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STOP BENGEO QUARRY
Stop Bengeo Quarry campaign opposes the
application submitted to Hertfordshire County
Council to extract gravel and sand in the beautiful
Bengeo Field just on the edge of North Hertford,
between Sacombe Road, Wadesmill Road (B158),
and Chapmore End/St John's Wood. 

The campaign has been active since April 2016. 

After the numerous responses by the developer in
the past year, campaigners believe that all the
objections raised in the previous consultation
remain. The threat to the landscape and wildlife
remains. The health concerns related to gravel
extraction remain. The impact of the quarry on the
water supply and highways remains a concern. If
the quarry were permitted, the character of this part
of Hertford would be permanently damaged.

This document addresses some of the main issues
and concerns in response to the revised quarry
application, covering: traffic and road safety,
landscape and amenity, ecology, dust and health,
water contamination, and archaeology.

ADDITIONAL AREAS OF CONCERNS
• Noise - The applicant has indicated that they

estimate noise levels will be very close to the
acceptable limit. An independent noise
assessment would help to validate this claim.

• Need of gravel - With the recent approval of the
Hatfield Aerodrome quarry, we calculate that
Hertfordshire County Council’s landbank is now
more than 21mt, which meets demand at current
levels for over 15 years.

• Minerals Local Plan review – The new Minerals
Local Plan consultation is due later this year.
Given new research available and new building
development close to the Bengeo Field,
campaigners hope the new plan will not include
this field as the preferred area. This also brings to
attention the fact that the current proposal goes
beyond the previously agreed preferred area 2.
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THE STRENGTH OF LOCAL FEELING, EXPRESSED IN RESPONSE TO THE BENGEO
QUARRY APPLICATION:
• Our Stop Bengeo Quarry Facebook group has currently 1,040 members who actively campaign, exchange views,

findings and updates.
• In addition we also have a facebook page following with over 2400 subscribers. Some of our recent campaign

Facebook update had 800 shares in 1 week.
• 1,940 people signed the Stop Bengeo Quarry e-petition “Hertford is worth more than gravel - save our countryside,

our water, our air”. 
• “Say No to Proposed Gravel Extraction in Bengeo Hertford” e-petition gathered 977 electronic signatures.
• Petitions 24 “Stop the Bengeo Quarry” gathered 806 electronic signatures and additionally over 250 people signed

paper petition in 2016.
• 417 people responded to the Bengeo Field Landscape Survey.
• 1,331 letters/emails were sent to HCC in response to the Bengeo quarry public consultations.
• Our website (www.stopbengeoquarry.org.uk) has had 9,795 visits since opening on 8th April and 22,325 page views.
• One of the facebook postings (the aerial film showing proximity of school to Bengeo Field) was viewed 13,400

times. Another posting – address from Headteacher of Bengeo Primary School has been viewed over 7,800 times
in just two days.

STOP BENGEO QUARRY PETITION SIGNED BY 1,940
“We object strongly to the pleasantly rural character of this part of town being replaced by an industrial eyesore.
While the quarry is active this important amenity for North Hertford will be a largely inaccessible gravel pit, and even if
restoration proceeds as planned, the resulting “hole” will transform a natural landscape – visible from Hertford, the
B158 and the surrounding countryside – to a man-made one forever. The landscape survey and events organised by
campaigners provide evidence that hundreds of people use the Bengeo Field for recreation and treasure the
landscape and its iconic features, including the ‘Lonely Oak’.

Given that the County Council’s obligation for the landbank is now satisfied for over 15 years, we believe the quarry
proposal needs to be rejected as it would destroy permanently this beautiful area of Hertford’s countryside and put at
risk local children’s and residents’ health, Hertford’s water supply and the safety of the surrounding highways.”

