long term 
revenue costs 

 

✔   ✔ ✔

 16 Attempt to change the widely held 
perception that revenue generation 
has no place on strategic MFGS sites 
and seek to make the case MFGS 
assets cannot depend primarily and 
indefinitely on public sector financial 
support 

 

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

 17 Review and revise the criteria used 
by the GIC to identify whether 
projects are strategic to give greater 
priority and weighting to their 
capacity to meet identified local 
“people” needs; to deliver against 
clear, “joined up” management 
objectives related to them; to absorb 
significant numbers of visitors; the 
population within the appropriate 
rural or urban distance threshold; 
and to generate sufficient income 
generation that they will have a 
degree of independence from long 
term public sector revenue support 

 

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

 18 Link the draft Greenspace Strategy 
more closely to the strategic GI Plan 
(for example, through the SPD 
proposed in recommendation 5 
above) in order to co-ordinate the 
delivery of strategic MFGS sites and 
local greenspaces and outdoor sport 
and recreation facilities and promote 
synergy and value for money. 

 

✔   ✔ ✔
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Recommendations on 
Short Term Delivery 

19 Make the case to the public that 
development is essential and 
inevitable and therefore one of the 
key tasks of the local authorities is 
to ensure adequate provision of well 
located publicly accessible high 
quality strategic MFGS sites and local 
green spaces in order to deliver the 
greatest public benefit while 
minimising unacceptable 
environmental impacts 

 

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

 20 Be flexible over whether new MFGS 
sites are owned or leased, or subject 
to access agreements, but be aware 
of the length of lease that potential 
funding agencies may require 

 

✔   ✔ ✔

 21 For purely practical reasons, 
Rushmere Park should be the CAI’s 
first priority, even though its overall 
priority should be to secure 
additional strategic MFGS sites in the 
Luton-Dunstable-Houghton Regis 
area.  In the short term it is the most 
deliverable of the potential strategic 
MFGS projects identified in this 
report and has the potential to 
enhance the Stockgrove Country 
Park offer considerably.  However, 
there must be very real concerns in 
relation to future revenue costs 
unless it is possible to create a range 
of income generating attractions.  
Therefore, if and when the purchase 
is finalised, the Initiative should 
work with the GIC and its constituent 
agencies to develop a robust vision 
and masterplan for the site, with the 
aim of creating a flexible delivery 
partnership to progress it as funds 
allow. 

 

✔   ✔ ✔

 22 Houghton Regis Quarry should be 
the CAI’s second priority. It is the 
strategic MFGS project identified in 
Appendix C that offers the greatest 
potential public benefit.  It is large 
enough to accommodate a range of 
disparate activities, some of which  
 

✔   ✔ ✔
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 will have the capacity to generate 
income; it is on the doorstep of a 
sizeable community that the draft 
Green Space Strategy has identified 
as lacking adequate greenspace; and 
it is likely to come under significant 
visitor pressure and therefore needs 
to have the capacity to absorb the 
resulting use.  To deliver something 
worthwhile against a range of cross- 
cutting objectives, there is a need to 
develop a co-ordinated group of 
agencies to negotiate with the land 
owner and deliver something that 
will be a valuable, well used and 
inclusive community asset.  Ideally it 
should be in public ownership, but in 
the short term, the best approach 
may be to try to lease the site. 

 

     

 23 The CAI’s third priority should be the 
Totternhoe area.  There are a 
number of sites with considerable 
but very varied historic interest 
within a fairly small area; a good 
network of public paths and 
bridleways and open access land; 
and the likelihood of significant 
parts of the area being required for 
development is low, although the 
land owner is keen to promote 
development on the land between 
Maiden Bower and west Dunstable.  
However, there are clear conflicts 
between different users such as 
walkers, horse riders and those who 
wish to use off-road motorised 
transport.  Over most of the area, 
the key needs are to manage 
existing access; increase the capacity 
of the area to accommodate 
recreational use; and develop better 
historical interpretation.  This may 
require some land acquisition, not 
least for some limited additional car 
parking in order to promote greater 
use on foot or by bicycle. 

 

✔   ✔ ✔

 24 The fourth priority for the CAI 
should be the Galley and Warden 
Hills.  It is on the eastern doorstep of  
 

✔   ✔ ✔
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 Luton and has the potential to be a 
key element in an enhanced path 
system around the current northern 
and eastern boundaries of the town.  
The main needs here are to enhance 
public access and waymarking and 
create more links from the town to 
the path system in order to create a 
“spider’s web” of routes that link to 
the south and Stopsley Common, the 
wider countryside and eventually the 
north of Luton urban extension.  
Therefore if opportunities arise to 
purchase land that will assist in this 
the appropriate local authority 
should seek to grasp it. 
 

     

 25 The final priority sites for the CAI 
should be the Clipstone Brook and 
Sundon to Sharpenhoe Connection.  
It should be possible to fund them 
primarily from developer 
contributions although it is likely to 
be some considerable time before 
there is enough development in their 
vicinity to make this a reality.  It may 
therefore be desirable to provide 
some public forward funding in the 
meantime, particularly to secure 
long term access, with the intention 
that will be recovered from 
developer contributions as 
development is brought forward.  
Alternatively, the fact that they 
should be largely fundable by 
developers – assuming the relevant 
planning authority gives them a high 
enough priority in negotiations with 
them – means they can be “put on 
the back burner” in the meantime. 

 

✔   ✔ ✔

 26 The local authorities, GIC and CAI 
should keep a watching brief on the 
potential to deliver the other 
potential sites identified in this 
report (Chalton Cross, Grovebury 
Quarry, Sandscape Project, Sundon 
House, Sundon Quarry and the 
nearby landfill) and take action to 
progress them if and when realistic 
opportunities arise. 

 

✔   ✔ ✔
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 27 Other than in exceptional 
circumstances, the CAI should give 
financial support only to strategic 
MFGS projects that are highlighted in 
adopted plans and specifically 
endorsed by the relevant local 
authority and GIC; have clear 
objectives designed to deliver 
multiple benefits to people (note 
that “benefits to people” relates to all 
five themes in the two GI plans); 
include clear proposals designed to 
attract current non-visitors to the 
countryside; and, taken together,  
will have the capacity to recover at 
least a significant part of their 
revenue costs from income, for 
example by cross-subsidy from one 
site to another. 

 

   ✔ ✔

 28 Critically review the Parish GI Plans 
and wider Parish Plans to identify 
those projects that will contribute 
most cost-effectively to the emerging 
MFGS network and seek to engage 
local communities in relation to their 
delivery, using the Leighton-Linslade 
Green Wheel proposals as a model. 

 

✔   ✔ ✔

 29 Seek to develop a constructive 
working relationship with potential 
funding agencies (eg the Luton 
Gateway Delivery Vehicle, Natural 
England, English Heritage, Big 
Lottery Fund, Sport England and the 
development management services 
in the two local authorities) to give 
them confidence that projects 
coming forward for funding or other 
support from Luton and southern 
Bedfordshire will become key 
components of the strategic MFGS 
network in the area; will be well 
thought through and delivered by 
the most appropriate combination of 
available partners; will deliver a high 
quality, sustainable GI asset; will be 
excellent value for money and 
financially sustainable; and have 
strong community support. 

 

✔   ✔ ✔
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Recommendations on 
Public Sector 
Funding 

30 Ensure there is an adequately funded 
agency or consortium of agencies 
responsible for co-ordinating the 
delivery and subsequent 
management of strategic MFGS sites 
throughout Luton and southern 
Bedfordshire.   

 

✔     

 31 Seek to embed the relevant 
recommendations in this report into 
future drafts of the Luton and South 
Bedfordshire Delivery Vehicle 
Integrated Development Programme 
and in particular the “Packages and 
Projects” section 

 

     

 32 Make clear long term policy 
decisions relating to both capital and 
revenue funding of strategic MFGS 
assets in order to aid the relevant 
local authority and the other GIC 
partners (or other appropriate 
bodies) in the co-ordination of 
strategic MFGS projects. 

 

✔     
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Introduction This final chapter outlines priorities for the delivery of new 
GI in accordance with the objectives and guiding principles 
set out in the last chapter.  It does so by identifying: 
 
• Overall priorities in terms of community needs  
• Short term opportunities 
• A practical way forward 
 

Overall Priorities Clearly the Chalk Arc Initiative will do better to focus its 
effort on a limited number of sites than dissipate it over a 
wider area.  Given the delivery objectives in Chapter10, it is 
clear that, in principle, the strategic priority for additional 
MFGS should be in and around Luton, Dunstable and 
Houghton Regis.  This area has the main existing 
concentration of local residents and all of the significant 
deprivation.  However, each of the other sites identified in 
this report has the potential to be valuable green 
infrastructure, but some will generate greater local 
benefits, more valuable, and be more deliverable in the 
next few years, than others.  Therefore delivery on the 
ground has to be pragmatic. 
 

 On the basis of the priorities set in the Core Strategy 
Preferred Options Report (see The Definition of Multi-
functionality in Chapter 9), plus the potential for 
reasonably early delivery, we suggest that the Initiative 
should focus on the following sites (in alphabetical order): 
 
• Clipstone Brook 
• Galley and Warden Hills 
• Houghton Regis Quarry 
• Rushmere Park 
• Sundon to Sharpenhoe Connection 
• Totternhoe 
 

 The main reasons for classing the other potential MFGS 
sites identified in this report as low priority for early 
delivery by the Initiative are (again in alphabetical order): 
 
• Chalton Cross: the probable extent of this possible 

site is unclear but it is likely to be fairly small and not 
available until the full extent of development on the 
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farm is determined.  In addition, part of the site may be 
required for strategic flood storage.  It should be 
possible for the planning authority to require part of 
the site to be allocated for MFGS as a condition relating 
to the development of the remainder, although it will 
probably be much less than 60 ha. 

• Grovebury Quarry: this site will not be available for 
some years and the owner is seeking planning consent 
for an extension to the quarrying operations.  Capital 
funding is already in place for the creation of the 
proposed playing fields and water sports centre, and 
any extension of planning consent will make it possible 
for the Mineral and Waste Authority to seek additional 
funding for restoration and after-use. 

• Sandscape Project: this is a landscape project that 
depends on incremental delivery over a long period.  
The Greensand Trust and quarry owners are in broad 
agreement over facilitating future public access. 

• Sundon House: the developer land owner has already 
proposed the restoration of the parkland linked to the 
former Sundon House, subject to planning consent for 
housing.  As the site is more or less in the centre of the 
urban expansion proposed to the north of Luton it is 
likely that planning consent for some housing in the 
vicinity will be acceptable.  Therefore there is no need 
for public sector investment in the short term to secure 
this site. 

• Sundon Quarry and landfill: it will be at least five and 
more likely ten years before the landfill is complete.  
When it is, Central Bedfordshire Council, as the land 
owner, is already committed to promoting and 
facilitating public access. The former quarry to the 
south of the landfill area is already designated as open 
access land under the CRoW Act.  Therefore there is no 
case for public sector investment in the short term. 

 
Delivery Plans In general terms, the key actions required to deliver any 

new MFGS sites will be: 
 
Harness the planning system to manage hope value 
 
• Persuade the Joint Technical Unit to adopt the two 

Delivery Objectives in Chapter 10 as policy objectives 
in the Core Strategy for Luton and southern 
Bedfordshire and allocate at least the above priority 
sites for MFGS in the Strategy 

 
Prepare and adopt a clear vision for each site to provide 
clarity for land owners and developers 
 
• Persuade the Joint Strategy Unit to prepare and include 

a Development Plan Document or Supplementary 
Planning Document on the delivery of green 
infrastructure in the LDF for Luton and southern 
Bedfordshire.  This should set out clearly how 
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developers will be required to contribute to nearby 
strategic green infrastructure as well as on-site 
greenspace provision within their developments.  It will 
need to include the “strategic review” in this report (or 
something like it) and review some recent appeal 
decisions relating to contributions to off-site strategic 
provision to try to ensure that Inspectors will find it 
robust. 

 
Identify an Appropriate Management Agency or 
Partnership of Agencies 
 
• Identify the range of functions the site should ideally 

perform, how it can be developed to generate income 
and the most appropriate agency to manage it 

 
Obtain Land Owner and Community Support 
 
• Develop an attractive outline vision for any proposed 

new strategic MFGS sites 
• Where necessary, seek to secure agreement in principle 

for long term public access by means of lease, 
purchase or negotiation of long term access 
agreements, or any combination of them, as 
appropriate.  This may include short or medium term 
interim arrangements, such as landowners leasing sites 
to agencies such as the Wildlife or Greensand Trust 
with the expectation that they will hand over or sell the 
freehold for a nominal sum if an when they receive 
planning consent for development.  This will require 
both parties to be flexible and transparent because the 
Initiative cannot guarantee, or be thought to guarantee, 
that a landowner will receive a planning consent.  It will 
be easier to demonstrate this if the site is not managed 
by one of the local authorities. 

• With land owners’ permission, undertake a detailed 
survey of each potential MFGS site to establish existing 
features of value and in particular any historical 
remains that may be present. 

• Draw up an outline masterplan for each site within the 
wider context in which it is set 

• Seek strong landowner, community and multi-agency 
support for the visions and range of functions each site 
is intended to perform and the tangible benefits it is 
intended to deliver 

 
Prepare a Development and Business Plan 
 
• Draw up a phased list of enhancements, ideally in the 

form of a “shopping list” of projects at different scales 
that can be implemented as funds allow 

• Identify capital and revenue funding opportunities – but 
note that these will almost certainly be tied to security 
of tenure.  Therefore it may be necessary to try to 
negotiate project development partnerships with land 
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owners for leased sites or where only an access 
agreement is in place. 

