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1 INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 This report considers the agricultural land quality of a parcel of land extending to 

approximately 5.3 ha at Langley Bottom Farm, Epsom (the Site), and reviews that in the 

context of relevant policy governing development of agricultural land. 

 

1.2 The Site comprises part of one field, shown edged in red on the aerial image below.  

Insert 1. The Site (boundary approx.) (Google Earth) 

 

 

1.3 A detailed Agricultural Land Classification (ALC) survey has been carried out over the 

Site.  The Site is recorded as Subgrades 3a and 3b land quality.  

 

1.4 This report: 

(i) reviews the relevant planning policy and Guidance in section 2; 

(ii) describes the Site and the ALC survey findings in section 3; 

(iii) assesses the findings against policy in section 4; and 

(iv) ends with a summary and conclusions in section 5. 

 
1.5 This report has been prepared by Kernon Countryside Consultants Ltd.  We specialise in 

assessing the effects of development proposals on agricultural land and businesses.  
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2 RELEVANT PLANNING POLICY AND GUIDANCE 

  

National Planning Policy Framework 

2.1 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2024) paragraph 187 notes that 

planning policies and decisions should contribute to enhance the natural and local 

environment by, inter alia, recognising “the wider benefits from natural capital and 

ecosystem services – including the economic and other benefits of the best and 

most versatile agricultural land”. 

 

2.2 The best and most versatile (BMV) agricultural land is defined in Annex 2 of the NPPF as 

land which is of Grade 1, 2 and Subgrade 3a of the Agricultural Land Classification 

(ALC)1.  

 

2.3 Paragraph 188 of the NPPF discusses plan making. It requires plans to, inter alia, allocate 

land with the least environmental or amenity value, where consistent with other policies in 

the Framework. Footnote 65 of the NPPF identifies that “where significant 

development of agricultural land is demonstrated to be necessary, areas of poorer 

quality land should be preferred to those of a higher quality”.  

 

2.4 There is no definition of what constitutes “significant” development. However, the “Guide 

to assessing development proposals on agricultural land” (Natural England, February 

2021) (Appendix KCC1) advises local planning authorities to “take account of smaller 

losses (under 20 ha) if they’re significant when making your decision”, suggesting 

that 20 ha is a suitable threshold for defining “significant” in many cases.  

 

 Local Plan  

2.5 The Local Plan comprises policies in the Core Strategy (2007) and the Development 

Management Policies Document (2015).  Page 64 of the Development Management 

Polices Document identifies that the objectives of agricultural land policy are met by 

policies DM1, DM2 and national planning policy.  Neither DM1 nor DM2 reference 

agricultural land, so policy is as set out in the NPPF. 

  

 
1 Agricultural Land Classification of England and Wales: revised guidelines and criteria for assessing the quality of 
agricultural land, MAFF (October 1988). 
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Guidance 

2.6 Natural England’s “Guide to Assessing Development Proposals on Agricultural Land” 

(February 2021) describes the ALC process and sets out guidance on managing soils.  It 

advises on the consultation process where more than 20 ha of BMV land is involved.  

 

2.7 The Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment (IEMA) produced a Guide 

“A New Perspective on Land and Soil in Environment Impact Assessment” in February 

2022.  Whilst this refers to EA development, it identifies in table 3 (page 49) the 

magnitude of the impacts on soil resources.  Losses of under 5 ha are defined as minor 

magnitude losses, and losses of 5 – 20 ha as moderate magnitude losses. 
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3 AGRICULTURAL LAND QUALITY OF THE SITE 

 

The ALC System 

3.1 The Agricultural Land Classification (ALC) system provides a framework for classifying 

land according to the extent to which its physical or chemical characteristics impose long 

term limitations on the agricultural use of the site. The ALC system divides agricultural 

land into five grades. Grade 1 of the ALC is described as being of excellent quality and 

Grade 5, at the other end of the scale, is described as being of very poor quality. The 

current guidelines and criteria for the ALC were published by the Ministry of Agriculture, 

Fisheries and Food (MAFF) in 1988. 

 

3.2 The ALC system is further described in Natural England’s Technical Information Note 049 

which is reproduced in Appendix KCC2. 

 

 Detailed ALC Survey Results 

3.3 A detailed ALC survey was carried out on the 22nd April 2025 across the Site.  7 auger 

point inspection sites were examined on a regular 100m grid, using a spade and soil 

auger to a maximum depth of 120cm where possible.  

 

3.4 One soil pit was dug to measure the stoniness and to better describe the soil profiles.  

Two samples were sent for laboratory analysis for the fractions of sand, silt and clay.  