SUPPORTERS OF THE STOP BENGEO QUARRY CAMPAIGN INCLUDE 
MP Mark Prisk • County Cllr Andrew Stevenson • Cllr Sally Newton • Cllr Paul Phillips • Mayor of Hertford Linda
Radford • Cllr Michael McMullen • East Herts Green Party • Labour Party • Molewood Residents’ Association •
Lower Bengeo Residents’ Association • Chapmore End Association • Watermill Estate Residents’ Association •
Hertford Civic Society • Bengeo Primary School • Bengeo Playgroup • many local businesses

Stop Bengeo Quarry response | March 2017 | Page 3

County Cllr Andrew Stevenson



STOP BENGEO QUARRY SUPPORTERS SAID
Libby Mountford, School Governor, Bengeo Primary School: “As Governors of Bengeo School we have
responsibility, above all, for the wellbeing of our pupils and staff. The proposed excavation of large quantities of sand
and gravel from a site so close to the school clearly puts at risk the long-term health and safety of more than five
hundred young children and nearly fifty staff, since they would be forced to breathe in dust produced by the
excavation and travel to and from school on roads made more dangerous by the movements of many heavy lorries.
We strongly oppose the application.”

Mark Prisk, MP: “I spoke at the Stop Bengeo Quarry event to make clear my support for the campaign. I have been
really encouraged by the amount of local support for the cause. [..] It’s clear this proposal would be bad for people’s
health, bad for the local environment and potentially bad for our fresh water supply.” 

Andrew Stevenson, County Councillor: “After careful consideration of the applicant documentation and responses
so far I have concluded that gravel extraction as proposed would threaten the community in 5 ways: 1. Water supply
2. Ecology 3. Air quality 4. Highway system and 5. Landscape. Taking all these threats together I felt that there was a
good case for the application to be rejected. The planned area is simply too close to urban development to be
viable.”

George Sandell, Chairman of CAGE campaign: “I am very impressed with Stop Bengeo Quarry campaign and look
forward to seeing the fruits of your hard work when it comes before the Development Control Committee.”

Bengeo Parish Council: “The B158 is an extremely dangerous particularly when accessing by the residents. For the
Rickneys application approximately 10 years ago the main condition which had to be fulfilled before any extraction
took place was that a third lane should be installed opposite the entrance so the traffic can flow even though lorries
are waiting.”

Marcella Randall, Waterford Heath Volunteer: “Many local people from the villages of Waterford and Stapleford, as
well as some Bengeo residents, have been involved in the restoration of Waterford Heath, for several years. From our
experience it can take decades for places to recover from gravel extraction. But all this hard work over the years –
and all the gains made locally for the wonderful green belt countryside around Hertford – will be damaged by this
proposed application in Bengeo. [..] It would be a disaster if it went ahead, and we and the environment would suffer
from its impact for many years to come.”
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Libby Mountford, School Governor, Bengeo Primary School Mark Prisk, MP



KEY CONCERNS ABOUT THE BENGEO QUARRY APPLICATION

IMPACT ON LANDSCAPE AND AMENITY
Bengeo Field is a much loved and visited piece of Green Belt, containing two extensively used public rights of way
and beautiful views across the Rib Valley to Ware Manor and a unique rolling landform with two distinct waves or
undulations. 

• While the quarry is active the area will be an inaccessible gravel pit.
• An iconic Hertfordshire landscape will be lost forever.
• The pleasant rural character of this part of town - visible from Hertford, the B158 and the surrounding countryside –

will transform a natural landscape to a man-made one.
• The landscape survey and events organised provide evidence that hundreds of people use the Bengeo Field for

recreation and deeply value the landscape.
• The well-used byway across the Bengeo Field will at best be a desolate track through a quarry, transformed from a

health walk to a health and safety hazard.
• North of the field will be unacceptable altered

- Outside of the preferred area for gravel extraction.
- Close to sensitive and ecologically rich woodland.
- Much used and loved by members of the public for walking, cycling, horse riding etc.
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WATER SUPPLY CONCERNS
• Six million litres of water a day come to Hertford from boreholes at the Wadesmill Road pumping station. Extraction

of sand and gravel so close to the boreholes presents a clear risk of pollution to Hertford’s water supply. This risk
has been identified by Hafren Water, consultants to the applicants themselves.