 
Finalise Access Arrangements 
 
• Formally enter into whatever arrangements may have 

been agreed to secure long term public access 
• Promote the creation of a local community forum or 

“Friends” group 
• Seek external funding as necessary 
• Implement the Masterplan as funds and other 

resources (eg volunteers) allow 
• Open the site to the public and actively promote it 

locally 
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 Appendix A: The Spatial Policy Context
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Introduction This appendix summarises the spatial policy context by 
highlighting key points from existing plans and strategies. 
 

Our Luton in 2026  Key points 
 
The vision in Luton’s Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(2008) includes an aspiration that “There will be a high 
quality natural environment and public realm which our 
community will strive to enhance and protect.  Green 
spaces will be maintained and new areas created.” 
 
The key priorities to 2014 include providing and enhancing 
the natural and built environment, including rivers and 
natural habitats within Luton’s green spaces. 
 

S Bedfordshire 
Sustainable 
Communities 
Strategy 

The vision in this Strategy (2008) includes an aspiration 
that South Bedfordshire should be the greenest growth 
area and that everyone should … be well connected by 
public transport and a web of high quality managed green 
infrastructure providing important spaces for wildlife and 
communities: offering safe cycling and walking routes to 
local services and the surrounding rural countryside. 
 

 The things identified as important in the strategy include: 
 
• High quality parks, green spaces and open spaces to 

establish accessible green networks in urban and rural 
areas that are 10 minutes walk from where people live 
and work 

• Protecting existing biodiversity and creating new 
habitats in order to increase biodiversity 

• Protecting habitats of key importance to local 
communities and wildlife, in particular the Chilterns 

• Promoting the growing of wood fuel as an important 
renewable fuel and combine it with enhanced 
biodiversity and amenity use 

• Managing green space in a more coherent way so that 
it is revenue generating and contributes to 
sustainability and tourism ambitions 

 
Integrated 
Development 

The IDP sets out an overarching framework for the capital 
expenditure necessary to deliver the planned growth in the 
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sub-region.  Inevitably, it is a very ambitious document that 
depends on a high level of public expenditure, much of it 
advance of growth. It identifies eight priority areas, one of 
which is “Maintaining the green infrastructure agenda”.  
However, it gives significantly less detail in relation to it 
than a number of the other priorities. 
 

 The Programme highlights the emerging green space 
strategy as the “key policy-based document for green 
space management and decision-making” and notes that 
the Core Strategy preferred option is: 
 
• To implement the recommendations of the strategy 
• To work with developers and land owners to ensure 

that appropriate new green spaces are provided, or 
contributions made to enhance existing green space 
and networks 

• To identify opportunities to connect the identified 
green space network to the wider green infrastructure 
network through improving rights of way and general 
access 

 
 The Programme identifies specific short, medium and long 

term priorities as follows: 
 
• Short term (2008-2011) employment, learning and 

skills; regeneration of Luton town centre; and 
development of master plans for Houghton Regis and 
Dunstable town centres 

• Medium term (2011-2014): transport infrastructure, 
including the Woodside Link 

• Longer term (2015 onwards): employment and further 
investment in town centres areas 

 
 The Programme appears to be slightly ambivalent in 

relation to green infrastructure.  It notes that “Green 
infrastructure is being managed through the Chalk Arc 
Consortium” but does not recognise that its access to 
funding may well be strictly time limited. 
 

Luton Adopted Local 
Plan 2001-2011 

This Plan will be superseded by the Local Development 
Framework for South Bedfordshire and Luton in due 
course.  In the meantime, the saved policies in it include: 
 
• Policy ENV4, requiring most development proposals to 

provide pedestrian, cycle, equestrian, disabled and 
limited mobility access into the footpath and bridleway 
network and the countryside 

• Policy ENV 12, stating that the Council will negotiate 
the provision of public art as an integral part of 
significant developments 

• Policy ENV14, which states that the Council will not 
grant planning permission for development that will 
increase the risk of flooding or have an adverse impact 
on the water environment 
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• Policy LC1, which protects and preserves existing 
greenspaces unless at least one of three exceptions 
applies 

• Policy LC2, which states that the Council may require 
the provision of additional or the enhancement of 
existing greenspace when determining planning 
applications 

• Policy T8, requiring developers to take into account 
the needs of cyclists and pedestrians and contribute to 
the delivery of the Council’s walking and cycling 
strategy 

• Policy IMP1, which states that the Council may seek to 
enter into legal agreements with developers to secure 
the provision of facilities made necessary by the 
development or for which there is a recognised need or 
a deficit in the locality 

 
South Bedfordshire 
Local Plan Review 

This Plan (adopted 2004) will also be superseded by the 
Local Development Framework for South Bedfordshire and 
Luton in due course.  In the meantime, the saved policies 
in it include: 
 
• Policy NE1, which states that the Council will secure 

measures to enhance the character and appearance of 
the countryside through agreement with landowners 
and the negotiation of Section 106 agreements related 
to proposed developments in the countryside 

• Policy T13, which safeguards the line of proposed 
highways.  The most significant of these “Highway 
Safeguarding Areas” are (a) to the north of Luton; (b) to 
the north of Houghton Regis; and (c) south from the 
junction of the A5 and A505, through the centre of 
Houghton Regis Quarry to Boscombe Road. 

• Policy R2, which allocates land for approximately 5.5 
ha of additional open space in Dunstable 

• Policy R3, which allocates land for approximately 26 
ha of formal and informal open space in Houghton 
Regis 

• Policy R7, which allocates land for approximately 57 
ha of formal and informal open space in Leighton-
Linslade, plus 107 ha to the south of the Leighton 
Buzzard by-pass between the River Ouzel and Billington 
Road 

• Policy R11, which requires residential developers to 
provide or fund 2.57 ha of formal and 0.93 ha of 
informal urban open space per thousand population 

• Policy R14, which states that the Council will seek to 
improve and protect access to the countryside for 
informal recreation 

• Policy R15, which seeks to protect the rights of way 
network 

 
 In addition to these polices, the Plan identifies deficiencies 

in open space provision in Dunstable, Houghton Regis and 
Leighton-Linslade.  These deficiencies encompass both 

Kit Campbell Associates, Edinburgh: Chalk Arc Initiative 105 
 



 

formal space – such as sports pitches – and informal space, 
consisting of parks, recreation grounds and amenity areas.  
It proposes a desirable hierarchy of open space provision 
consisting of: 
 
• District Open Space: areas of between 20 and 60 ha 

within each of the three main settlements 
• Community Open Space: areas of between 0.8 and 20 

ha within half a mile of each home 
• Local Open Space: areas of up to 0.8 ha within a 

quarter mile of each home 
 
The Plan also identifies specific deficiencies in each of the 
three main towns: 
 
• Dunstable: around 15 ha of formal open space and 13 

ha of informal open space 
• Houghton Regis: surplus of informal space, but an 

unquantified deficiency in sports pitches 
• Leighton-Linslade: accessibility deficiencies in north 

Leighton Buzzard; north central Linslade; and the west 
and south-west of Linslade 

 
Core Strategy: 
Preferred Options  

The Luton and South Bedfordshire Core Strategy Preferred 
Options Report (2009) notes that: 
 
• There is a need to encourage public transport, walking 

and cycling (paragraph 2.6) 
 
• Luton and southern Bedfordshire will be known as the 

“Green Growth Area” … the new and rejuvenated 
communities will have access … to a web of well 
managed green infrastructure as well as the 
surrounding countryside (Vision in Chapter 3) 

 
• Strategic Objective 7 “is to deliver growth which offers 

the highest level of protection for and access to the 
natural environment to enable greater enjoyment of 
this resource” 

 
• (There is a) … need to ensure that the recast Green 

Belt, with its new boundaries following the provision of 
land for urban extensions, has a defined role 
(paragraph4.11) 

 
• Three preferred urban extensions: north of Luton; 

North of Dunstable and Houghton Regis; and east of 
Leighton Buzzard, plus a fourth in North Hertfordshire 
(paragraphs 4.26 – 4.28).   

 
• Development will be phased between 2012-13 and 

2031 (paragraph 4.29) 
 
• In planning for the implementation of these urban 

extensions the emphasis will be on … ensuring the 
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delivery of the appropriate levels of supporting social, 
community, leisure, cultural and green infrastructure 
both to serve the urban extensions and the wider 
growth area (Spatial Development Strategy – page 21) 

 
• In Leighton Buzzard, the emphasis will be on … 

providing further high quality open space and green 
linkages to the countryside (Spatial Development 
Strategy – page 21) 

 
• The overall approach to developer contributions will … 

set out a tariff based approach … for the provision of 
strategic infrastructure, whether or not in the form of 
the emerging Community Infrastructure Levy; and set 
out the approach to securing developer contributions 
via Section 106 planning obligations (Preferred Options 
Policy CS2) 

 
• Park and ride sites are proposed at the junction of the 

A5 and A505 north of Dunstable; the proposed 
junction 11a on the M1; and on the A6 north of Luton 
(Preferred Option CS3, page 35) 

 
• The Highways Agency intends to construct an A5-M1 

link road to the north of Dunstable and Houghton Regis 
(paragraph 5.38)  

 
• There is a proposal for a Luton Northern By-pass to link 

the A6 to the A505 (paragraphs 5.42-5.44).   
 
• Where pedestrian and cycle routes cross strategic 

bypasses or the motorway, “green bridges” should be 
installed to link the cycle network within the existing 
urban areas to the surrounding countryside (paragraph 
5.63) 

 
• The preferred option (for “Maximising opportunities for 

Sustainable Travel”) is … to ensure easy and convenient 
access to local facilities … by cycling and walking … 
(and increase) opportunities to cycle and walk across 
Luton and southern Bedfordshire (Preferred Option 
CS5, page 48) 

 
• Indicative housing allocations are for 2,500 dwellings 

to the east of Leighton Buzzard; 7,000 dwellings to the 
north of Houghton Regis; and 4,000 dwellings to the 
north of Luton (Table 6.4) 

 
• The preferred option (for “Providing a Supportive 

Framework”) is to … plan for an additional 114 ha to 
119 ha of new employment land to 2021 and a further 
44 ha of new employment land between 2021 and 
2031 including … land within and adjoining the urban 
extension around the proposed new M1 Junction 11A 
and land at Sundon Quarry subject to suitable access 

Kit Campbell Associates, Edinburgh: Chalk Arc Initiative 107 
 



 

and appropriate mitigation of the neighbouring SSSI 
(Preferred Option CS9, page 68) 

 
• Flood risk was identified as a key concern for the local 

community, particularly in Leighton Buzzard and 
Linslade owing to the occurrence of flooding from the 
Clipstone Brook (paragraph 10.18) 

 
• During the consultation there was overall support for 

the provision of green space and for the protection of 
existing green spaces and areas that support 
biodiversity.  There was also support for large formal 
green space such as country parks on the edge of the 
built-up area and the provision of new green spaces to 
be connected with existing green spaces (paragraph 
11.4) 

 
• The preferred option (for “Green Infrastructure and 

Open Space”) is to maintain, enhance and deliver new 
green infrastructure, including green open space at 
appropriate scales throughout the Growth Area by 

 
∗ Seeking a net gain in Green Infrastructure and 

Green Space through the protection and 
enhancement of existing and the provision of new 
green infrastructure assets as set out in the GI 
Plans and Green Space Strategy across the Growth 
Area in particular Dunstable, Leighton Linslade and 
the preferred emerging sustainable urban 
extensions 

∗ Taking forward the priority areas identified in the 
Bedfordshire and Luton Strategic GI Plan for the 
enhancement and provision of green infrastructure 
in Ouzel River Corridor, Chalk Arc Corridor, 
Leighton Linslade to Dunstable Corridor and Upper 
Lea River Valley Corridor; and 

∗ Requiring new development, in particular the 
preferred emerging sustainable urban extensions, 
to contribute towards the delivery of new green 
infrastructure and the management of a connected 
network of new and enhanced open spaces and 
corridors in accordance with the Green Space 
Strategy standards (Preferred Option CS14) 

 
The preferred option (for “Country and Landscape”) is to: 
 
• Protect, conserve and enhance the quality and 

character of the countryside and landscape of Luton 
and southern Bedfordshire in accordance with the 
findings of the South Bedfordshire Landscape 
Assessment 2007 and Environmental Sensitivity 
Assessment 2008 

• Ensure that development includes appropriate 
mitigation measures to reduce its impact on the 
countryside 
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• Protect, conserve and enhance the Chilterns AONB 
(Preferred Option CS15) 

 
The preferred option (for “Biodiversity and Geology”) is … 
to protect, conserve and enhance biodiversity and 
geological resources through: 
 
• Supporting the designation, management and 

protection of biodiversity and geology of the nationally 
and locally important sites and species as well as those 
priority habitats and species identified in the Local 
Biodiversity Action Plans 

• Ensuring the enhancement of biodiversity and the 
mitigation of impact in the new urban extensions by 
working in partnership with wildlife organisations and 
stakeholders 

• Maximising the creation of green infrastructure to 
provide wildlife corridors in new development, 
particularly in the preferred sustainable urban 
extensions (Preferred option CS17) 

 
Bedfordshire and 
Luton Strategic GI 
Plan 

The Plan’s strategic objectives are: 
 
• Net gain in GI 
• Multi-functional GI 
• Enhancement of landscape character, historic 

environment and biodiversity assets 
• Accessibility and connectivity for human movement and 

recreation 
• Environmental quality and stewardship 
• Community ownership and involvement 
 
It defines “strategic” in terms of county-wide significance 
as assets likely to attract users from more than just a local 
catchment or of value beyond their immediate 
surroundings and is based on five themes: 
 
• Landscape character 
• Historic Environment 
• Biodiversity 
• Accessible greenspace 
• Access routes 
 
The Plan includes a vision with an aspiration that the green 
network … “will be multi-functional and meet a wide range 
of social, environment and economic needs.  It will connect 
urban and rural settlements and the countryside, and 
provide a spatial planning framework to guide sustainable 
development”.  It identifies the following broad corridors 
and related opportunities in the Luton-Dunstable-Leighton 
Linslade area: 
 
• Ouzel River Valley: enhancement of historic assets and 

the provision of additional strategic accessible 
greenspace around the south of Leighton Linslade, 
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possibly by the future use of restored quarries 
• The Chalk Arc Corridor around the western and 

northern perimeter of Luton, Dunstable and Houghton 
Regis.  It includes the Icknield Way Corridor and 
National Cycle Route 6 plus Dunstable and Whipsnade 
Downs.  There is an identified deficit in accessible 
greenspace to the south of Toddington and the west of 
Caddington. 