 

3.5 A detailed ALC report is set out in Appendix KCC3.  

 

3.6 The results of the survey are provided in the table below.  

 Table 1. ALC Results 

ALC Grade Area (Ha) Proportion (%) 

Subgrade 3a 2.6 49 

Subgrade 3b 2.6 49 

Non-agricultural  0.1 2 

Total 5.3 100 

 

3.7 The distribution of grading can be seen on the extract of the ALC plan below. The full plan 

can be found at the back of the report referenced Plan KCC3946/02. 
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 Insert 2. Extract from the ALC Plan 

 

 

 

3.8 The Site is a mixture of subgrades 3a and 3b.  The distribution of the subgrade 3a, which 

is BMV, is complex with the 2.6 ha divided into two broadly similar-sized parcels on the 

eastern and western sides of the field, with the central area comprising land of poorer 

quality. 
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4 POLICY ASSESSMENT  

 

4.1 The NPPF (2024) sets out that the economic and other benefits of BMV land need to be 

recognised. In plan making terms the NPPF sets out that, where significant development 

of agricultural land is involved, poorer quality land should be used in preference. 

Therefore we consider the economic and other benefits then go on to consider the plan-

making considerations.  

 

The Economic and Other Benefits of BMV 

4.2 The NPPF (2024) does not prevent development of BMV land.  It requires only that the 

economic and other benefits of BMV land be recognised. 

 

4.3 There is no research available that we are aware of that seeks to analyse the productive 

economic advantages of BMV to non-BMV land.  

 

4.4 In the absence of any empirical data, an economic assessment is inevitably crude. Taking 

standard budgeting textbooks, such as the John Nix Pocketbook for Farm Management 

(extracts which have been reproduced in Appendix KCC4), it is possible to show the 

difference between moderate and high yields as an illustration between crops.  

 

4.5 Taking that crude measure and applying it to winter wheat and oilseed rape, the 

differences are shown below.  

 Table 2. Assessment of Economic of Farmed Land 

 Item Winter Wheat Oilseed Rape 

Average High Average High 

Yield (t/ha) 8.3t/ha 9.5t/ha 3.5t/ha 4.0t/ha 

Output (£)  £1,765/ha £1,993/ha £1,488/ha £1,700/ha 

Gross Margin (£) £1,110/ha £1,338/ha £906/ha £1,118/ha 

Uplift (£)  - £228/ha - £212/ha 

 John Nix Pocketbook for Farm Management, September 2024 

 

4.6 Based on this, the economic benefits of the 2.6 ha of BMV land to non-BMV land would 

be £593 per annum (£551 - £593 based on 2025 budgets).  Hence the economic benefits 

of a land parcel of this size are very limited.  They represent an incremental production 

benefit of 3.1 tonnes per annum of wheat (2.6 ha BMV x 1.2 t/ha) or 1.3 t/annum of 

oilseed rape.   
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4.7 Therefore, for development management purposes, the economic and other benefits of 

BMV have been recognised and quantified, and these will need to be considered in the 

overall planning balance. 

Whether this is “Significant” Development 

4.8 This proposal falls below the threshold for consultation with Natural England and is 

therefore arguably not “significant” development of agricultural land in the context of the 

NPPF.  

 

4.9 Footnote 65 to paragraph 188 of the NPPF considers whether poorer quality land is 

available.  This footnote is to paragraph 188, which is a plan making policy paragraph.  

Setting that aside, the trigger for an assessment of poorer quality land is that the proposal 

involves “significant development of agricultural land”.  “Significant Development” is 

not defined in the NPPF. One threshold for determination of what is significant is the 

threshold for consultation with Natural England, which is set at the loss of 20ha or more of 

BMV land (as can be seen in the TIN049 in Appendix KCC2). This has been the 

threshold for consultation with MAFF since 1987.  

 

4.10 At 2.6 ha the quantum of BMV within the Site is well below the threshold for consultation 

with Natural England. Therefore, this quantum is not “significant development”.   

 

4.11 The “Guide to assessing development proposals on agricultural land” (Natural England, 

5th February 2021) (Appendix KCC1) does not define a threshold but does provide some 

guidance. This adds to our view that 20ha is a reasonable threshold for defining what is 

significant development:  

• paragraph 6 states “you should take account of smaller losses (under 20ha) if 

they are significant when making your decision”, which suggests that losses of 

under 20ha would not be significant unless there are particular local circumstances. 