• By the time pollution is detected, lasting damage may well have been done to the aquifer. Monitoring is not the
main issue, prevention of pollution is the key.

• Assessment of the chance of successful prevention of pollution requires a detailed map of the buried chalk surface
and survey of the size and orientation of fractures within the chalk aquifer. These have not been presented.

• The sand and gravel it is proposed to quarry are not essential for the local or national community. What is essential
is that we have an uncontaminated supply of water to Hertford.

• The Environment Agency emphasises monitoring in its advice to HCC. The hydrogeological consultants for the
applicants themselves, Hafren Water, describe in their report the nature of the geological risk in this fractured chalk
aquifer. That geology means prevention is the key. The Environment Agency fails to consider prevention
adequately: its advice to HCC is inadequate.



In the field, sand and gravel lie on top of chalk. The chalk is the aquifer that supplies Hertford with water. Six million litres
of water a day come to Hertford from boreholes at the Wadesmill Road pumping station. These boreholes lie within the
field it is proposed to quarry. Fractures in the chalk mean that any pollution can reach those boreholes rapidly.

We object to this proposal on the strength of the threat of pollution of these boreholes. The applicant's own
consultants, Hafren Water, have identified clearly the nature of the risk to the water supply to Hertford that would
arise by quarrying in a field that contains these key water-supply boreholes. Subsequently, in its own comments, the 
Environment Agency has failed to make it clear that prevention, not monitoring, would be the key to safe operation.
Any pollution entering the aquifer would spread rapidly through fractures in the chalk. Pollution entering the main
body of the chalk via these fractures would be slow to clear from the fine pores in the main body of the chalk.

The failure by the Environment Agency to give due consideration to the specific nature of the risks identified by the
applicants themselves leads to a situation that we suggest needs to be resolved by Council on 22 March. The
situation arises because there is a statutory obligation on the officers of Council to accept the advice of the
Environment Agency. To quote from the report of the Chief Executive & Director of Environment on this application:
“The Mineral Planning Authority has to take its advice from the statutory consultee, the Environment Agency and
accept the expert advice given which is that if permission is granted, conditions should be applied. There is therefore
no objection raised from a water supply point of view.”

In this particular case, the advice of the Environment Agency fails to address adequately the nature of the risks
identified by the applicants themselves. We suggest that, given these circumstances, it is now the responsibility of
Councillors to consider for themselves the geological evidence for concern about quarrying. 

Dr Bryan Lovell, OBE, CGeol, has considered the geological evidence that we have to hand bearing on these
matters. Dr Lovell was recently President of the Geological Society, the learned and professional body responsible
for awarding chartered status to geologists. Chartered geologists apply their science to various aspects of getting
from the rocks beneath our feet the resources we need. These resources include the gravel, sand and water, which
lie at the heart of the present application. 

Dr Lovell comments that: “We do not yet have a sufficiently accurate survey of the geology of the field to be able to
assess adequately the already obvious risks to the water supply arising from the proposed quarrying. Assessment of
the chance of successful prevention of pollution requires a detailed map of the buried chalk surface, and a survey of the
size and orientation of fractures within the chalk aquifer. Such information has not been presented by the applicant.”