• The Leighton Linslade to Dunstable Corridor, based on 
the former railway line and National Cycle Route 6 

• Upper Lea River Valley Corridor from Harpenden to the 
centre of Luton 

 
The Plan identifies five main areas of existing strategic GI 
provision in the Luton and southern Bedfordshire area: 
 
• Dunstable Downs Country Park 
• Stockgrove Country Park 
• Whipsnade Downs 
• Stockwood Park, Luton 
• Wardown Park, Luton 
 
And the following existing and proposed strategic access 
routes: 
 
• Icknield Way bridleway 
• National Cycle Route 6 
• River Ouzel/Grand Union Canal 
• Icknield Way path 
• Chiltern Way 
• Upper Lea Valley Walk 
• Barton Hills off road cycle route 
• Dunstable Downs-Ridgeway link 
 

Draft Greenspace 
Strategy (2008) 

In Luton, the Luton and South Bedfordshire Greenspace 
Strategy (GSS) identifies: 
 
• A deficiency in the provision of urban parks and 

gardens 
• An absence of amenity greenspace in parts of the 

north, north west, south, west and north east of the 
town 

• Low levels of natural greenspace in parts of the south, 
south east, central, west and north west areas 

• Many sites are of high value but low quality 
 
In Dunstable and Houghton Regis the GSS identifies: 
 
• Low provision of urban parks and gardens, but 

significant amenity greenspace 
• Low provision of natural greenspace in south west and 

east Dunstable and north Houghton Regis 
 
In Leighton Linslade the GSS identifies: 
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• A deficiency in urban park and garden provision in 
parts of the town 

• Relatively high natural greenspace provision 
• High provision of green corridors 
• Some sites are of poor quality 
 
In rural South Bedfordshire, the GSS identifies: 
 
• High levels of amenity and natural greenspace 

provision 
• Many amenity greenspaces are of low quality 
 
The strategy suggests a number of spatial priorities, 
including: 
 
• District parks of 20 ha or more 
• A strategic greenspace of over 60 ha to the north of 

Luton and in the Dunstable and Leighton Linslade areas
• Developing the Houghton Regis chalk pit as well as the 

Bluewater site and the Baulk to the north as an area of 
natural and semi-natural greenspace 

 
Luton and South 
Bedfordshire GI Plan 
(2009) 

This plan sits immediately beneath the Bedfordshire and 
Luton Strategic GI Plan, alongside the draft Green Space 
Strategy, and is based on the same five broad themes as 
the Strategic Plan.  As well as the five themes, however, it 
highlights a number of “indicative projects” within the four 
corridors identified in the County-wide Strategic GI Plan: 
 
• The Ouzel Valley 
• The Chalk Arc 
• Leighton-Linslade to Dunstable 
• The Upper Lea Valley 
 

 In specific relation to the five themes, the Plan identifies a 
number of key opportunities as follows: 
 
Landscape Opportunities 
 
• Enhancement of the urban-rural fringe 
• Road corridor enhancement 
• Rail corridor enhancement 
• GI within the agricultural landscape 
 

 Historic Environment Opportunities 
 
• Historic routeways 
• Extractive industries 
• Brick making 
• The variety of building materials 
• Industrial production 
• Urban development 
• The varied pattern of rural settlements 
• Common land 
 

Kit Campbell Associates, Edinburgh: Chalk Arc Initiative 111 
 



 

 Rebuilding Biodiversity 
 
• Developing a habitat network 
• Biodiversity “hotspots” 
• Ecology network areas 
 

 Accessible Green Space 
 
• Restoration of worked areas – minerals and landfill 

sites 
• Buffering of existing sites suffering from visitor 

pressures 
• Buffering of other existing sites 
• Extending existing sites 
• Creation of new spaces, facilities and activities 
 

 Access Routes 
 
• Walking routes 
• Horse rising routes 
• Cycling routes 
• Waterways 
 

 The Plan is very aspirational and will require significant 
resources for its implementation. 
 

Luton SPD on 
Planning Obligations  

Luton BC adopted this SPD in 2007.  It does not refer to 
green infrastructure but requires developers to contribute 
to allotments (on the basis of 0.2 ha/1000 people) and 
open space and play facilities on the basis of the NPFA Six 
Acre Standard for playing space.  PPG17, however, states 
that Councils should not use national standards. 
 
Paragraph 5.5 states that the Council may seek an amount 
of public open space in addition to whatever may be 
required by the application of its provision standards plus 
a contribution to the maintenance of open space.  This is a 
very vague requirement that does not comply with the legal 
tests in Circular 5/2005 and does not give certainty to 
developers. 
 
Paragraph 5.6 notes that the Council will seek provision to 
address both the existing deficiencies and cater for 
increased local needs as a consequence of the 
development.  This does not comply with Circular 5/2005 
for two reasons.  First, it implicitly assumes there is a need 
throughout the Borough for more open space and play 
provision; Inspectors will probably not accept this as 
satisfying the “necessity” legal test.  Secondly planning 
authorities cannot seek planning obligations to mitigate 
existing deficiencies in provision. 
 
Paragraph 5.7 notes that the Council may require 
developers to make provision in the vicinity of the site or 
contribute to the improvement of existing spaces, with the 
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level of contribution being the cost of whatever reasonable 
improvement, and associated maintenance, it considers 
necessary.   Developers are unlikely to accept this and 
Inspectors equally unlikely to support the Council’s 
approach at appeal unless it is able clearly to demonstrate 
that its requirements comply with the tests set out in 
Circular 5/2005/. 
 
Paragraphs 5.9 and 5.10 state that the Council is willing to 
adopt new spaces provided by developers if accompanied 
by a 20-year commuted sum for maintenance, with the 
annual cost based on the average annual cost of the parks 
service per resident.  Paragraphs 5.11 and 5.12, however, 
state that the Council calculates commuted maintenance 
payments (which it refers to incorrectly as contributions) 
“based on the number of visits to parks and open spaces 
that is likely to be generated by the development” and a 
period of 5 years.  This lack of consistency fails to give 
certainty to developers.  In addition, it appears that the 
Council’s policy is to seek commuted maintenance 
payments for off-site provision, although Circular 5 notes 
that the maintenance costs of assets should normally be 
borne by the agency in which they are vested unless they 
are “predominantly for the benefit of the users of the 
associated development”. 
 

South Bedfordshire 
Planning Obligations 
SPD 

We assume that Central Bedfordshire Council has 
effectively adopted this SPD.  It makes a number of 
references to green infrastructure and the County-wide 
Strategic Green Infrastructure Plan and sets a standard 
tariff based on £707 per average dwelling with 2.4 
occupants. 
 

 While Circular 5/2005 promotes the use of tariffs, a recent 
appeal decision confirmed that this will be acceptable only 
if all of the legal tests in the Circular are met.  The SPD 
ignores this point – in particular the “necessity test” - and 
is therefore open to challenge. 
 

Bedfordshire 
Outdoor Access 
Improvement Plan  

The Bedfordshire Outdoor Access Improvement Plan (2006-
2011) sets out the first part of a proposed 10-year 
programme based around seven key themes: 
 
• Getting involved: increasing community involvement 
• Getting out and feeling great: promoting exercise and 

healthy living 
• Open for access: access to facilities for the whole 

community 
• Looking after your outdoors: enhancing the 

management of greenspaces and linear routes 
• Completing the jigsaw: addressing fragmentation and 

severance 
• Knowing the way: improving communication with the 

public 
• Countryside and the economy: ensuring rural 
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businesses benefit from our work 
 
The priorities in the first five years of the Plan are: 
 
• Enhancing access to the urban fringe for communities 

of more than 3,500 people 
• Improving areas affected by large scale developments 
 
Maps in the Plan show the networks of public footpaths, 
bridleways and by-ways.  In the Luton-Dunstable-Leighton 
Linslade area, three things stand out from them: 
 
• The paucity of public footpaths leading out from Luton, 

the eastern part of Leighton Buzzard and in the AONB 
to the north of Luton 

• The paucity of bridleways on the eastern side of 
Leighton Buzzard and the western, southern and 
eastern sides of Luton 

• The lack of byways in and around Luton, Houghton 
Regis and Leighton Linslade 

 
Luton Rights of Way 
Improvement Plan, 
2008 

The Luton Rights of Way Improvement Plan is based on five 
themes, each with an eight-year action plan: 
 
• A better signed, maintained and accessible network for 

the whole community 
• Improved promotion of rights of way 
• Improving health and well-being 
• Improving safety and security 
• Updating the definitive map and enhanced 

management of green space and rights of way 
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 Appendix B: Market Research Findings
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Introduction This appendix summarises the results of a range of market 
research surveys undertaken by or for the former 
Bedfordshire County Council, the North Chilterns Trust and 
Tourism South East. 
 

Bedfordshire County 
Council Surveys 

The former Bedfordshire County Council commissioned a 
significant number of visitor surveys at or close to various 
sites in the Luton-Dunstable-Leighton-Linslade area.  In the 
main the site surveys focused on visitor profile (eg age, 
gender and ethnicity) and visit characteristics (eg reason 
for visit, mode of transport, frequency and day of visit), but 
there were also some “attitude” questions (eg visitor rating 
of facilities and site management, improvements required 
and things that would attract users more frequently).  The 
surveys were undertaken at: 
 
• Bluewater, Houghton Regis 
• Dunstable Downs 
• Linslade Wood 
• Stockgrove Country Park 
• Sundon 
• Sundon Hills 
• Totternhoe Knolls 
• Whipsnade Heath 
 

 In terms of the planning of future GI, there are four groups 
of findings that are important to note: 
 
• Users’ main reasons for visiting the site – summarised 

below in declining order of significance as “Purpose of 
visit” 

• The main things that users said would attract them to 
use sites more often or for longer – summarised as 
“Desirable enhancements” below 

• The distance that users travel to visit sites and the 
mode of transport used – summarised as “Effective 
catchment” below.   

• Things that would attract non-users to visit sites – 
summarised as “Attracting non-users” below 

 
 These should be self-explanatory, except perhaps for 

effective catchment.  Catchment areas are not finite – they 
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vary from day to day with a wide range of factors such as 
the weather, access to transport and the length of time 
that potential visitors have available.  For this reason, 
recreation planning generally regards the “effective 
catchment” of something as the distance that around 70-
75% of users are willing to travel to visit it.  
 

 Main Purposes of Visit 
 
• Bluewater (2006-7): walking, walking the dog and 

enjoying the wildlife 
• Dunstable Downs (2008): walking, cycling, picnicking 

and walking the dog 
• Linslade Wood (2006): walking the dog and walking 
• Stockgrove Country Park (2008): walking, walking the 

dog, eating and drinking and enjoying wildlife 
• Sundon (undated): Walking 
• Sundon Hills (2008): walking, walking the dog and 

enjoying wildlife 
• Totternhoe Knolls (2006): walking and walking the 

dog 
• Whipsnade Heath (2007): walking, enjoying wildlife 

and walking the dog 
 

 Desirable Enhancements 
 
• Bluewater: improved path network over site, Improved 

interpretation/notice board, Signing and guiding within 
site, more picnic tables, Improved access for 
wheelchairs, improved path network to the site 

• Dunstable Downs: better catering 
• Linslade Wood: better management and More benches 
• Stockgrove Country Park: better control of/less dog 

fouling and paths less muddy after rain 
• Sundon: more picnic facilities and more secure parking 
• Sundon Hills: interpretation, better signage and more 

litter and dog bins 
• Totternhoe Knolls: safer parking, better picnic 

facilities and more information 
• Whipsnade Heath: remove dead tree trunks, better 

signage and cut back weeds 
 

 Effective Catchment 
 
• Bluewater: 1 mile (on foot) 
• Dunstable Downs: 5 miles (car) 
• Linslade Wood: 1 mile (on foot) 
• Stockgrove Country Park: 5 miles (car) 
• Sundon: Less than 5 miles (car) 
• Sundon Hills: 5 miles (car) 
• Totternhoe Knolls: 2 miles (car) 
• Whipsnade Heath: 2 miles (car) 
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 Attracting Non-users 

 
Bluewater 
 
• Promotional days/events for targeted groups 
• Organised events 
• Articles in local newspapers 
• Improved bus links to site 
 
Dunstable Downs 
 
• Improved facilities 
• Articles in local newspapers 
 
Linslade Wood 
 
• Increased awareness of the site 
 
Stockgrove Country Park 
 
• Access to transport 
• More time 
• More information 
 
Sundon 
 
• Ranger service 
• More picnic facilities 
• Toilets 
• More secure car parking 
 
Sundon Hills 
 
• Too few responses 
 
Totternhoe Knolls 
 
• Organised events 
• Bus transport to the site 
 
Whipsnade Heath 
 
• More picnic tables 
• Better signage 
• Remove dead tree trunks 
• Cut back weeds 
 

North Chilterns Trust The North Chilterns Trust undertook a survey of non-users 
of nine countryside sites (Dunstable Downs, Sundon Hills 
Country Park, Stockgrove Country Park, Harrold-Odell 
Country Park, Totternhoe Knolls, Whipsnade Heath, 
Smithcombe Hill, Someries Castle and Cottage Bottom 
Field) for Bedfordshire County Council in Luton, Dunstable 
and Houghton Regis in 2006.  Key findings from this 
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survey included: 
 
• Of the 500 interviewees, 364 (73%) had not visited one 

of the named sites in the 12 months before interview.  
Amongst those who had visited at least one, the ethnic 
groups with the highest proportion of users were white 
and mixed race and the lowest Chinese (although the 
sample size for Chinese users was small and this may 
be incorrect) 

• Amongst the age groups, a higher proportion of 16-19 
year olds had visited at least one of the sites than any 
other age group 

• 60% of users of at least one of the sites had visited 
Dunstable Downs; the next highest percentage was 
Warden Hills at slightly under 10% 

• Amongst non-users, the main reasons why interviewees 
had not visited any of the sites were lack of time and 
lack of transport.  Amongst Asian respondents the 
second most important reason given was that “the site 
has no appeal”. 