What those particular local circumstances are, is not defined but it would be 

reasonable consider that the loss of 20ha may be significant in an area where BMV 

land is rare, for example. That is not the case at this Site, where the predictive maps 

have a large proportion of the area as >60% BMV quality; and  

• paragraph 7.1 states that you can use Natural England’s chargeable discretionary 

advice system “if your proposal is large, for example 20ha or more, and requires 

more detailed advice”. The definition of large as being more than 20ha suggests 

that a site under 20ha is considered small, and hence, not significant.  
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4.12 This is not significant development of BMV land.  Therefore, the requirement to consider if 

poorer quality land is available, under footnote 65, is not triggered.  For completeness, 

however, we now turn to assess that. 

 

 

Land Quality in the Area Generally and Whether Poorer Quality Land is Available 

4.13 The significance of development involving agricultural land needs to be considered in 

context.  Across England it is estimated that 42% of farmland is of Grade 1, 2 and 3a 

quality (see TIN049, Appendix KCC2).  

 

4.14 The Utilised Agricultural Area (UAA) of England, which is less than the total amount of 

agricultural land, was 8.7 million hectares in June 2024 (Agricultural Land Use in England 

on 1 June 2024, DEFRA, 26 September 2024).  This suggests that about 3.7 million 

hectares of BMV land is in active agricultural use.  

 

4.15 Statistically about 40% of Grade 3 land falls within Subgrade 3a.  However, in parts of the 

country the proportion of Subgrade 3a is expected to be much higher.  

 

4.16 Therefore, it is not considered that BMV quality is a rare resource.  

 

4.17 On the published “provisional” ALC maps from the 1970s the land is shown as 

undifferentiated Grade 3 and non-agricultural land, as is most of the land around the 

settlement. 

 Insert 3. Provisional ALC Map  

 

 

 

4.18 The provisional maps were published at a scale of 1:250,000 and can only be used for 

strategic purposes, as described in TIN049 (Appendix KCC2).  In 2017 Natural England 

The Site 
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produced predictive best and most versatile maps.  These estimate the proportion of land 

within an area that is of BMV quality.  There are three categories which are low (<20% 

area BMV), moderate (20-60% area BMV), and high (>60% area BMV).   

 

4.19 The predictive BMV likelihood maps predict that the land is non-agricultural land.  This 

can be seen on the predictive map below.  

 Insert 4. Predictive BMV Map  

 

 

 

4.20 The provisional maps do not identify any land of lower agricultural quality in the area. 

 

4.21 Where sites have been surveyed in the past, mostly by MAFF or its agencies between 

1989 and 1995, the results are available on www.magic.gov.uk.  As shown below, no 

sites nearby have been surveyed. 

The Site 

http://www.magic.gov.uk/
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Insert 5. Surveyed Land in the Area 

 

 

 

4.22 Therefore there is no evidence of sites of lower quality in the locality.  

 

4.23 Based on this, it can be concluded that, in terms of land quality in the local area:  

(i) the land is shown on provisional mapping as undifferentiated Grade 3 and non-

agricultural; 

(ii)  the predictive likelihood of BMV maps show that the Site to be located within an area 

of agricultural land; 

(iii) land near to the Site is predicted to be undifferentiated Grade 3, and further afield is 

predicted to be in the 20-60% likelihood of BMV;  

(iv) therefore there is no evidence of poorer quality land in the wider area.  

 

4.24 The Site itself is a mixture of Subgrade 3a and 3b land quality.  In the event that there 

was a need to consider whether poorer quality land is available, it is evident from the 

provisional, predictive and surveyed sites that the land around the Site is considered likely 

to be of a similar quality to that of the Site.  

 

x 

x 

The site 
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5 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS  

 

5.1 The Proposed Development Site extends to 5.3 ha.  

 

5.2 The land has been classified as comprising 2.6 ha (49%) of Subgrade 3a, 2.6 ha (49%) 

Subgrade 3b and 0.1 ha (2%) Non-agricultural land.  Therefore, the Site contains some 

best and most versatile agricultural land.  However this is split into two different patches 

of land with poorer quality land between.  In practical terms the better quality land cannot 

be farmed differently to the poorer quality land. 

 

5.3 The NPPF requires economic and other benefits of BMV to be considered. The economic 

benefits of this Site are limited at £593 per annum over the BMV land, and the food 

production benefits are negligible, at circa 3 tonnes per annum of wheat. 

 

5.4 In terms of the NPPF, this is not “significant development” of agricultural land. 

Accordingly, poorer quality land does not need to be considered in preference.  

 

5.5 Were poorer quality land to be considered, there is no evidence that poorer quality land 

exists. 

 

5.6 Agricultural land quality should not be a constraint to development.  The NPPF requires 

that it be recognised, but does not constrain development which is not significant 

development, and in any case, there is no evidence that poorer quality land is available. 
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Natural England’s Technical 

Information Note TIN049 
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AGRICULTURAL LAND CLASSIFICATION 

 

1. This report provides the findings of a detailed Agricultural Land Classification (ALC).  It is 

based on a desktop study of relevant published information on climate, topography, 

geology, and soil, in conjunction with a soil survey. The approximately 5.3 hectare (ha) 

Study Area is shown in Plan KCC3946/01. 