Granting permission for operations without obtaining and considering these geological data would be a failure of due
process, and would presumably leave the authorities responsible for that decision open to legal challenge in the
event of any subsequent interference by quarrying operations with the water supply. Avoidance of damaging
pollution might in principle be achieved at this site, but only by significant investment in pre-operational surveys, in
equipment and in training of staff. World-class levels of maintenance and supervision would have to be 
sustained by an experienced operator throughout the lifetime of the project.
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AIR QUALITY, NOISE LEVELS AND HEALTH CONCERNS
The National Planning Policy Framework states that planners must “ensure in granting planning permission for
mineral development there are no unacceptable adverse impacts on… human health” (our emphasis).
In its response to the developers’ proposal to build this quarry within a few hundred metres of a primary school,
Natural Health England said the developers must show there will be no “additional emissions including dust or
particulate matter which could adversely affect the local community”. Neither of these conditions is met by the
revised proposal from the developers, as shown by the new air quality assessment they submitted with it.

At first glance, the air quality report appears to give the development a clean bill of health and states the risks posed
by fugitive dust emissions are negligible. This is misleading. The report and its conclusions are based on what the
report authors claim are “robust assumptions”. It is for the committee to decide whether those assumptions are
sufficient to make a decision of this scale and impact. We argue they are not, for the following reasons.

The air quality assessment concludes the risk to the health of children at the school (and local residents) is negligible
based on guidance issued by the Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM). This guidance, it should be noted,
comes with an important caveat. It reads: “The IAQM does not expect practitioners to follow the suggested approach
in all circumstances. Other approaches may also be valid, provided they are based on sound scientific principles.”

As detailed in our original submission that expressed concern about the possible impact of the quarry on health,
there are significant scientific studies that warn about the risks carried by exposure to particulate matter.

The approach taken in the submitted air quality assessment report to address this risk relies on estimates of mean
annual exposure, and states that the (estimated) process contribution to the (estimated) background particulate
matter level is unlikely to push the (estimated) total annual mean exposure over the statutory limit. (Because of this,
the air quality assessment makes no attempt to measure or predict or even estimate what the actual dust emissions
from the quarry will be).

This, as the IAQM makes clear, is one approach. But, in our view, it is inadequate. We note that a separate response
from HCC also points out its severe limitations – not least that no baseline conditions are available. We agree with the
HCC suggestion that, as a minimum, no permission can be granted for the development to proceed without this
information.

Another approach, and one based on the sound scientific principles the IAQM recommends, is to consider the
possible daily exposure to particulate matter for children at Bengeo Primary School. As the IAQM guidance points
out, “dust impacts will occur mainly within 400m of the operation”. The school is 350m from the proposed site
boundary.

For PM10 concentrations, the legal limit is 50 micrograms/cubic metre, which must not be exceeded over a 24 hour
period more than 35 times a year. The IAQM guidance notes that this threshold could be exceeded for “several days
per year” without having a significant impact on annual mean concentrations. The (estimated) annual mean figure
used to dismiss the risk to health of the quarry, in other words, provides no guarantee that children at the school will
not be exposed to greater than this daily limit on repeated occasions.

In fact, the developers’ own air quality assessment suggests that the wind will blow directly from the quarry site to
the school frequently enough to make PM10 exposure levels at the school potentially illegally high. And, of course, as
detailed in our original submission, there is robust, peer-reviewed, research published in recent years that the risk to
health could be significant at much lower levels.

What is the risk to the children? Could the development be in breach of the law? Could children at Bengeo School be
exposed to illegal levels of pollution and therefore place the school (and HCC) in breach of the law? We don’t know.
You don’t know. Most importantly, the developers don’t know – they have not provided a single real measurement or
estimate of dust released from their proposed site. Given the uncertainty, and the risk to the health of vulnerable
children, the proposal cannot be permitted to proceed without this information.

At the very least, the committee must make clear to the developers – as the HCC’s own health officials suggest --that
the health risks cannot be assessed until stringent and reliable PM10 monitoring equipment is installed at the school,
and run for long enough to get reliable baseline data. The suggested mitigation strategy in the air quality assessment
report (that the quarry site manager will determine when there is a strong NE-wind, judge the level of pollution by
“visual inspection” and spray water to reduce it) is wholly inadequate. 