• The main things that non-users thought would attract 
them to countryside sites (in declining order of 
importance) were organised events; articles in 
newspapers; promotional days/events for targeted 
groups; improved bus links to site; notice and 
information boards; having the benefits of the site 
explained; radio programmes and advertisements; 
leaflets in libraries, local shops etc; signing in and 
around the site and greater security. 

• The main things that would attract users to make more 
visits to the sites were (in declining order of 
importance) organised events; promotional days/events 
for targeted groups; notice and information boards; 
improved maintenance and infrastructure; articles in 
local newspapers; improved bus links to site; radio 
programmes/advertisements; improved car parking at 
the site; improved signage and greater security. 

  
Tourism South East Tourism South East undertook a survey of use of the 

Chilterns AONB for the Chilterns Conservation Board in 
2007.  The main findings were: 
 
• In 2007 there were an estimated 55 million leisure 

visits to the Chilterns AONB and probably about 80% of 
them were by residents of the eleven districts 
containing the AONB 

• About 20% of residents of towns immediately adjoining 
the Chilterns did not visit them for leisure purposes 

• 5% of those visitors over 16 were aged 16-24; 41% were 
25-44 and 28% were 45-64 and 27% 60 or more. 

• Over 97% of visitors classed themselves as white 
• The main reasons for visiting the AONB were walking 

(44%), walking the dog (21%) and sitting enjoying the 
view/picnicking (10%) 

• On average, visitors made 47.1 visits to the Chilterns 
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per year 
• A third of visits had travelled less than 5 miles, but 94% 

travelled by car 
• 30% of trips lasted for less than one hour and 47% for 

between one and two hours 
• The main complaints from users related to the weather 

(about a third of respondents), dog fouling/lack of dog 
bins (14%) and litter (6%) 

 
 The survey also included a literature review which provides 

a wider context for the results.  Key points from it 
included: 
 
• Those who visit the countryside are likely to be older 

adults, in employment, car owners and from the ABC1 
occupational grades. 

• The main visitor “wants” are essentially passive: nice 
scenery, peace and quiet, places for walkers, attractive 
villages and relative closeness.  More recently, 
however, there has been an increase in the demand for 
active and even competitive pursuits, such as mountain 
biking, off-road driving and paragliding. 

• Most visits to the countryside are made by a minority of 
the population and under-representation by certain 
groups should not necessarily be taken as a result of 
exclusion; it may be the result of preference. 
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 Appendix C: Potential MFGS Sites
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Introduction This appendix summarises the key characteristics of each 
of the opportunities we have identified to create new 
strategic MFGS sites: 
 
Opportunity Area A 
 
The Galley and Warden Hills to the east of Luton 
 
Opportunity Area B 
 
Sundon Quarry and landfill site, north of Luton 
Sundon House, north of Luton 
Sundon to Sharpenhoe Connection 
 
Opportunity Area C 
 
Chalton Cross Farm flood plain, north of Dunstable 
Houghton Regis Quarry 
 
Opportunity Area D 
 
Totternhoe area, from Maiden Bower to Totternhoe Castle 
 
Opportunity Area E 
 
Grovebury Quarry, south of Leighton Buzzard 
 
Opportunity Area F 
 
Clipstone Brook flood plain, east of Leighton Buzzard 
The Sandscape project to the north east of Leighton 
Buzzard 
 
Other 
 
Rushmere Park and Oak Wood to the north of Heath and 
Reach 
 

 In order to aid comparison, the descriptions below use 
standard headings, most of which should be self-
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explanatory.  However, there is one exception: the PPS12 
tests of soundness.  Planning Policy Statement 12, Local 
Spatial Planning, sets out a number of tests of “soundness” 
for Core Strategies and Development Plan Documents.  
While these tests are not directly relevant to the 
conclusions of this report, we comment on them below as 
the CAI and GIC should be seeking to persuade the JTU to 
designate the various strategic MFGS sites in the Core 
Strategy key diagram.  The tests are that policies and 
allocations must be: 
 
• Justified ie founded on a robust evidence base and 

appropriate when considered against the reasonable 
alternatives 

• Effective, ie deliverable, flexible and capable of being 
monitored; and  

• Consistent with national policy 
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 Opportunity Area A 

Galley and Warden Hills
 

 

 
 

 

 
 
Existing GI Land Ownership: Luton BC and Crown Estates 

 
Current Land Uses: nature reserve, arable farming, horse 
grazing and stables; golf course and club.  A popular site 
for walking, with or without dogs. 
 

 Description: flat area adjacent to north east Luton rising 
up to Galley and Warden Hills; then rolling countryside.  
The slopes around Stopsley Common are part arable and 
part calcareous grassland.  The Bradgers Hill County 
Wildlife site adjacent to Stopsley Common consists of 
calcareous grassland and scrub on ancient cultivation 
terraces. 
 

 Existing GI Resources: Icknield Way footpath to the top of 
Warden Hill and the wider countryside to the east 
 

 Existing GI Proposals: None 
 

 Existing Planning Consents: None 
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Characteristics Existing public access: car park on the western edge of 
the site and public access to the top of Warden Hill 
 

 Connectivity to the Wider Countryside: footpath from the 
car park to the top of Warden Hill extends eastward 
towards Whitehill Wood and also north and south.  
Opportunities to expand footpath network to the east of 
the area to bridleways and to the north and south around 
the edge of Luton and to the Theedway, an ancient route 
linking Luton and Leighton Buzzard. 
 

 Tranquillity: reasonable, with panoramic views over Luton 
and beyond.  However, the hill tops are exposed and 
windy. 
 

 Historic Designations and Interest: the Icknield Way 
traverses the area and there are various archaeological 
remains, including bowl barrows and the linear earthwork 
of Dray’s Ditches.  There are also listed buildings in 
Streatley and Lilley. 
 

 Nature Conservation Designations and Interest: SSSI, 
CWS and AONB 
 

 Geological Designations and Interest:  
 

 Potential Site-specific Visitor Attractions: signage for 
major landmarks, the Icknield Way and the Theedway 
 

 Views: across Luton to the north, west and south; and to 
the east across North Hertfordshire over the ridge line 
 

 Negative Factors: SSSI is in decline and there is a need to 
graze the hills to promote biodiversity, although this will 
conflict with promoting access; very poor opportunities to 
make provision for people with disabilities 
 

Potential to Add 
Value to Existing GI 
 

Outline Vision: a country park with significant nature 
conservation and habitat value on the north eastern edge 
of Luton, located on a sustainable transport route from 
Great Bramingham Park and the urban extension to the 
north of Luton round to the District Park at Stopsley 
Common and the proposed Regional Sports Centre. 
 
Added Value: an attractive and traffic-free route from the 
north of Luton to the Regional Sports Centre and the 
Stopsley area, with opportunities for climbing the hills to 
enjoy the views over Luton and the surrounding 
countryside.  At the same time, the design of the site 
should promote enhanced biodiversity and recovery of the 
SSSI. 
 

 Potential Priority Functions 
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• Conservation and interpretation of the built and natural 
heritage 

• Renewable energy crops 
• Sustainable transport routes 
• Enhancement of air quality and carbon capture 
• Enhancement of the image of Luton and southern 

Bedfordshire 
• Interpretation and understanding of working 

landscapes 
• Place-making 
• Promotion of nature conservation and safeguarding of 

biodiversity 
• Promotion of physical activity and well-being 
• Tourism and day visits 
 

  

Deliverability Hope Value: if North Hertfordshire promotes the 
development of an eastern by-pass for Luton, the more 
developable areas will subject to development pressure. 
 

 Key Constraints: the agricultural land appears productive 
so tenant farmers may wish to limit public access 
 

 Sensitivities: SSSI 
 

 Key Requirements in Order to Deliver Accessible GI: 
additional access agreements; additional paths; and 
potential re-introduction of grazing to enhance 
biodiversity; safe crossing of A6 
 

 Time Frame for Availability: will depend on the attitude 
of North Hertfordshire District Council to an urban 
extension to the east of Luton 
 

 Potential for Developer Contributions: very limited, 
although it may be possible to link development of this site 
to the proposed Stopsley Regional Sports Centre 
 

PPS12 Tests of 
Soundness 

Justified 
 
Founded on a Robust Evidence Base 
 
See Chapters 7 and 8  
 
Appropriate when considered against the reasonable 
alternatives 
 
See Chapters 7 and 8 
 

 Effective 
 
Deliverable 
 
Part of the site is already in public ownership and there is 
already an established network of access routes, including 
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rights of way 
 

 Flexible 
 
The boundaries of the site are flexible and long term 
delivery can be incremental as opportunities arise. 
 

 Able to being monitored 
 
It will be possible to monitor the extent of public use by 
the installation of counters or user surveys. 
The Wildlife Trust and Natural England are already 
monitoring the condition of the SSSI and County Wildlife 
Site 
 

 Consistency with National Policy 
 
Paragraph 26 of PPG17 states that “The countryside around 
towns provides a valuable resource for the provision of 
sport and recreation, particularly in situations where there 
is an absence of land in urban areas to meet provision.  
Paragraph 32 states that “Rights of way are an important 
recreation facility, which local authorities should protect 
and enhance.  Local authorities should seek opportunities 
to provide better facilities for walkers, cyclists and horse-
riders, for example by adding links to existing rights of 
way networks.  Delivery of the site will also be consistent 
with the East of England Plan (GO-East, 2008), the Milton 
Keynes and South Midlands Sub-regional Strategy and 
PPS9, Biodiversity and Geological Conservation.  In 
addition, chalk grassland is a priority habitat in the UK 
BAP. 
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 Opportunity Area B

Sundon Quarry and Landfill
 

 
  

Existing GI Land ownership: mix of private and former County 
Council – presumably now Central Bedfordshire Council.  
The private land owners were opposed to the SSSI being 
included as open access land under the CRoW Act. 
 

 Current Land Uses: Former quarry used for landfill 
 

 Description: Land slopes gently down from Sundon 
towards the M1 and rail corridor on the western edge.  
However, where quarrying has taken place the land falls 
away sharply leaving some steep slopes down to the quarry 
floor. 
 

 Existing GI Proposals: restoration of landscape once 
landfill complete 
 

 Existing Planning Consents: landfill 
 

  

Characteristics Existing public access: strictly speaking part of the quarry 
is a “keep out” area, but there is informal access and the 
site is used by local residents for walking and dog walking.  
The Chilterns Way crosses through the eastern part of the 
site in a roughly N-S direction. 
 

 Connectivity to the Wider Countryside: the Chiltern Way 
passes through the site.  Potential to create a link east to 
Sundon Hills Country Park, although the land owner has 
indicated an unacceptably high price for the necessary 
land. 
 

 Tranquillity: poor - constant thrum of traffic noise from 
the M1 exacerbated at intervals by trains  
 

 Historic Designations and Interest: County Wildlife Site 
 

 Nature Conservation Designations and Interest: much of 
the land, including the chalk quarry, is SSSI 
 

 Potential Site-specific Visitor Attractions: nothing 
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obvious 
 

 Views: most views are within the site, with occasional 
opportunities to see wider countryside eg where the 
Chiltern Way crosses the site 
 

 Negative Factors: noise from the M1; illegal off-road 
vehicle use; and parts of the site are currently unsafe as a 
result of methane emissions 
 

Potential to Add 
Value to Existing GI 
 

Outline vision: gateway to the Sundon Hills/Sharpenhoe 
area adjacent to the proposed Junction on the M1 
 
Added Value: this site is likely to get noisier with the 
development of the proposed M1 Junction 11A and the 
proposed road/rail depot to the south of it.  It will add 
value only if opened up for full public access and linked 
into other sites, especially those to the east. 
 

 Potential Priority Functions 
 
• Conservation and interpretation of the built and natural 

heritage 
• Renewable energy crops 
• Sustainable transport routes 
• Enhancement of air quality and carbon capture 
• Enhancement of the image of Luton and southern 

Bedfordshire 
• Mitigation of traffic and other noise pollution 
• Promotion of nature conservation and safeguarding of 

biodiversity 
• Promotion of physical activity and well-being 
• Tourism and day visits 
 

  

Deliverability Hope Value: Core Strategy Preferred Options proposes a 
major road/rail interchange immediately to the south of 
the quarry area.  Until the extent of this is known there will 
be some potential value. 
 

 Key Constraints: landfill operations will continue for 
several years and potential danger 
 

 Key Requirements in Order to Deliver Accessible GI: car 
parking, possibly accessed from proposed new motorway 
junction as well as local roads; potential safety works, tree 
planting and better path system 
 

 Sensitivities: County Wildlife Site 
 

 Time Frame for Availability: on completion of landfill – 
probably at least 5 and more likely 10 years 
 

 Potential for Developer Contributions: possibly some 
potential to generate developer contributions from the 
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proposed motorway junction and road-rail terminal 
 

PPS12 Tests of 
Soundness 

Justified 
 
Founded on a Robust Evidence Base 
 
See Chapters 7 and 8  
 
Appropriate when considered against the reasonable 
alternatives 
 
See Chapters 7 and 8 
 

 Effective 
 
Deliverable 
 
Much of the former quarry is designated as open access 
land under the CRoW Act and Central Bedfordshire Council 
is committed to providing public access to the landfill site 
to the north once it is filled and capped and appropriate 
measures have been taken to promote public safety 
 

 Flexible 
 
The boundaries of the site are flexible and delivery can be 
incremental as opportunities arise 
 

 Able to being monitored 
 
It will be possible to monitor the extent of public use by 
the installation of counters or user surveys. 
 