 

Methodology 

2. The work has been carried out by a Chartered Scientist (CSci), who is a Fellow (F. I. Soil 

Sci) of the British Society of Soil Science (BSSS). This ALC survey has been carried out 

by a soil scientist who meets the BSSS Professional Competency Standard (PSC) 

scheme requirements for ALC (see BSSS PCS Document 2 ‘Agricultural Land 

Classification of England and Wales’2).  The BSSS PSC scheme is endorsed, amongst 

others, by the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra), Natural 

England, the Science Council, and the Institute of Environmental Assessment and 

Management (IEMA). 

 

3. This assessment is based upon the findings of a study of published information on 

climate, geology and soil in combination with a soil investigation carried out in 

accordance with the Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food (MAFF) 3 ‘Agricultural 

Land Classification of England and Wales: Revised Guidelines and Criteria for Grading 

the Quality of Agricultural Land’, October 1988 (henceforth referred to as the ‘the ALC 

Guidelines’). 

 

4. The ALC system provides a framework for classifying land according to the extent to 

which its physical or chemical characteristics impose long-term limitations on agricultural 

use.  The ALC system divides agricultural land into five grades (Grade 1 ‘Excellent’ to 

Grade 5 ‘Very Poor’), with Grade 3 subdivided into Subgrade 3a ‘Good’ and Subgrade 3b 

‘Moderate’.  Agricultural land classified as Grade 1, 2 and Subgrade 3a falls in the ‘best 

and most versatile’ category in Paragraphs 187 and 188 of the National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF), revised on the 12th of December 2024.  Further details of the ALC 

system and national planning policy implications are set out in Natural England’s ‘Guide 

to assessing development proposals on agricultural land’ online4. 

 

 
2 British Society of Soil Science.  Professional Competency Scheme Document 2 ‘Agricultural Land Classification of England 
and Wales’. Available online @ https://www.soils.org.uk/sites/default/files/events/flyers/ipss-competency-doc2.pdf  Last 
accessed May 2025 
3 The Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food (MAFF) was incorporated within the Department for Environment, Food and 
Rural Affairs (Defra) in June 2001 
4 Natural England (2022) ‘Guide to assessing development proposals on agricultural land’. Available online at 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/agricultural-land-assess-proposals-for-development/guide-to-assessing-
development-proposals-on-agricultural-land Last accessed May 2025 

https://www.soils.org.uk/sites/default/files/events/flyers/ipss-competency-doc2.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/agricultural-land-assess-proposals-for-development/guide-to-assessing-development-proposals-on-agricultural-land
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/agricultural-land-assess-proposals-for-development/guide-to-assessing-development-proposals-on-agricultural-land
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5. A detailed ALC survey of the Study Area was carried out on the 22nd April 2025.  The 

ALC survey involved examination of the soil’s physical properties at seven auger-bores 

within the Study Area at a density of one auger-bore per hectare (ha).  One soil pit, i.e., 

Pit 1 located near auger bore location 6, was excavated with a spade to examine certain 

soil physical properties, such as stone content and subsoil structure, in more detail.  See 

Plan KCC39646/01 for the location of auger bores and soil pits. 

 

6. The sample locations were located using a hand-held Garmin E-Trec Geographic 

Information System (GIS) to enable the sample locations to be relocated for verification, if 

necessary. 

 

7. The soil profile at each sample location was examined to a maximum depth of 

approximately 1.2 m by hand using a 5 cm diameter Dutch (Edleman) soil auger. The soil 

profile at each sample location was described using the ‘Soil Survey Field Handbook: 

Describing and Sampling Soil Profiles’ (Ed. J.M. Hodgson, Cranfield University, 1997).  

Each soil profile was ascribed a grade following the ALC Guidelines. A log of the soil 

profiles examined and described on-site is given in Attachment 1, and a description of 

the soil pit is given in Attachment 2.  

 

8. A topsoil sample was collected at auger bore locations 2 and 6, as shown in Plan 

KCC3946/01. The samples were sent to an accredited laboratory for particle size 

analysis, i.e., sand, silt, and clay proportions.  This is to determine the definitive texture 

class of the topsoil, especially regarding distinguishing between medium clay loams (i.e., 

<27% clay) and heavy clay loams (27% to 35% clay). The results of the laboratory 

particle size (texture) analysis are given in Section 3.0, and a laboratory report is given in 

Attachment 3. 