The quarry developers have said that the noise levels will be very close to the legal limit. However, no independent
assessment has been carried out. This noise would affect residents from 7am-6pm on Monday - Friday as well as
7am-1pm on Saturday. 
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IMPORTANT FACTS:
1. Sensitive sites can be affected by PMs (particulate matter) up to 1km from the source (University of Hertfordshire).
2. 32 ‘high sensitivity’ sites within 1km of the quarry were identified by the Air Quality Assessment, including

Bengeo school.
3. Average increases of 10 μg/m3 in PM10 in areas surrounding quarries are reported by the IAQM.
4. Increases of 10 μg/m3 of PM10 affect mortality and morbidity (many sources including WHO).
5. There is no evidence of a safe level of exposure or threshold for PM10 or PM2.5 below which no adverse

health effects occur.
6. Children are particularly vulnerable (WHO).
7. The school day mirrors quarry operational hours, maximising exposure to PMs.
8. Current knowledge on the health effects of air pollution is sufficient for it to be strongly recommended that

children’s exposure to air pollutants be reduced (WHO).

NEGATIVE IMPACT ON THE ECOLOGY AND WILDLIFE
• An independent environmental assessment of local wildlife should be conducted to address concerns about the

following key species: skylarks, brown hare and badgers. The suggestion that brown hare and skylarks move to
other areas fails to take responsibility for the wildlife.

• Concerns about the impact on the adjacent precious ecology of St John's Wood and the possible impact of
groundwater levels have not been addressed. In the new plans an 8 metre bank to the south of the wood is
retained but there is no assessment of its impact on local hydrology.

• Any trees on or near the site will struggle to survive with significant earthworks and changes in soil level taking
place in very close proximity to them.

• There is barely any detailed description in the application of how the ecology will be managed during and after
restoration. Such management is all deferred to an as-yet-unwritten Landscape and Nature Conservation
Management Plan (LNCMP) which, if we understand correctly, the applicants will produce after permission has
been granted. 

In the north Bengeo area there is extensive local woodland but relatively little open agricultural land in the area close
to housing. So Bengeo Field is not just useful as a resource in its own right but is also a corridor between areas of
woodland and surrounding countryside. Any ecological comments must use this context to be fair and balanced. In
among many other open fields Bengeo Field would not be a particularly unique ecological resource, but nested as it
is alongside woodland to the north (St John’s Wood) and housing to the south, it plays a key role in maintaining the
balance between woodland, housing and open field. It provides a natural buffer zone.

The overwhelming impression of the application is that the “phased, short-term nature of the proposals” means that
disturbance to wildlife such as brown hare or skylarks can essentially be ignored. We strongly disagree:
•Extraction is planned to take place in phases, but there will be significant disturbance from noise and other activity
on the site throughout the entire period of operation.

•Restoration of any part of the site to farmland will not realistically happen until the entire operation is complete.
Indeed, it is probable that re-establishment of actual farming could take decades from that point. As HCC officers
are no doubt aware, long-term storage of soil in bunds dramatically reduces its quality and fertility.

•We already have evidence that skylarks may not return. Long-term local residents are well aware that skylarks used
to be present on the fields that became the Rickneys quarry site. They disappeared during active extraction and,
even though much of that site was restored about 10 years ago, the skylarks have not returned.

•Depending on the “phased, short-term nature of the proposals” is simply not a plan for wildlife at all - saying that
the species are migratory is a failure to take responsibility for them. As mentioned above the buffer function of the
field between road, houses and woodland actually means that there are no easy places for species to go to.
Generally, hare and badgers are shy and will not remain in areas used for quarrying without special care being taken
and the active involvement of naturalists etc. to monitor populations and take remedial actions. 
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HIGHWAYS AND TRAFFIC CONCERNS
• The application takes no account that the lorry movement will not be spread evenly throughout the day. There is

likely to be a big impact of queuing lorries waiting for the entrance to open during the morning rush hour which
would have a potentially dangerous impact on children arriving at Bengeo Primary School. The presence of
additional gravel lorries would only compound this problem should Rickneys reopen before its 2017 deadline.