 Consistency with National Policy 
 
Paragraph 32 of PPG17 states that “Rights of way are an 
important recreation facility, which local authorities should 
protect and enhance.  Local authorities should seek 
opportunities to provide better facilities for walkers, 
cyclists and horse-riders, for example by adding links to 
existing rights of way networks.”  Delivery of the site will 
also be consistent with the East of England Plan (GO-East, 
2008) and the Milton Keynes and South Midlands Sub-
regional Strategy and PPS9, Biodiversity and Geological 
Conservation.  
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 Opportunity Area B

Sundon House
 

  

Existing GI Land ownership: Developers 
 

 Current Land Uses: degraded former parkland with no 
public access 
 

 Description: reasonably flat or gently sloping with clumps 
of trees 
 

 Existing GI Proposals: the developer owner has already 
proposed restoration of the parkland landscape in return 
for planning consent for housing, so there is no case at 
present for public sector investment as the GI is likely to 
be secured as part of any planning consent related to the 
proposed urban extension to the north of Luton.  The 
restoration will probably be contingent on the planning 
consent. 
 

 Existing Planning Consents: None 
 

  

Characteristics Existing public access: none 
 

 Connectivity to the Wider Countryside: the parkland may 
be within the proposed urban extension to the north of 
Luton and if so it has the potential to be a significant 
greenspace within it.  Therefore it will be up to the 
planning authority to ensure that there are good links both 
to any new housing in the proposed urban extension and 
Luton to the south. 
 

 Tranquillity: reasonable at present, although there can be 
some noise from the M1 and north Luton.  However, the 
parkland landscape is potentially of very high quality and 
an oasis of calm in the proposed urban extension. 
 

 Historic Designations and Interest: formerly associated 
with Sundon House, now demolished 
 

 Nature Conservation Designations and Interest:  
 

 Geological Designations and Interest:  
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 Potential Site-specific Visitor Attractions: interpretation 

of the remains of the former Sundon House.  There are 
also listed buildings in Sundon. 
 

 Views: main visual interest is primarily internal and very 
limited at present 
 

 Negative Factors: availability probably depends on 
planning consent for adjoining housing 
 

Potential to Add 
Value to Existing GI 
 

Outline Vision: community park within or on the edge of 
the urban extension to the north of Luton 
 
Added Value: very low given the developer’s proposed 
restoration of parkland landscape in return for planning 
consent for housing 
 

 Potential Priority Functions 
 
• Conservation and interpretation of the built and natural 

heritage 
• Sustainable transport routes 
• Enhancement of air quality and carbon capture 
• Enhancement of the image of Luton and southern 

Bedfordshire 
• Mitigation of climate change 
• Promotion of nature conservation and safeguarding of 

biodiversity 
• Promotion of physical activity and well-being 
• Sustainable water management 
 

  

Deliverability Hope Value: site is already owned by a housing developer 
 

 Key Constraints: depends on planning consent 
 

 Sensitivities: none apparent 
 

 Key Requirements in Order to Deliver Accessible GI: 
input to the masterplan for the site and imposition of 
appropriate conditions or negotiation of appropriate 
planning obligations with developer  
 

 Time Frame for Availability: when housing land released 
 

 Potential for Developer Contributions: very limited, 
although it should be possible to influence the design of 
the related housing development to maximise the benefits 
of this site to the wider community 
 

PPS12 Tests of 
Soundness 

Justified 
 
Founded on a Robust Evidence Base 
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See Chapters 7 and 8  
 
Appropriate when considered against the reasonable 
alternatives 
 
See Chapters 7 and 8 
 

 Effective 
 
Deliverable 
 
The site is likely to be delivered as part of a planning 
consent for housing 
 

 Flexible 
 
This will be a matter for negotiation between the developer 
and planning authority 
 

 Able to being monitored 
 
Delivery can be monitored as part of the process of 
monitoring the take-up of planning permissions 
 

 Consistency with National Policy 
 
The proposed restoration of the parkland will comply with 
paragraphs 20 and 24 of PPG17.  Delivery of the site will 
also comply with the East of England Plan (GO-East, 2008) 
and the Milton Keynes and South Midlands Sub-regional 
Strategy. 
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 Opportunity Area B

Sundon to Sharpenhoe Connection
 

 
  

Existing GI Land ownership: various: mainly farmers 
 

 Current Land Uses: mainly agricultural, but also the 
Sundon Hills Country Park, owned by Central Bedfordshire 
Council but managed by the National Trust 
 

 Description: mainly rolling open countryside, with some 
woodland 
 

 Existing GI resources: Barton Hills NNR, Markham Hills 
and Moleskin, Sharpenhoe Clappers, Sundon Country Park 
 

 Existing GI Proposals: none 
 

 Existing Planning Consents: none 
 

  

Characteristics Existing public access: open access to most of the area is 
already in place, but links between key sites could be 
created or enhanced 
 

 Connectivity to the Wider Countryside: excellent, 
although much of the surrounding land is grazed.  
However, there are opportunities to create additional linear 
access, subject to the agreement of land owners 
 

 Tranquillity: excellent – very peaceful, high quality 
landscape, although traffic noise on the eastern and 
western edges 
 

 Historic Designations and Interest: AONB and Barton-le-
Clay to the north is an attractive historic village that is 
worth visiting; it has a pub for refreshments.  There are 
clusters of listed buildings in Upper and Lower Sundon, 
Streatley, Harlington and Barton-le-Clay and ancient 
monuments in and around Sharpenhoe. 
 

 Nature Conservation Designations and Interest: 
significant area of SSSI; Barton Hills is a NNR – although it 
will be desirable to limit visitor numbers 
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 Geological Designations and Interest:  
 

 Potential Site-specific Visitor Attractions:  
 

 Views: panoramic views of the AONB 
 

 Negative Factors: reported instances of dogs attacking 
livestock when not on a lead 
 

Potential to Add 
Value to Existing GI 
 

Outline Vision: major component of a lengthy east-west 
countryside walk, linking to the north-south 
footpath/bridleway network to create opportunities for 
circular walks from the urban extension to the north of 
Luton and also south to Great Bramingham Wood and Park 
and then round to the Galley and Warden Hills 
 
Added Value: this GI resource already exists, although it is 
fragmented.  Linking the component parts together will 
add value, as will enhancing the link to Barton-le-Clay.  It 
will be desirable to add the land surrounded by the 
northern part of the Barton Hills NNR to it. 
 

 Potential Priority Functions 
 
• Conservation and interpretation of the built and natural 

heritage 
• Renewable energy crops 
• Sustainable transport routes 
• Enhancement of air quality and carbon capture 
• Enhancement of the image of Luton and southern 

Bedfordshire 
• Interpretation and understanding of working 

landscapes 
• Promotion of nature conservation and safeguarding of 

biodiversity 
• Promotion of physical activity and well-being 
• Tourism and day visits 
 

  

Deliverability Hope Value: very low, although the owner of land that 
could be used to create a connection between Sundon 
Quarry and Sundon Country Park has suggested an 
unacceptably high price for it 
 

 Key Constraints: grazing and attitude of land owners; 
fragility of Barton Hills NNR 
 

 Sensitivities: Barton Hills NNR, grazing 
 

 Time Frame for Availability: in theory, available now – but 
see “hope value” above 
 

 Potential for Developer Contributions: significant 
potential related to the proposed urban extension housing 
– likely to be fairly long term; possibly some potential to 
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generate developer contributions from the proposed road-
rail terminal 
 

PPS12 Tests of 
Soundness 

Justified 
 
Founded on a Robust Evidence Base 
 
See Chapters 7 and 8  
 
Appropriate when considered against the reasonable 
alternatives 
 
See Chapters 7 and 8 
 

 Effective 
 
Deliverable 
 
Most of the area is already publicly accessible.   
 

 Flexible 
 
Improving the connectivity between different MFGS sites in 
the area will allow more flexibility in use.  Delivery can be 
progressed as opportunities arise and long term objectives 
will not be frustrated by any short term failure to negotiate 
increased access. 
 

 Able to being monitored 
 
Delivery will be monitored by the Council’s countryside 
access team 
 

 Consistency with National Policy 
 
The Connection will enhance access to the countryside in 
accordance with paragraph 26 and 32 of PPG17, and also 
be consistent with the East of England Plan (GO-East, 2008) 
and the Milton Keynes and South Midlands Sub-regional 
Strategy  
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 Opportunity Area C

Chalton Cross Farm Flood Plain
 

 

 
 

Existing GI Land ownership: Private 
 

 Current Land Uses: agriculture 
 

 Description: slopes down gently from north to south 
 

 Existing GI resources: working farm with only very limited 
informal access 
 

 Existing GI Proposals: none.   However, the Environment 
Agency has identified the flood plain as a potential flood 
storage area.  This is also the preferred route for the 
Woodside connection and there are proposals for both 
housing and employment developments. 
 

 Existing Planning Consents: none; however, the Core 
Strategy Preferred Options proposes that at least part of 
this site should be a park and ready facility. 
 

  

Characteristics Existing public access: very limited 
 

 Connectivity to the Wider Countryside: currently poor, 
but potential to link north to wider countryside through 
proposed urban extension 
 

 Tranquillity: noisy as a result of the M1 and adjacent main 
rail line 
 

 Historic Designations and Interest: very limited 
 

 Nature Conservation Designations and Interest: very 
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limited 
 

 Geological Designations and Interest: none identified 
 

 Potential Site-specific Visitor Attractions: none at 
present but could use the flood plain to develop links into 
Luton and the River Lea corridor 
 

 Views: fairly uninteresting 
 

 Negative Factors: traffic noise 
 

Potential to Add 
Value to Existing GI 
 

Outline Vision: probably a new urban park, possibly 
making a significant feature of any strategic flood storage, 
with green corridors to Houghton Regis and south into 
Luton and also north to the wider countryside and/or 
urban extension to the north of Houghton Regis 
 
Added Value: very limited potential and any GI use will 
mainly be a post-rationalisation of the lack of alternative 
uses for the flood plain 
 

 Potential Priority Functions 
 
• Sustainable transport routes 
• Enhancement of air quality and carbon capture 
• Enhancement of the image of Luton and southern 

Bedfordshire 
• Income generation 
• Mitigation of climate change 
• Mitigation of traffic and other noise pollution 
• Place-making 
• Promotion of nature conservation and safeguarding of 

biodiversity 
• Promotion of physical activity and well-being 
• Sustainable water management 
 

  

Deliverability Hope Value: high – the Core Strategy Preferred Options 
suggests that the northern part of the farm may be used 
for a park and ride facility.  The farm owner may then seek 
also to maximise the value of the remainder of the site, 
apart from the fairly limited flood plain. 
 

 Key Constraints: hope value, flood plain 
 

 Sensitivities: nothing significant 
 

 Key Requirements in Order to Deliver Accessible GI: 
cessation of farming, purchase of land and laying out of 
new parkland 
 

 Time Frame for Availability: depends almost completely 
on Core Strategy and final determination of the possible 
need for flood management measures on the site 
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 Potential for Developer Contributions: depends on 

whether the farm owner sells willingly or land is purchased 
compulsorily for the proposed park and ride facility 
 

PPS12 Tests of 
Soundness 

Justified 
 
Founded on a Robust Evidence Base 
 
See Chapters 7 and 8  
 
Appropriate when considered against the reasonable 
alternatives 
 
See Chapters 7 and 8 
 

 Effective 
 
Deliverable 
 
The site is a flood plain and likely to be required for 
strategic flood storage.  Therefore there is no realistic 
alternative land use. 
 

 Flexible 
 
It will be some time before the potential of the site as a 
strategic MFGS site becomes clear.  At this stage the extent 
of land that may be available for use as MFGS is unclear. 
 

 Able to being monitored 
 
Delivery of the site will be monitored partly by the 
Environment Agency, which is likely to want to use part of 
the site for strategic flood storage, and partly through the 
take-up of planning permissions. 
 

 Consistency with National Policy 
 
Delivery of the site will be consistent with the Planning and 
Climate Change supplement to PPS1 and also PPS25, 
Development and Flood Risk. 
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 Opportunity Area C

Houghton Quarry
 

 
  

Existing GI Land ownership: the reservoir and quarry are probably in 
the same ownership.  The Dunstable Angling Club appears 
to lease the reservoir.   
 

 Current Land Uses: disused quarry; informal use by 
teenagers for motor cycling is damaging flora and fauna.  
The site has a bad local reputation for anti-social behaviour 
by youths and contains a number of burnt-out vehicles. 
 

 Description: the land originally sloped from south to north 
but quarrying operations have created a large “bowl”  
 

 Existing GI Proposals: none  
 

 Existing Planning Consents: the quarrying operations 
received planning permission in 1951 and 1961, from the 
Minister, so were presumably the subject of either an 
appeal or call-in.  The quarry owner is seeking planning 
permission for a residential development on the flattish 
land at the southern entrance to the quarry, which could 
have the unfortunate effect of making public access to the 
quarry from the south difficult.  The central part of the 
quarry is safeguarded as a highway reservation in the Local 
Plan for a Dunstable Eastern By-pass and this has blighted 
thinking on public access.  However, this safeguarding is 
no longer in place, although the quarry remains a reserve 
option for a Woodside Connection and busway from the 
proposed park and ride facility to the town centre.  The 
Joint Technical Unit advises, however, that this 
safeguarding may be open to challenge.  
 