 

9. As described in the ALC Guidelines, the main physical factors influencing agricultural 

land quality are: 

• climate;  

• site;  

• soil; and 

• interactive limitations.  

 

10. These factors are considered in turn below. 

 

 Climate 

11. Interpolated climate data relevant to determining the ALC grade of land at the Site is 

given in Table 1 below. 
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Table 1: ALC Climate Data 

Climate Parameter Grid Ref: TQ207576 

Average Altitude (m) 87 

Average Annual Rainfall (mm) 719 

Accumulated Temperature above 0˚C (January – June) 1419 

Field Capacity Days (FCD) 152 

Moisture Deficit (mm) Wheat 106 

Moisture Deficit (mm) Potatoes 98 

Grade according to climate 1 

 

12. Parameters used for assessing overall climate are accumulated temperature, a measure 

of relative warmth, and average annual rainfall, a measure of overall wetness. Regarding 

Figure 1 ‘Grade according to climate’ on page 6 of the ALC Guidelines, there is no overall 

climatic limitation to the quality of agricultural land at the Site.  This means that 

agricultural land at the Site could be graded as ALC Grade 1 in overall climatic terms 

without any other limiting factor, i.e., site, soil, and/or interactive limitations.  

 

13. The soil profiles across the Study Area are predicted to be at field capacity (i.e., the 

amount of soil moisture or water content held in the soil after excess water has drained 

away) for approximately 152 Field Capacity Days (FCD) per year, mainly over the late 

autumn, winter and early spring.  The climate interacts with soil physical properties, i.e., 

soil texture and wetness class, and can limit agricultural land quality due to soil wetness 

as per Table 6 of the ALC Guideline ‘Grade according to soil wetness’.  It should be 

noted that the number of FCD at this Site just falls in the FCD category 151-175 for 

determining the grade according to wetness.  

 

 Site 

14. As shown in Plan KCC3946/01, the Study Area is located on the south-western edge of 

Langley Vale, Epsom. The approximate centre of the Site is located at British National 

Grid (BNG) reference TQ208576. The Study Area is bordered by Langley Vale Road to 

the north, by residential development to the east, and by agricultural land to the south 

and west. 

 

15. With regard to the ALC Guidelines, agricultural land quality can be limited by one or more 

of three main site factors as follows: 

• gradient; 

• micro-relief (i.e., complex change in slope angle over short distances); and 

• risk of flooding. 
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Gradient and Micro-Relief 

16. The Study Area is located on a gentle, northwest-facing slope at approximately 100 

metres (m) Above Ordnance Datum (AOD) at the highest point in the southeast and 

approximately 85m AOD at the lowest elevation in the north.   

 

17. The quality of agricultural land within the Study Area is not limited by gradient, which 

does not exceed 7° (refer to Table 1 of ALC Guidelines).  Likewise, the quality of 

agricultural land in the Study Area is not limited by micro-relief, i.e., where complex 

changes in slope angle and direction over short distances, or the presence of boulders or 

rock outcrops, even on level ground or gentle slopes, can severely limit the use of 

agricultural machinery. 

 

  Risk of Flooding 

18. According to the Government Flood Map for Planning website5, the land in the Study 

Area is in Flood Zone 1 at a low risk of flooding.  The MAFF ALC Guidelines (1988) take 

account of the frequency, duration, and timing of flooding in the summer and winter (re 

Table 2 ‘Grade according to flood risk in summer’ and/or Table 3 ‘Grade according to 

flood risk in winter’). There is no evidence the grade of agricultural land in the Study Area 

is limited by flood risk during the summer or winter following the ALC Guidelines. 

 

 Soil 

19. Geology/Soil Parent Material.  British Geological Survey (BGS) online6 information has 

been utilised to identify the Bedrock underlying the Study Area and any Superficial (Drift) 

Deposits over the Bedrock.  This information helps to determine the parent material7 from 

and within which a soil has formed. 

 

20. From the BGS information, the Study Area is underlain by Chalk of the Lewes Nodular 

Chalk Formation, Seaford Chalk Formation and Newhaven Chalk Formation. The 

bedrock is not covered by any superficial deposits. 