• The developer assumed that traffic patterns would be the same all year round and has not forecast traffic impact
beyond 2017. Given the predicted 10-year lifespan of the pit this should be challenged by the Committee.

• The reduced volume of gravel to be extracted under the revised scheme wouldn’t impact on traffic congestion or
road safety since the rate of extraction would be unchanged.

• In our view the B158 is not safe enough to cope with an average extra 100 HGV movements a day. No mention is
made as to how the applicant would monitor and enforce this vital movement restriction.

• The site would be accessed from a new access junction in a dip in the B158 Wadesmill Road opposite the footpath
and from Watermill Lane and the entrance to Revels Croft Farm. We agree with HCC’s highway engineers that this
is a dangerous location. It would be safer were it to be via the existing Rickneys pit access road in line with the
HCC specification for Preferred Area 2 in its Minerals Local Plan.

• We have raised a number of concerns about the impact of the proposed pit on the rights of way crossing the site.
None are addressed in the applicant’s submissions.
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ARCHAEOLOGY
An extract from an archaeological report, originally commissioned by Hanson Aggregates relating to Rickneys pit and
the surrounding area states "The site lies in an area of considerable archaeological potential... The site has been
undeveloped throughout its later history and therefore any remains present are likely to be well preserved. Extraction
will inevitably destroy any remains that may be present on the site."

The Archaeological Trial Trench Evaluation, commissioned on behalf of the applicants in August 2015 states "The site
contains eight find-spots…. Crop-marks of three sides of a late Bronze Age rectilinear enclosure have been identified
by means of aerial photography, geophysical survey and trial trenching towards the site’s North Western boundary. A
second crop-mark of a sub-circular enclosure lies within the central northern section of the site. A possible Roman
temple has also been postulated in the central eastern section of the site, whilst a Roman coin and three medieval
find-spots are known from the site’s eastern section."

In its current state, the archaeology of the site is well preserved, despite past and present agricultural cultivation, and
would merit further investigation. If the proposed development were to go ahead the physical archaeological features
would inevitably be destroyed and the material culture, including the “interesting pottery assemblage” identified
during the trial trenching, would be displaced from its context. In the former case, the nature of the mineral extraction
process means that it would be impossible to preserve the archaeological features currently identified on the site, in
particular the Bronze Age features in HER “alert area”, which located in phases 3 and 4 of RJD’s development plan.
In the latter case, while the artefacts themselves - or at least as many as could be excavated before the
commencement of the development - would be saved, the destruction of the context in which they were found would
significantly reduce their value for academic study which, in the modern age, is increasingly focused on complex
stratigraphical assessment and rigorous scientific testing of the surrounding physical context.

In accordance with current planning policy and precedent, Ware Park Trust and RJD Ltd would be obligated to
conduct an excavation of the site before commencing extraction, as a condition of planning permission being
granted. RJD’s proposal for any pre-extraction excavation of the site has not yet been made known. However,
evidence from previous development linked excavations has shown that such archaeological projects - conducted
under extreme time and financial pressures - invariably yield poor results which do not in any way compensate for
the permanent loss of the archaeological features themselves. Furthermore, the size of the roughly 40-hectare site
would inevitably lead to a selective excavation process which would be incapable of properly uncovering, assessing
and recording its full archaeological record. Given the considerable potential of the site, in particular the unusual Iron
Age pottery assemblages, the loss of a chance to conduct a proper excavation in line with acknowledged best
archaeological practice would be significant for both the local and academic community.

The archaeology of the site represents a finite, non-renewable resource for the community, both local and academic,
and should be preserved as important evidence of the history of human settlement and cultural development in the
area. This position is clearly reflected in the government’s stated objective that “…the historic environment and its
heritage assets should be conserved and enjoyed for the quality of life they bring to this and future generations”.