  

Characteristics Existing public access: vehicular access has been closed 
off by the owner, presumably at the request of the local 
authority.  However, informal pedestrian (and motorcycle) 
access is still possible in the SE corner and along the 
northern edge.   
 

 Proximity to Deprived Communities: reasonably close to 
deprived community to the east 
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 Connectivity to the Wider Countryside: established link 
to the north, although this passes by a sewage farm.  The 
Core Strategy Preferred Options report proposes a park 
and ride facility at the A5/A505 junction immediately to 
the north of the quarry.  The proposal for a busway down 
the centre of the quarry linking the proposed park and ride 
facility with the town centre will make the site readily 
accessible by both public and private transport from a wide 
area. 
 

 Tranquillity: surprisingly tranquil on the quarry floor, but 
traffic noise is obtrusive on the rim of the quarry 
 

 Historic Designations and Interest: 
 

 Nature Conservation Designations and Interest: SSSI and 
CWS in the southern “triangle”.  However, a large part of 
the designation relates to the marl lakes which have 
experienced a reduction in water level over recent years.  
Significant floristic value with chalk downland species and 
insects.  
 

 Geological Designations and Interest: the steep quarry 
sides have some geological interest and are well known 
locally for “fossiling” 
 

 Potential Site-specific Visitor Attractions: the quarry 
featured in an episode of “Dr Who” (the Tardis materialised 
within it in an episode entitled The Macra Terror) and this 
may offer the opportunity to create an attraction although 
this would obviously change its nature significantly.  There 
are also opportunities to create specific attractions eg 
floodlit pitches/5-a-side football centre (Local Plan 
highlights a significant local deficiency in pitch provision); 
teenage extreme sports area; open up the reservoir 
 

 Views: primarily internal at present, although excellent 
views of the surrounding countryside (and adjacent sewage 
farm) from the northern rim 
 

 Negative Factors: will require significant modification to 
enhance safety: owner may seek to develop the site if the 
highway safeguarding is removed.  Discussions between 
the Wildlife Trust and land owner have not been able to 
break the link with development. 
 

Potential to Add 
Value to Existing GI 
 

Outline Vision: quasi-country park (including the reservoir 
if possible) offering a range of environments and facilities 
including pitches, provision for some extreme sports (eg 
BMX); interpretation and maybe even some sort of Dr Who 
visitor centre served by buses en route to and from the 
proposed A5/A505 park and ride facility. 
 
Added Value: enormous potential to create a new strategic 
site on the doorstep of Houghton Regis and Dunstable that 
will ultimately be surrounded by development 
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 Potential Priority Functions 

 
• Conservation and interpretation of the built and natural 

heritage 
• Sustainable transport routes 
• Enhancement of air quality and carbon capture 
• Enhancement of the image of Luton and southern 

Bedfordshire 
• Income generation 
• Interpretation and understanding of working 

landscapes 
• Mitigation of climate change 
• Place-making 
• Promotion of nature conservation and safeguarding of 

biodiversity 
• Promotion of physical activity and well-being 
• Tourism and day visits 
• Sustainable water management 
 

  

Deliverability Hope Value: probably low at present but may rise if 
highway safeguard is removed 
 

 Key Constraints: attitude of owner is unknown; if 
proposed highway proceeds this will split the site in two 
 

 Sensitivities: SSI and CWS 
 

 Key Requirements in Order to Deliver Accessible GI: 
land purchase and development of site 
 

 Time Frame for Availability: unknown; theoretically 
available now, subject to removal of highway safeguarding 
 

 Potential for Developer Contributions: significant, given 
the proposed urban extension to the north of Houghton 
Regis.  The site owner is already considering housing on 
the southern edge. 
 

PPS12 Tests of 
Soundness 

Justified 
 
Founded on a Robust Evidence Base 
 
See Chapters 7 and 8  
 
Appropriate when considered against the reasonable 
alternatives 
 
See Chapters 7 and 8 
 

 Effective 
 
Deliverable 
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Once the highway reservation is removed it will be possible 
to consider alternative uses for the site.  However, 
significant built development is unlikely. 
 

 Flexible 
 
The site can be developed incrementally on an 
opportunistic basis. 
 

 Able to being monitored 
 
The site will have to be actively managed and can therefore 
be monitored. 
 

 Consistency with National Policy 
 
Delivery will be consistent with PPS9, Biodiversity and 
Geological Conservation.  In addition, chalk grassland is a 
priority habitat in the UK BAP. 
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 Opportunity Area D

Totternhoe Initiative
 

 

  

 
  

Existing GI Land ownership: mix of private, Wildlife Trust and National 
Trust, but predominantly open access 
 

 Current Land Uses: agriculture, ancient monuments, 
disused quarries.  The land is dominated by the ridge that 
extends from Dunstable to the western edge of Totternhoe 
village.  There is a network of green lanes and the 
Totternhoe “regulated pastures” are common land. 
 

 Description: predominantly flat, although the Knolls are 
precipitous.  Former quarry workings add three 
dimensionality and interest.  
 

 Existing GI resources: Sustrans National Route 6 passes 
along the northern edge; historical remains and quarries 
(latter owned by Wildlife Trust) 
 

 Existing GI Proposals: enhanced linear access  
 

 Existing Planning Consents: none 
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Characteristics Existing public access: good linear access, generally on 
surfaced but fairly exposed paths 
 

 Connectivity to the Wider Countryside: most of the site 
already is “wider countryside” 
 

 Tranquillity: good, although some paths are fairly exposed 
 

 Historic Designations and Interest: wide range of 
designated and other sites including Maiden Bower, 
Totternhoe Castle (which is on the buildings at risk 
register); listed buildings in Totternhoe and Sewell; and a 
conservation area in Totternhoe.  The Cross Keys is an 
ancient pub.  To the south there are former Damson 
Orchards which supported Luton’s hat making industry.    
 

 Nature Conservation Designations and Interest: much of 
the area is SSSI and almost all of its CWS 
 

 Geological Designations and Interest: various RIGs 
 

 Potential Site-specific Visitor Attractions: enhanced 
interpretation of the Castle and other historic assts; the 
quarries; underground links for extraction of minerals; 
potential for bicycle hires 
 

 Views: panoramic views across the countryside and to 
Dunstable Downs 
 

 Negative Factors: exposed; mainly linear access although 
potential to make more of Totternhoe Village; green lanes 
are used extensively by motorcyclists, which creates conflict 
with horse riders and walkers.  There is also some illegal 
off-roading and dog attacks on wildlife. 
 

Potential to Add 
Value to Existing GI 
 

Outline Vision: large area with predominantly linear access 
linking a range of sites of significant historical interest and 
Totternhoe Village 
 
Added Value: the Totternhoe area has considerable 
potential to become a significant attraction in the area, 
although possibly less for repeat visitors than tourists 
 

 Potential Priority Functions 
 
• Conservation and interpretation of the built and natural 

heritage 
• Renewable energy crops 
• Sustainable transport routes 
• Enhancement of the image of Luton and southern 

Bedfordshire 
• Income generation 
• Interpretation and understanding of working 

landscapes 
• Promotion of nature conservation and safeguarding of 
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biodiversity 
• Promotion of physical activity and well-being 
• Tourism and day visits 
 

  

Deliverability Hope Value: significant hope value for land close to 
Dunstable, reducing westwards.  English Heritage is keen to 
bring parts of the area into public ownership but the land 
owner is not currently interested in selling. 
 

 Key Constraints: attitude of land owners 
 

 Sensitivities: biodiversity and historical sites 
 

 Key Requirements in Order to Deliver Accessible GI: land 
purchase and development/interpretation of visitor 
attractions 
 

 Time Frame for Availability: hope value will limit 
possibilities until the development potential of land to the 
west of Dunstable is determined 
 

 Potential for Developer Contributions: currently limited, 
but may change is housing sites allocated to the west of 
Dunstable 
 

PPS12 Tests of 
Soundness 

Justified 
 
Founded on a Robust Evidence Base 
 
See Chapters 7 and 8  
 
Appropriate when considered against the reasonable 
alternatives 
 
See Chapters 7 and 8 
 

 Effective 
 
Deliverable 
 
There is already a good network of paths and bridleways 
in the area providing significant public access 
 

 Flexible 
 
The site can be developed incrementally on an 
opportunistic basis 
 

 Able to being monitored 
 
The site will have to be actively managed and can 
therefore be monitored 
 

 Consistency with National Policy 
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Development of the site will be consistent with PPG17, 
Planning for Open Space, Sport and Recreation 
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 Opportunity Area E

Heath and Reach SandScape
 

 

 
  

Existing GI Land ownership: various 
 

 Current Land Uses: agriculture and quarrying 
 

 Description: sloping upwards to the east from Heath and 
Reach then down again 
 

 Existing GI resources: very limited, although the 
Greensand Trust is negotiating additional access with 
quarry owners on an opportunistic basis 
 

 Existing GI Proposals: Greensand Trust SandScape project 
 

 Existing Planning Consents: all related to quarrying 
 

  

Characteristics Existing public access: limited by quarrying operations 
 

 Tranquillity: fairly good at present, at least on higher 
ground; but significant building operations to take place in 
coming years 
 

 Historic Designations and Interest: 
 

 Nature Conservation Designations and Interest: steady 
development of significant habitats and wildlife value 
 

 Geological Designations and Interest: 
 

 Potential Site-specific Visitor Attractions: interpretation 
of quarrying; extension of the Leighton Buzzard light 
railway 
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 Views: panoramic views to the east 

 
 Negative Factors 

 
Potential to Add 
Value to Existing GI 
 

Outline Vision: enhanced public access to the sandpit area 
to the north east of Hea 
Added Value: limited potential in the short term and 
Greensand Trust is already working with quarry operators 
to plan after-use of their sites 
 
Potential Priority Functions 
 
• Air quality and carbon capture 
• Conservation and interpretation of the built and natural 

heritage 
• Renewable energy crops 
• Sustainable transport routes 
• Enhancement of air quality and carbon capture 
• Enhancement of the image of Luton and southern 

Bedfordshire 
• Interpretation and understanding of working 

landscapes 
• Mitigation of climate change 
• Place–making 
• Promotion of nature conservation and safeguarding of 

biodiversity 
• Promotion of physical activity and well-being 
• Tourism and day visits 
• Sustainable water management 
 

 

  
Hope Value: depends largely on the Core Strategy 
 

Deliverability 

Key Constraints: public safety in relation to continuation 
of quarrying 
 

 

Key Requirements in Order to Deliver Accessible GI: 
cessation of quarrying activities, land purchase and 
development of access routes 
 

 

Sensitivities: wildlife and historical interests 
 

 

Time Frame for Availability: long term 
 

 

Potential for Developer Contributions: limited at present, 
although development of about 2,500 dwellings to the east 
of Leighton Buzzard will create significant opportunities 
(note: the land owner has prepared an outline masterplan 
for 4,000 dwellings) 
 

 

Justified 
 
Founded on a Robust Evidence Base 
 

PPS12 Tests of 
Soundness 
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See Chapters 7 and 8  
 
Appropriate when considered against the reasonable 
alternatives 
 
See Chapters 7 and 8 
 
Effective 
 
Deliverable 
 
The planning consents allowing quarrying operations make 
provision for after-use once quarrying operations cease.   
 

 

Flexible 
 
The site can be developed incrementally on an 
opportunistic basis. 
 

 

Able to being monitored 
 
The development of public access can be monitored as 
part of the enforcement of planning conditions attaching 
the planning consent for quarrying operations. 
 

 

 Consistency with National Policy 
 
Delivery of the project will be consistent with the East of 
England Plan (GO-East, 2008) and the Milton Keynes and 
South Midlands Sub-regional Strategy  
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Opportunity Area E

Clipstone Brook Flood Plain
 

 

 

 

Land ownership: various, but housing developers/quarry 
owners generally own the land in the northern area and 
farmers in the southern 
 

Existing GI 

Current Land Uses: predominantly agriculture 
 

 

Description: fairly flat, although the area has some 
prominent ridge lines 
 

 

Existing GI resources: Brook and related flood plain 
 

 

Existing GI Proposals: creation of dam on Clipstone Brook 
to the east of Clipstone Village to alleviate the potential for 
flooding in Leighton Buzzard.  A developer has prepared a 
masterplan for the area to the east of Leighton Buzzard 
and north and south of the Brook but in its current form it 
does not seek to make a significant feature of the Brook, 
although it suggest a token “country park” to the north of 
it.  It also proposes around 4,400 new dwellings compared 
with the 2,500 in the Core Strategy Preferred Options. 
 

 

Existing Planning Consents: none, giving the Chalk Arc 
Initiative and its partners the opportunity to influence the 
masterplan for the area 
 

 

  
Existing public access: limited by agriculture and 
quarrying.  However, the Leighton Buzzard narrow gauge 
railway passes through the area. 
 

Characteristics 

Connectivity to the Wider Countryside: slowly improving 
as Greensand Trust opens up access as quarries cease 
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operation: significant potential to develop access as part of 
the Leighton Buzzard “Green Wheel” proposals 
 
Tranquillity: good at present, although significant housing 
planned for the area will obviously change this 
 

 

Historic Designations and Interest: Leighton Buzzard 
Railway 
 

 

Nature Conservation Designations and Interest: CWS 
 

 

Geological Designations and Interest:  
 

 

 Potential Site-specific Visitor Attractions: Leighton 
Buzzard railway; Greensand Trust “Sands of Time” project 
 
Views: open countryside 
 

 

Negative Factors: the Brook is prone to flooding and this 
is a source of significant local concern – although this 
could be turned into a positive factor by damming it to 
create a new water area and possibly some wet woodland 
 

 

Potential to Add 
Value to Existing GI 
 

Outline Vision: green corridor from the centre of Leighton 
Buzzard eastwards through the proposed new 
development to the wider countryside, connecting to 
existing paths and bridleways in order to create circular 
walks on the east side of the town 
 
Added Value: the developers of the proposed urban 
extension to the east of Leighton Buzzard should be 
responsible for creating this piece of GI.  However, in order 
to maximise community benefit and access there will be a 
need to influence the masterplan. 
 