 

21. Published Information on Soil.  Soil information on the National Soil Map8 indicates 

that land at the Site is covered by soils grouped in the Newmarket 2 Association. As 

described by the Soil Survey of England and Wales (SSEW)9, the association comprises 

 
5 Government/Environment Agency. ‘Get flood risk information for planning in England’. Available online at https://flood-map-for-
planning.service.gov.uk/ Last accessed May 2025 
6 British Geological Survey ‘Geology of Britain Viewer’.  Available online @ 
http://www.bgs.ac.uk/discoveringGeology/geologyOfBritain/viewer.html  Last accessed May 2025 
7 British Geological Survey. A ‘parent material’ is a soil-science name for a weathered rock or deposit from and within which a 
soil has formed. In the UK, parent materials provide the basic foundations and building blocks of the soil, influencing their 
texture, structure, drainage and chemistry. Available online @ Soil Parent Material Model - British Geological Survey 
(bgs.ac.uk) Last accessed May 2025 
8 Cranfield University (2025) Soil site report, Soil Report for location 520933E, 157549N, 1km x  1km, Cranfield University. 
9 Soil Survey of England and Wales, National Soil Resource Institute, Cranfield University (2023).   The Soils Guide. Available 
online at https://www.landis.org.uk/soilsguide/mapunit_list.cfm Last accessed May 2025 

https://flood-map-for-planning.service.gov.uk/
https://flood-map-for-planning.service.gov.uk/
https://www.bgs.ac.uk/datasets/soil-parent-material-model/#:~:text=A%20%E2%80%98parent%20material%E2%80%99%20is%20a%20soil-science%20name%20for,structure%2C%20drainage%20and%20chemistry.%20Soil%20parent%20material%20sample.
https://www.bgs.ac.uk/datasets/soil-parent-material-model/#:~:text=A%20%E2%80%98parent%20material%E2%80%99%20is%20a%20soil-science%20name%20for,structure%2C%20drainage%20and%20chemistry.%20Soil%20parent%20material%20sample.
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well-drained soils formed in chalk and chalky drift that are mainly shallow or moderately 

deep calcareous coarse loamy soils, but there are also some non-calcareous, generally 

deeper, coarse loamy soils. The characteristic soil is the coarse loamy Newmarket series, 

which belongs to the brown rendzinas and lies directly on chalk rubble. The main 

associate soils are the fine loamy Rudham series, also brown rendzinas. Deeper, coarse 

loamy and fine loamy typical brown calcareous earths, Swaffham Prior and Soham series 

respectively, with chalky rubble in the lower subsoil are nearly as widespread as the 

rendzinas. Together all these soils cover about two-thirds of the association. Coarse 

loamy typical argillic brown earths of the Moulton series also occur and are recognized by 

a thin brown clay-enriched layer immediately above the irregular surface of the chalky 

substratum. Deep sandy Newport soils, typical brown sands, occasionally occur in 

Norfolk and Suffolk in glaciofluvial drift capping hills and in river terrace drift. In South 

East England, the association is found mainly on moderate slopes on the dipslope of the 

Downs between Leatherhead and Guildford, on the Chilterns near Marlow and near 

Newbury. There is some steep land locally, especially in the Chilterns. Newmarket and 

Rudham series cover about half the land and, in the Chilterns, they are associated with 

Andover series. Soham, Swaffham Prior and Moulton soils occur with small patches of 

fine loamy Frilsham soils on the floors of dry valleys and on flat crests or benches. All the 

soils are permeable and well-drained (Wetness Class I). They readily absorb excess 

winter rainfall with little run-off, although there is a slight risk of water erosion if fields are 

left bare on slopes. Rooting is restricted to some degree depending on the depth and 

compactness of the underlying chalk rubble. 

 

Soil Survey 

22. The soil profiles recorded at each auger-bore location are given in Attachment 1.  A 

detailed description of Soil Pit 1 is given in Attachment 2.   

 

23. The soil survey determined predominantly brown (Munsell colour 10YR5/3 and 7.5YR4/3) 

medium clay loam topsoil over pale brown (10YR6/3) or strong brown (7.5YR4/6) 

medium clay loam upper subsoil, over weathered chalk. The profiles are very calcareous 

and are moderately stony. These profiles are similar to those in the Newmarket 2 

Association described above. 

 

24. Topsoil Particle Size Analysis.  To substantiate topsoil texture determined during the 

ALC survey by hand-texturing, two topsoil samples were collected over the Study Area, 

i.e., from auger bore locations 2 and 6, see Plan KCC3946/01. The topsoil samples were 

sent to an accredited laboratory for analysis of particle size distribution (PSD), based on 

the British Standard Institution particle size grades. The certificate of analysis is provided 

as Attachment 3. The findings of the PSD analysis are shown in Table 2 below: 
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Table 2: Topsoil Particle Size Analysis 

Topsoil Sample 

Location 

% sand 

0.063-2.0 

mm 

% silt 

0.002-

0.063 

mm 

                    

% clay 

<0.002 

mm 

 

ALC Soil Texture Class 

2 42 34 24 Medium Clay Loam 

6 (Pit 1) 37 38 25 Medium Clay Loam 

 

 Interactive Limitations  

25. From the information above, together with the findings of the detailed soil survey (see 

Soil Profile Log given in Attachment 1), it has been determined that the quality of 

agricultural land at the Site is limited by soil droughtiness, as described below.   