The current presumption among archaeologists is that sites such as this should be left undisturbed in order to conserve
them for excavation by future generations, whose techniques and technology will enable them to learn more from the
historic environment than we could in the modern age. This approach means that even sites of considerable potential in
terms of advancing our understanding of the past may well be left ‘dormant’ in the coming years. 

However, the fact that passive conservation rather than active excavation is the current order of the day this should
not be used as a basis for disregarding the importance of this site. Both its archaeological potential and the
presumption that conservation of such sites is the best option to allow for their full future exploitation and should be
taken into consideration by the Council. The best option for the local community of Hertford and the national
academic community, both now and in the future, is to refuse permission. Preserving the archaeology of the site for
the benefit of everyone will ensure its long-term future in the years to come.
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BENGEO FIELD LANDSCAPE SURVEY 
The online Landscape survey conducted in February 2017 provided evidence of how much Bengeo Field is used and
liked. The survey attracted 417 respondents.
• 14.5% of respondents used the field 3 times per week or more, whilst 69% of respondents used the field once per

month or more
• 95% of respondents thought the view over the field either special or very special
• The most valued elements of the view were the distinctive natural undulation (76.5%) and the view down to the

Lonely Oak (72.5%).
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>>>>

Most valued use of the field:
• Walking in green space 75%
• Enjoying open green space 75%
• Away from housing and development 65%

Most common activities:
• Walking 84%
• Part of longer walks 52%
• Dog walking 36%
• Mountain biking 24%

Other activities:
• Horse riding
• Playing with children/grandchildren
• Wildlife photography
• Gathering mushrooms, hazel nuts and berries
• Bird watching
• Nature exploration
• Picnics
• Walking to school
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BENGEO FIELD LANDSCAPE SURVEY CONTINUED

>>>>



STOP BENGEO QUARRY DIARY OF CAMPAIGN EVENTS 
� 12 March 2017 – Campaigners’ walk to the tree and “show your support” photo opportunity (over 150 people)

� 18 February 2017 – Campaign’s information point in Hertford market – discussions with Hertford residents (over 100 participants)

� 21 Sept 2017 – Bengeo Field Tree walk and end of the summer challenge (80 participants)
� 6 Sept 2016 – Bengeo Quarry update meeting for residents in Bengeo Primary School (180 participants)
� July - August 2016 – Bengeo Field Summer Challenge for children
� 10 July 2016 – Bengeo Field Fun Day with live music, events and fun activities (over 600 participants)
� July 2016 – Bengeo Field Photo Competition
� 19 June 2016 – Bengeo Field Discovery Walk, treasure hunt activities around the field (over 150 participants)
� 15 May 2016 – walk from Bengeo to Chapmore End, live music in Chapmore End (over 300 participants)
� 22 April 2016 – Bengeo Quarry Public Meeting at Bengeo Primary School (over 250 participants)
� 17 April 2016 – Bengeo residents’ meeting to protest against the quarry proposal (over 300 participants)
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RESIDENTS’ VIEWS ON BENGEO FIELD LANDSCAPE

“I visit every week with
my children to get out
of the house and run
off some energy in a

safe and beautiful
space.” 

“Keeping and
preserving such

an important
landscape is vital for
the quality of life our
children can enjoy in

Bengeo.” 

“We always take
visitors across the
field to Chapmore

End, and to a one they
remark how

unexpected such a
lovely walk is - for our

location - in all
weathers!”

“It's a stunning view,
fresh air, see for

miles. I love the ever
changing colours

during the seasons.” 

“It is also the epitome 
of a health-care, 

social-care and public 
leisure facility.” 

“It’s such a beautiful
place, very peaceful and

serene and such a
gorgeous landscape.”

“I believe it would be a
travesty to destroy this
beautiful landscape.”