Potential Priority Functions 
 
• Conservation and interpretation of the built and natural 

heritage 
• Renewable energy crops 
• Sustainable transport routes 
• Enhancement of air quality and carbon capture 
• Enhancement of the image of Luton and southern 

Bedfordshire 
• Interpretation and understanding of working 

landscapes 
• Mitigation of climate change 
• Mitigation of traffic and other noise pollution 
• Promotion of nature conservation and safeguarding of 

biodiversity 
• Promotion of physical activity and well-being 
• Sustainable water management 
 

 

  
Hope Value: low because of liability to flooding Deliverability 
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Key Constraints: flood plain 
 

 

Key Requirements in Order to Deliver Accessible GI: 
improvement of the masterplan for the area and possibly 
purchase of the flood plain area from the developer and 
laying out of the site and enhancement of path links to the 
town centre and wider countryside 
 

 

Sensitivities: no particular issues 
 

 

Time Frame for Availability: in theory, available now 
 

 

Potential for Developer Contributions: good, assuming 
the proposed housing development proceeds 
 

 

Justified 
 
Founded on a Robust Evidence Base 
 
See Chapters 7 and 8  
 
Appropriate when considered against the reasonable 
alternatives 
 
See Chapters 7 and 8 
 

PPS12 Tests of 
Soundness 

Effective 
 
Deliverable 
 
The site is a flood plain and therefore unlikely to be 
developable 
 

 

Flexible 
 
The Environment Agency is planning flood prevention 
measures which can be designed in such a way as to create 
a new strategic MFGS site 
 

 

Able to being monitored 
 
The planning authority will monitor the uptake of planning 
permissions in the vicinity 
 

 

 Consistency with National Policy 
 
Development of the site as strategic MFGS will be 
consistent with PPG17, Planning for Open Space, Sport and 
Recreation; PPS9, Biodiversity and Geological Conservation; 
and  PPS25, Development and Flood Risk 
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Opportunity Area F

Grovebury Quarry Area
 

 

 

 

  
Land ownership: Church Commissioners and Arnold White 
Estates (AWE) 
 

Existing GI 

Current Land Uses: quarrying and agriculture, but zoned 
for recreation in the Local Plan 
 

 

Description: reasonably flat 
 

 

Existing GI resources: currently a “moving landscape” as a 
result of active quarrying which is slowly moving the lake 
eastwards as material is extracted. 
 

 

Existing GI Proposals: Greensand Trust and Leighton-
Linslade Town Council have developed proposals for 
restoration and the development of increasing public 
access as quarrying activity reduces.  In the western part of 
the site this will consist primarily of sports pitches and a 
pavilion; in the eastern area this will concentrate on 
improving access to both the surrounding countryside and 
Billington to the east.  There is also a long-standing plan to 
use the lake for water sports. 
 

 

Existing Planning Consents: AWE currently seeking 
planning permission for an extension to the quarrying 
area; this will allow the minerals and waste authority to 
review the need for conditions relating to restoration 
 

 

  
Existing public access: limited and largely informal 
 

Characteristics 

Connectivity to the Wider Countryside: access from 
Leighton Linslade is poor - mainly through A505 
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underpass, but existing path networks connect the site to 
Billington and the south and east. 
 
Tranquillity: poor: A505 traffic travels fast and the noise 
is intrusive 
 

 

Historic Designations and Interest: Billington and Grove 
contain listed buildings; the Grand Union Canal 
 

 

Nature Conservation Designations and Interest:  
 

 

Geological Designations and Interest:  
 

 

 Potential Site-specific Visitor Attractions: water sports 
centre on the lake; and sports pitches.  The proposed 
nearby Grove Lock Marina will be a point of interest for 
visitors.   
 
Views: across the general countryside when at road 
embankment level, but the final site will be at a lower level 
with more restricted views 
 

 

Negative Factors: quarrying likely to continue to at least 
2024 
 

 

Potential to Add 
Value to Existing GI 
 

Outline Vision: site of at least District-wide significance 
for water sports with opportunities for visitors to use the 
site as a base for exploring the wider countryside 
 
Added Value: very limited: some funding for future GI is 
already in place and it will be developed on an 
opportunistic basis as and when possible 
 
Potential Priority Functions 
 
• Conservation and interpretation of the built and natural 

heritage 
• Renewable energy crops 
• Enhancement of air quality and carbon capture 
• Enhancement of the image of Luton and southern 

Bedfordshire 
• Income generation 
• Interpretation and understanding of working 

landscapes 
• Mitigation of traffic and other noise pollution 
• Promotion of nature conservation and safeguarding of 

biodiversity 
• Promotion of physical activity and well-being 
• Tourism and day visits 
• Sustainable water management 
 

 

  
Hope Value: probably little, although the land owners will 
want to extract as much value from the site as possible 
 

Deliverability 
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Key Constraints: continuation of quarrying activities for 
some years to come 
 

 

Key Requirements in Order to Deliver Accessible GI: 
short term - imposition of appropriate long term conditions 
on any planning consent for additional quarrying; longer 
term – land purchase and development of site 
 

 

Sensitivities: none apparent 
 

 

Time Frame for Availability: from 2024 
 

 

Potential for Developer Contributions: depends primarily 
on the Minerals and Waste Authority imposing appropriate 
conditions on any extension of quarrying activities 
 

 

Justified 
 
Founded on a Robust Evidence Base 
 
See Chapters 7 and 8  
 
Appropriate when considered against the reasonable 
alternatives 
 
See Chapters 7 and 8 
 

PPS12 Tests of 
Soundness 

Effective 
 
Deliverable 
 
The planning consent for the current quarrying operations 
has secured funding for restoration of the site after 
quarrying ceases. 
 

 

Flexible 
 
The current plans for the site show a flexible mix of 
outdoor pitches and water sports facilities. 
 

 

Able to being monitored 
 
The site will be actively managed and therefore monitored. 
 

 

 Consistency with National Policy 
 
Delivery of the site will be consistent with the East of 
England Plan (GO-East, 2008) and the Milton Keynes and 
South Midlands Sub-regional Strategy  
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Other Opportunities

Rushmere Park
 

 

 
  
Land ownership: privately owned at the commencement of 
this study but the owners have recently agreed to a sell to 
a consortium led by Central Bedfordshire Council and the 
Greensand Trust. 
 

Existing GI 

Current Land Uses: predominantly pine woodland, with 
some open areas and a small area leased to Paintball 
operator 
 

 

Description: undulating, but with a stream dammed to 
make lakes.  A large part of the site could be made 
accessible to people with disabilities. 
 

 

Existing GI resources: primarily woodland but there are 
also two lakes, one with a Heronry, and an area of 
heathland.  There is also a large bungalow in fairly poor 
external condition but with potential for conversion to a 
visitor centre or some other use. 
 

 

Existing GI Proposals: none, although the Greensand 
Trust will be developing a masterplan for the site once the 
purchase is complete 
 

 

Existing Planning Consents: forestry 
 

 

  
Existing public access: the Greensand Ridge Walk 
footpath passes through a small part of the site but the 
vast majority of it has not hitherto been generally 
accessible except by prior arrangement with current owner.  
In addition, the path system in Stockgrove Country Park 
passes along the northern edge of the estate. 
 

Characteristics 

Connectivity to the Wider Countryside: fairly good - the 
path system is predominantly internal but a small section 
of the Greensand Ridge Walk, with its connection the 
Greensand Ridge, passes through the south-west corner.  
There is an obvious opportunity to extend Stockgrove 
Country Park to take in the estate and develop 
woodland/countryside walks of varying length and interest 
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through it and the adjacent King’s and Oak Woods. 
 
Tranquillity: excellent – no road noise or other intrusive 
sounds within the estate 
 

 

Historic Designations and Interest: Shire Oak Heath is an 
SSSI 
 

 

Nature Conservation Designations and Interest: no 
formal designations at present and the pine woodland is of 
limited nature conservation/ecological/wildlife value 
 

 

Geological Designations and Interest:  
 

 

Potential Site-specific Visitor Attractions: there are 
obvious opportunities for a wide range of visitor 
attractions, such as a camp site, open air concerts arena, 
crafts village, field archery, heronry, off-road cycling, bird 
hides and nature trails, an art gallery overlooking lake (cf 
Louisiana to the north of Copenhagen), treetops adventure, 
woodland art/sculpture trail, woodland barbecues and 
woodland crafts/products 
 

 

Views: limited views within and out of the site because of 
dense woodland.  However, the bungalow has a wonderful 
panoramic view over one of the lakes. 
 

 

Negative Factors: none apparent at present 
 

 

Potential to Add 
Value to Existing GI 
 

Outline Vision: a major extension to Stockgrove Country 
Park, extending and enhancing the visitor offer 
significantly throughout the year and creating a site with a 
total area of around 160 ha 
 
Added Value: superb opportunity to extend the over-used 
Stockgrove Country Park and ease the visitor pressures on 
it while facilitating significantly enhanced visitor access and 
enjoyment.  The large size of the site and its nature makes 
it possible to tackle a small area at a time as funds allow.  
It will also be possible to make extensive use of volunteers 
to tackle specific projects eg through BTCV or Groundwork.  
Specific examples of added value include: a new access to 
Stockgrove CP through the estate and significant additional 
off-road parking, enhanced prominence with formal 
entrance on the southern edge; opportunities to create a 
range of facilities for visitors, including those with 
disabilities, separated by woodland, some of which could 
be revenue generating eg paintball, treetops high wires, 
camp site; and an opportunity to link the Leighton-Linslade 
“green spine” more effectively to Stockgrove County Park. 
 
Some of the woodland is approaching maturity and felling 
operations could be a source of income, provide a source 
of wood chips for paths and allow replanting with species 
that will promote enhanced biodiversity value and visitor 
interest.  There are substantial lodges either side of the 
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entrance gates, but they are excluded form the purchase. 
 
Potential Priority Functions 
 
• Enhancement of air quality and carbon capture 
• Conservation and interpretation of the built and natural 

heritage 
• Promotion of physical activity and well-being 
• Enhancement of the image of Luton and southern 

Bedfordshire 
• Income generation 
• Interpretation and understanding of working 

landscapes 
• Mitigation of traffic and other noise pollution 
• Mitigation of climate change 
• Promotion of nature conservation and safeguarding of 

biodiversity 
• Renewable energy crops 
• Tourism and day visits 
• Sustainable transport routes 
• Sustainable water management 
 

 

  
Hope Value: no potential for development 
 

Deliverability 

Key Constraints: none identified 
 

 

Key Requirements in Order to Deliver Accessible GI: 
land purchase; funding for projects; effective estate 
management 
 

 

Sensitivities: none identified 
 

 

Time Frame for Availability: available on completion of 
purchase 
 

 

Potential for Developer Contributions: the site is partly in 
Bedfordshire and partly in Buckinghamshire, and there are 
no major development proposals in the near vicinity so 
probably limited 
 

 

PPS12 sets out a number of tests of “soundness” for Core 
Strategies and Development Plan Documents.  While these 
tests are not directly relevant to the conclusions of this 
report, we comment on them below as the CAI and GIC 
should be seeking to get this site allocated for strategic 
MFGS in the most appropriate DPD.  The tests are: 
 

PPS12 Tests of 
Soundness 

Justified 
 
Founded on a Robust Evidence Base 
 
See Chapters 7 and 8  
 
Appropriate when considered against the reasonable 
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alternatives 
 
See Chapters 7 and 8 
 
Effective 
 
Deliverable 
 
Purchase recently agreed 
 

 

Flexible 
 
The site is large enough to accommodate a range of 
different activities and can be developed incrementally on 
an opportunistic basis. 
 

 

Able to being monitored 
 
The site will be actively managed and therefore monitored. 
 

 

 Consistency with National Policy 
 
Delivery of the site will be consistent with PPG17, Planning 
for Open Space, Sport and Recreation; PPS9, Biodiversity 
and Geological Conservation; and the East of England Plan 
(GO-East, 2008) and the Milton Keynes and South Midlands 
Sub-regional Strategy  
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 Appendix D: Case Studies

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Together with the Chalk Arc Project Officer, we visited two 
relatively recent MFGS sites in Essex that appeared to offer 
useful lessons for the delivery of MFGS in Luton and 
southern Bedfordshire: 
 
• Chafford Gorges Nature Park in Thurrock 
• Great Notley County Park in Braintree 
 

Introduction 

 

  
Overview 
 
Chafford Gorges is a group of three former chalk quarries 
(Warren Gorge, Lion Gorge and Grays Gorge) and 
connecting land totalling around 200 acres (80 ha) at the 
heart of Chafford Hundred in Grays, Thurrock.  Today, the 
site is dominated by several large lakes, woodland and 
chalk cliffs all of which provide important habitats for a 
range of animals including great crested newts, slow 
worms, adders, bats, kingfishers and sand martins.  Parts 
of Lion Gorge and Grays Gorge are SSSIs.  There is housing 
around most of the perimeter, some of it perched on steep 
chalk cliffs as shown on the panoramic view below: 
 

Chafford Gorges 
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Ownership 
 
The area has been quarried since the eighteenth century 
although extraction ceased in the early 1990s, by which 
time it was owned by Blue Circle Ltd.  The company sought 
and obtained outline planning consent for around 5,500 
dwellings around the perimeter and leased the site to the 
Essex Wildlife Trust.  Eventually, in 2005 it agreed to hand 
ownership of the site to the Trust, which was then able to 
raise funds for enhancements to the area.  The Trust also 
set up a subsidiary company, Chafford Gorges Ltd, 
renamed the site Chafford Gorges Nature Park and leased 
Lion Gorge to a local angling club. 
 