 

26. Soil Droughtiness.  From the ALC Guidelines, a soil droughtiness limitation exists ‘in 

areas with relatively low rainfall or high evapotranspiration, or where the soil holds only 

small reserves of moisture available to plant roots.’  The ALC grade according to soil 

droughtiness is shown in Table 3 below (based on Table 8 ‘Grade According to 

Droughtiness’ in the ALC Guidelines).  To be eligible for Grades 1 to 3b the moisture 

balances (MBs) must be equal to, or exceed, the stated minimum values for both wheat 

and potatoes.  If the MB for either crop is less (i.e., more negative) than that shown for 

Subgrade 3b, the soil is Grade 4 on droughtiness):  

Table 3: ALC Grade According to Soil Droughtiness  

Grade/Subgrade  Moisture Balance (MB) Limits (mm)  

Wheat  Potatoes  

1  +30  +10  

2  +5  -10  

3a  -20  -30  

3b  -50  -55  

4  <-50  <-55  

 

27. The Moisture Balance (MB) values and ALC grade according to soil droughtiness per 

auger-bore are shown in Attachment 1.  It has been determined that soil droughtiness is 

sufficient to limit the quality of agricultural land within the Study Area to Subgrade 3a or 

Subgrade 3b on shallower soils over the chalk. 
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ALC Grading at the Site 

28. By detailed ALC survey, it has been determined that the quality of agricultural land at the 

Site is limited by soil droughtiness to Subgrade 3a, or subgrade 3b where the soils are 

shallow over chalk. 

 

29. A residential house and garden in the northeastern corner is classified as ‘other/non-

agricultural land’. 

 

30. The area and proportion of agricultural land in each ALC grade have been measured 

from an ALC map given in Plan KCC3946/02.  The findings are reported in Table 4 

below. 

Table 4: Agricultural Land Classification 

ALC Grade Area (Ha) 
Area  

(% of Total Site) 

Grade 1 (Excellent) 0 0 

Grade 2 (Very Good) 0 0 

Subgrade 3a (Good) 2.6 49.0 

Subgrade 3b (Moderate) 2.6 49.0 

Grade 4 (Poor) 0 0 

Grade 5 (Very Poor) 0 0 

Non-agricultural / Other land 0.1 2.0 

Total 7.3 100 
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Attachment 1 

Soil Pit Log 
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Matrix 

NGR X Y Top Bttm Thick Munsell colour Form Munsell colour Form Munsell colour % > 2cm > 6cm Type % > 2cm > 6cm Type Strength Size Shape MBw MBp Gd WC Gw Limitation 1 Limitation 2 Limitation 3 Grade

1 TQ 20620 57800 520620 157800 83 ≤7 Level CER 0 26 26 7.5YR4/3 No MCL - Clay loam (medium) 20 10 5 HR - All hard rocks or stones (i.e. those which cannot be scratched with a finger nail) Not Applicable VC - Very calcareous (>10% CaCO3) No No -16 -15 3a WC I 1 Droughtiness 3a

26 50 24 7.5YR4/6 No MCL - Clay loam (medium) 20 HR - All hard rocks or stones (i.e. those which cannot be scratched with a finger nail) Moderate VC - Very calcareous (>10% CaCO3) No No

50 80 30 CHK - Chalk 2 HR - All hard rocks or stones (i.e. those which cannot be scratched with a finger nail) Poor VC - Very calcareous (>10% CaCO3) No

2 TQ 20700 57700 520700 157700 87 ≤7 Level CER 0 26 26 7.5YR4/3 No MCL - Clay loam (medium) 20 10 4 HR - All hard rocks or stones (i.e. those which cannot be scratched with a finger nail) Not Applicable VC - Very calcareous (>10% CaCO3) No No 4 1 3a WC I 1 Droughtiness 3a

26 40 14 7.5YR4/6 No MCL - Clay loam (medium) 8 HR - All hard rocks or stones (i.e. those which cannot be scratched with a finger nail) 7 CH - Chalk or chalk stones Moderate VC - Very calcareous (>10% CaCO3) No No

40 70 30 10YR6/3 No MCL - Clay loam (medium) 40 CH - Chalk or chalk stones Moderate VC - Very calcareous (>10% CaCO3) No No

70 100 30 No CHK - Chalk 2 HR - All hard rocks or stones (i.e. those which cannot be scratched with a finger nail) Poor VC - Very calcareous (>10% CaCO3) No No