“It is a breathtaking
view which must be
retained for future

generations.” 
“The health and 
well-being of our

community is
worth much more
than gravel and
sand. In fact it is

PRICELESS.”  

“Herthford is worth
more than gravel.”

“This is a wonderful
and well used natural
amenity, close to the

town and must be
protected.”

“The landscape will
never be the same if

quarrying is allowed.”

“Fantastic views from
Bengeo Field towards

Ware Park and
uncluttered
surrounding

countryside.”

“The view from our
house would be

completely spoilt. I
love looking across

the fields.”

“At the heart of why
we moved to

Hertford.”

“This is the last
unspoilt rural Gateway

into Hertford.”

“It is a very beautiful
part of Bengeo. I am a visitor to
Bengeo from Cornwall and go to

look after my grandchildren. It is my
favourite place in Bengeo.”

“It defines the boundary from town to
country. Crucial to the whole setting

on the area north of Hertford.” 

“The loss of this landscape would represent a
terrible loss for people who live in the area and
for future generations who live in this area.”
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RESIDENTS’ VIEWS ON BENGEO FIELD LANDSCAPE

“The Bengeo Field
view is just amazing.

There are always
people and animals

walking there. Please
let us enjoy this place -

there are no
comparable

alternatives to it!”

“I have never seen 
a quarry so near to a
residential area and

for an area of Hertford
that attracts people to

Hertford due to its
natural beauty.”

“The view is perfect
as it is - a quarry

would ruin not only
the landscape but it

would alter our
community forever.” 

“The view of the field
is very distinctive. As I
walk or run across it
the view constantly

evolves.”

“The view and the
sense of openness to

the countryside is
unexplainable, it

draws you in, makes
you happy.”

“It is the BEST thing
about Bengeo, I walk
there everyday if I can

and love it!”

“It never ceases to
take my breath away. It

is stunning whatever
the season. It would
be utter madness to

destroy this little gem.”

“Bengeo Field is a local example 
of the type of superb view and

irreplaceable ancient landscape 
that make Britain great.”

“This unique
landscape must be

preserved at all costs:
it is one of the most

significant features of
Hertfordshire.”

“It would be
disastrous to lose

this lovely amenity.”

“When I was younger
I walked to collect
chestnuts from the

woods (St Johns) it's
a beautiful walk in the

summer and I want
my kids then their

kids to be able to do
the same.” 

“I often walk my dog
across and around

Bengeo Field. I
always admire the
vista at different

times of the year as
it offers so many
different views

depending on the
climate.”

“The Fields and views
are iconic to

Bengeo.”

“There are fewer and
fewer spaces like

this left for families
to walk safely and
children to enjoy
what countryside
should look like.”

“In a part of the country which tends
to be fairly flat the undulating

landscape of the field rising up above
the Rib Valley and giving commanding

views into the distance is worth
protecting. It also provides the type of

entrance an Historic County Town
such as Hertford deserves.”

“To dig this special place up would
cause chaos in the nature of the

area and cause great environmental
damage not only for us but for future

generations, which if this goes
through future generations will not

forgive us for.

“The views are
outstanding and it is

so peaceful in
comparison to other

public space.” 

“It is so pleasing 
visually - it lifts 

the spirit.”

“It is a fantastic view
whatever season. A
lovely unspoilt open

space.”

“This field is integral
to the local

community and used
by a lot of residents to

access both
Chapmore End and
the adjoining nature

reserves.”

“It is a special place
of natural beauty

which, if lost would
have irreparable

impact on wildlife.” 

“I just love the field
and couldn't do

without it. Love to
walk there in the

peace and quiet of
such lovely views.”

“It is so pleasing visually 
- it lifts the spirit.”

“From Sacombe Road
the view across the
field is inspiring and

irreplaceable.”

“I believe it would be a
travesty to destroy

this beautiful
landscape.”