 

Features and Visitor Facilities 
 
The main part of the site, Warren Gorge, consists primarily 
of chalk meadow and lakes.  Much of the meadow was 
created by the Trust by translocating existing chalk 
meadow from development land close to the nearby 
railway station.  The sides are steep and the main access 
routes are not suitable for people with disabilities. 
 

 

The Trust has concentrated primarily on developing access 
by creating a network of paths into and at the bottom of 
the largest of the former quarries, Warren Gorge, together 
with a visitor centre on the north eastern rim overlooking 
it.  There is also a car park for around 25 vehicles adjacent 
to the Centre.  The Centre contains a café area, a shop, 
toilets, offices and an area that can be closed off by means 
of sliding screens to create an area of around 50 sq m that 
can be used for a variety of purposes. 
 

 

Capital Funding 
 
The Trust assembled a cocktail of initial capital funding 
from a range of agencies: 
 
Endowment to fund land management and maintenance 
 
• Blue Circles Industries plc 
• Chafford Hundred Ltd (the consortium of housing 

developers) 
• Cleanaway Ltd 
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Visitor Centre and Car Park 
 
• Biffaward 
• Cleanaway Mardyke Trust 
• Cory Environmental Trust in Thurrock 
• Intergen 
• WREN 
 
Publicity materials 
 
• DEFRA 
 
In addition, Thurrock Council and English Nature (now 
Natural England) supported the initial development of the 
Park.  However, Chafford Gorges Ltd has since been unable 
to make significant further improvements to the Park. 
 

 

Use of the Park 
 
Although the park is surrounded by some 5,500 
predominantly family houses, use of the park has been 
lower than initially expected by the Trust.  However, it is 
popular with school and school-age groups and for 
children’s parties.  There is also a Thurrock Wildlife Group, 
although this was more active in the early development of 
the Park than today. 
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Income Generation 
 
Chafford Gorges Ltd has three main sources of income: 
 
• Income from the visitor centre; this has been less than 

budgeted 
• Income from the endowment fund; this has reduced 

sharply in the past couple of years as the fund is 
invested 

• Subsidy from the Essex Wildlife Trust, derived mainly 
from memberships and trading activities: this income 
has had to increase significantly in recent years 

 

 

Comments 
 
The Trust’s management objectives relate primarily to 
wildlife conservation.  However, it also has to tackle anti-
social behaviour mainly involving local teenagers and the 
site has a poor reputation locally as a result, which may 
partly explain the low level of use.  Other current issues 
include the need for regular engineers’ reports on the 
condition of the steep cliffs; a lack of volunteers to help 
manage and maintain the Park; the way in which parts of 
the Park are scrubbing up faster than the Trust has the 
resources to control it; and, as a result of declining interest 
rates, the income from the endowment fund is insufficient 
to meet the revenue costs.  One consequence is that the 
Trust – or more accurately Chafford Gorges Ltd – has had 
to reduce the number of site staff. 
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Great Notley Country 
Park 

  
Overview 
 
The land for Great Notley Country Park – approximately 40 
ha (100 acres) of farmers’ fields to the east of the A131 
Braintree-Chelmsford dual carriageway on the eastern edge 
of Braintree - was handed over to Braintree District Council 
for a country park as one result of a planning agreement 
with a local housing developer.  As part of the agreement, 
the developers also constructed two grass football pitches 
and some tennis courts, a changing pavilion, a limited car 
park and a “Discovery Centre” with an information point, 
café, toilets and offices.  They also dumped spoil from the 
housing development on the western side of the A131 to 
contour part of the site and create some visual interest in 
what was a fairly flat landscape.  
 

 

The District Council retained the basic structure of 
hedgerows on the main part of the site and a lake on the 
southern edge, laid out a path system and opened the Park 
to the local community.  However, it did not have the 
resources either to invest significantly or manage it 
effectively.  Partly as a result it found the revenue costs 
unsupportable and negotiated the handing over of the site 
to the County Council’s countryside service to manage. 
 

 

Ownership 
 
The site is still owned by the District Council. 
 

 

Features and Visitor Facilities 
 
Shortly before the handing over of the site to the County 
Council for managing, the County appointed a new head of 
countryside services who had experience from another 
area of developing an extremely successful “destination” 
children’s play facility.  He persuaded the County to invest 
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in a similar facility at Great Notley, together with the 
upgrading of the Discovery Centre (particularly the café) 
and a significantly expanded car park.  The County has 
also developed a cycle hire facility in the basement of the 
Discover Centre and is developing angling pegs around the 
perimeter of the lake. 
 

 

  
Capital Funding 
 
The capital funding of around £800,000 came from the 
County Council’s capital programme. 
 

 

Use of the Park 
 
The Countryside Service believes that the Park currently 
attracts around 140,000 visits per year, although the 
counting method – which counts cars and assumes an 
average occupancy for them, but ignores visitors arriving 
by other modes of transport - is very hit and miss.  The 
play facility attracts a very high proportion of the total 
visits and as a result the café management has been able 
to increase sales considerably. 
 

 

Income Generation 
 
The Countryside Service has estimated that the Park will 
break even with around 200-220,000 visits per year.  The 
income comes from three main sources: 
 
• Car parking (at £2/car) 
• Trading activities in the Discovery Centre 
• Subsidy from the County and District Councils 
 

 

Comments 
 
Traditional “country park” activities such as quiet 
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relaxation and walking are the exception at Great Notley.  
Instead, the park is dominated by the large number of 
children attracted by the play facilities, which stretches 
over about 400 m.  At the time of our visit, there must 
have been at least 250 noisy children on the site, ranging 
from toddlers to around 10/11 years olds, all having a 
marvellous time. The other honeypot on the site was the 
café at the Discovery Centre, doing a roaring trade in fizzy 
drinks and ice cream. 
 
• Don’t assume nearby residents will make regular and 

repeat visits to a  nature park – there must be 
additional attractions 

• Raising initial capital funding is easier than generating 
adequate income 

• Car parking can be a major source of income if there is 
a good reason for family groups to visit a site 

• Volunteers are more likely to be interested in helping in 
the early stages of creating a nature park than in long 
term maintenance and staffing 

• Relying on an endowment fund for income is fine only 
for as long as interest rates remain reasonably high; if 
they fall, financial difficulties can result 

• The half-hearted development of countryside sites on 
the urban fringe is unlikely to result in successful 
outcomes 

 

Lessons for Luton 
and Southern 
Bedfordshire 
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 Appendix E: Spatial Policy

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Preferred Option CS14 in the Luton and South Bedfordshire 
Core Strategy: Preferred Options Report (2009) sets out 
that the Joint Committee’s preferred option is to “maintain, 
enhance and deliver new green infrastructure, including 
green open space at appropriate scales throughout the 
growth area”.  In order to give more detailed guidance to 
developers, we assume that the JTU will in due course be 
producing a suite of DPDs or SPDs, one of which will cover 
green infrastructure and green space in the growth area.   
 

Introduction 

This appendix therefore sets out a suggested approach to 
spatial policy for green infrastructure in the Luton and 
southern Bedfordshire area.  We suggest four broad policy 
objectives relating to : 
 
• The development of a strategic network of multi-

functional green infrastructure across Luton and 
southern Bedfordshire  

• Access to multi-functional greenspaces of strategic 
significance 

• The provision of pedestrian and cycling routes linking 
new development to the strategic green infrastructure 
network 

• Sustainable management of the strategic green 
infrastructure network  

 

 

There will also be a need for at least one PPG17-compliant 
policy relating to the on-site or off-site green space and 
sport and recreation provision required to meet the needs 
generated by the occupants or users of new developments.  
However, they are secondary at this stage and depend 
upon adoption of the draft Green Space Strategy and its 
provision standards. 
 

 

Policy 1: The 
Strategic Green 
Infrastructure 
Network 
 

Spatial Policy Objective 
 
To develop a strategic network of accessible, inclusive, 
multi-functional and high quality green infrastructure 
across Luton and southern Bedfordshire in order to 
enhance the image of the area and promote tourism, 
public well-being, biodiversity and the protection of 
historic environment. 
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 Spatial Policy 

 
The Council(s) will promote the development of the 
strategic multi-functional green network identified on the 
Core Strategy Key Diagram both in advance of and as part 
of the development of the new urban extensions by: 
 
• Protecting and where appropriate promoting the 

enhancement of existing publicly accessible sites 
forming part of the network, giving particular priority 
to sites with national biodiversity, nature conservation 
or heritage designations 

• Protecting and where appropriate promoting the 
enhancement of land required to extend and improve 
the connectivity of the existing network in order to 
deliver the planned network and help to meet both 
existing local needs and those additional needs that 
will arise as a direct result of planned development 

• Supporting proposals that will promote inclusive public 
access to all parts of the planned network and the 
development of appropriate visitor and other facilities 
to support this access 

 
Delivery 
 
• Through implementation of the Luton and South 

Bedfordshire Green Infrastructure Plan 2009 and 
subsequent revisions of it 

• Through negotiating access agreements with land 
owners or entering into leases with them in order to 
facilitate long term public access 

• Through the development management process 
• Through planning obligations related to new 

development, including the pooling of developer 
contributions in accordance with paragraph B21 of 
Circular 5/2005, Planning Obligations 

• Through Growth Area Funding 
• Through the forward funding of sites by the local 

authority or a consortium of publicly-funded agencies 
and subsequent recovery of the associated costs in 
accordance with paragraph B23 of Circular 5/2005, 
Planning Obligations 

 

 

Spatial Policy Objective 
 
To ensure that residents of Luton and southern 
Bedfordshire have reasonable to at least one multi-
functional greenspace of strategic significance 
 

Policy 2: New 
Strategic Green 
Infrastructure 
Network Sites 

Spatial Policy 
 
The Council(s) will support proposals for new multi-
functional greenspaces of strategic significance, as defined 
in the Luton and South Bedfordshire GI Plan 2009, and 
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subsequent revisions of it, that will: 
 
• Be linked to the strategic green infrastructure network 

by means of designated pedestrian and cycling routes 
• Increase the number of urban residents living within 

3.2 km of at least one such strategic site 
• Increase the number of rural residents living within 5 

km of at least one such strategic site 
 
Delivery 
 
• Through implementation of the Luton and South 

Bedfordshire Green Infrastructure Plan 2009 and 
subsequent revisions of it 

• Through negotiating access agreements with land 
owners or entering into leases with them in order to 
facilitate long term public access 

• Through the development management process 
• Through planning obligations related to new 

development, including the pooling of developer 
contributions in accordance with paragraph B21 of 
Circular 5/2005, Planning Obligations 

• Through Growth Area Funding 
• Through the forward funding of sites by the local 

authority or a consortium of publicly-funded agencies 
and subsequent recovery of the associated costs in 
accordance with paragraph B23 of Circular 5/2005, 
Planning Obligations 

 

 

Policy 3: Linking 
Development to the 
Strategic Green 
Network 
 

Spatial Policy Objective 
 
To ensure that residents of the new urban extensions are 
able readily to access the strategic green infrastructure 
network on foot or by bicycle 
 

 Spatial Policy 
 
The Council(s) will require developments in the proposed 
urban extensions to include designated pedestrian and 
cycling routes to appropriate points on the strategic green 
infrastructure network.  Wherever possible, the Council(s) 
will require that these routes do not make use of trafficked 
roads. 
 
Delivery 
 
• Through negotiating access agreements with land 

owners or entering into leases with them in order to 
facilitate long term public access 

• Through implementation of the Local Transport Plan, 
the Luton Rights of Way Improvement Plan 2008 and 
the Bedfordshire Outdoor Access Improvement Plan 
2006-2011 and subsequent revisions of them 

• Through the development management process 
• Through planning obligations related to new 
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development, including the pooling of developer 
contributions in accordance with paragraph B21 of 
Circular 5/2005, Planning Obligations 

• Through the forward funding of pedestrian and cycling 
routes by the local authority or a consortium of 
publicly-funded agencies and subsequent recovery of 
the associated costs in accordance with paragraph B23 
of Circular 5/2005, Planning Obligations 

 
Policy 4: 
Management of the 
Green Infrastructure 
Network 
 

Spatial Policy Objective 
 
Ensure that the proposed strategic green infrastructure 
network can be managed in a way that is sustainable in 
terms of visitor pressures in relation to ecology, landscape 
and protection of the historic environment 
 

 Spatial Policy 
 
The Council(s) will support proposals designed to enhance 
the long term sustainable management of the strategic 
green infrastructure network, in whole or in part, including 
pedestrian and cycle links from developments to the 
network, provided: 
 
• They will not result in unacceptable damage or change 

to any part of the network; and 
• Any uplift in land value arising from the provision of 

revenue-generating facilities and the whole of any 
operating surplus from any such facilities can be used 
only to support the long term management and 
maintenance of the network; securing this may require 
a legal agreement 

 
Delivery 
 
• Through negotiating access agreements with land 

owners or entering into leases with them in order to 
facilitate long term public access 

• Through implementation of the Local Transport Plan, 
the Luton Rights of Way Improvement Plan 2008 and 
the Bedfordshire Outdoor Access Improvement Plan 
2006-2011 and subsequent revisions of them 

• By supporting proposals for revenue generating 
facilities that will be compatible with the nature of 
specific sites, provided the above pre-conditions are 
met 

• Through the development management process by 
imposing conditions or entering into a planning 
agreement requiring developers to make acceptable 
long term arrangements for the management and 
maintenance of on-site green infrastructure provision 
in accordance with paragraphs B17-B20 of Circular 
5/2005, Planning Obligations 
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