3 TQ 20700 57600 520700 157600 87 ≤7 Level CER 0 26 26 7.5YR4/3 No MCL - Clay loam (medium) 20 10 4 HR - All hard rocks or stones (i.e. those which cannot be scratched with a finger nail) Not Applicable VC - Very calcareous (>10% CaCO3) No No 4 1 3a WC I 1 Droughtiness 3a

26 50 24 7.5YR4/6 No MCL - Clay loam (medium) 10 HR - All hard rocks or stones (i.e. those which cannot be scratched with a finger nail) 5 CH - Chalk or chalk stones Moderate VC - Very calcareous (>10% CaCO3) No No

50 70 20 10YR6/3 No MCL - Clay loam (medium) 40 CH - Chalk or chalk stones Moderate VC - Very calcareous (>10% CaCO3) No No

70 100 30 No CHK - Chalk 2 HR - All hard rocks or stones (i.e. those which cannot be scratched with a finger nail) Poor VC - Very calcareous (>10% CaCO3) No No

4 TQ 20800 57600 520800 157600 99 ≤7 Level CER 0 22 22 10YR5/3 No MCL - Clay loam (medium) 20 10 5 HR - All hard rocks or stones (i.e. those which cannot be scratched with a finger nail) Not Applicable VC - Very calcareous (>10% CaCO3) No No -30 -22 3b WC I 1 Droughtiness 3b

22 40 18 No MCL - Clay loam (medium) 50 CH - Chalk or chalk stones Moderate VC - Very calcareous (>10% CaCO3) No No

40 70 30 No CHK - Chalk 2 HR - All hard rocks or stones (i.e. those which cannot be scratched with a finger nail) Poor VC - Very calcareous (>10% CaCO3) No No

5 TQ 20900 57600 520900 157600 99 ≤7 Level CER 0 26 26 7.5YR4/3 No MCL - Clay loam (medium) 20 10 5 HR - All hard rocks or stones (i.e. those which cannot be scratched with a finger nail) Not Applicable VC - Very calcareous (>10% CaCO3) No No -16 -15 3a WC I 1 Droughtiness 3a

26 50 24 7.5YR4/6 No MCL - Clay loam (medium) 20 HR - All hard rocks or stones (i.e. those which cannot be scratched with a finger nail) Moderate VC - Very calcareous (>10% CaCO3) No No

50 80 30 CHK - Chalk 2 HR - All hard rocks or stones (i.e. those which cannot be scratched with a finger nail) Poor VC - Very calcareous (>10% CaCO3) No

6 TQ 20800 57500 520800 157500 95 ≤7 Level CER 0 22 22 10YR5/3 No MCL - Clay loam (medium) 20 10 5 HR - All hard rocks or stones (i.e. those which cannot be scratched with a finger nail) Firm M - Medium SAB - Subangular Blocky Not Applicable VC - Very calcareous (>10% CaCO3) No No -23 -19 3b WC I 1 Droughtiness 3b

22 45 23 No MCL - Clay loam (medium) 50 CH - Chalk or chalk stones Firm M - Medium AB - Angular Blocky Moderate VC - Very calcareous (>10% CaCO3) No No

45 75 30 No CHK - Chalk 2 HR - All hard rocks or stones (i.e. those which cannot be scratched with a finger nail) Poor VC - Very calcareous (>10% CaCO3) No No

7 TQ 20900 57500 520900 157500 95 ≤7 Level CER 0 22 22 10YR5/3 No MCL - Clay loam (medium) 20 10 5 HR - All hard rocks or stones (i.e. those which cannot be scratched with a finger nail) Not Applicable VC - Very calcareous (>10% CaCO3) No No -36 -28 3b WC I 1 Droughtiness 3b

22 35 13 No MCL - Clay loam (medium) 50 CH - Chalk or chalk stones Moderate VC - Very calcareous (>10% CaCO3) No No

35 65 30 No CHK - Chalk 2 HR - All hard rocks or stones (i.e. those which cannot be scratched with a finger nail) Poor VC - Very calcareous (>10% CaCO3) No No

END

Ochreous Mottles
Gley SUBS STR CaCO3 Mn C SPLTexture

Stones - type 1 Final ALCPed Wet
Land use

Depth (cm) Grey Mottles Drought
Point

Grid ref.
Alt (m) Slope o Aspect

Stones - type 2
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Attachment 2 

Soil Pit Description 
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Attachment 3 

Laboratory Analysis 
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Appendix KCC4 

Extracts from the John Nix Pocketbook 

for Farm Management 
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Plan KCC3946/01 

Auger Point Plan 
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KEY    PLAN KCC3946/01 

    TITLE Auger Points Plan 

 Auger sample location   SITE Land at Langley Bottom Farm, Epsom 

 Topsoil sample   CLIENT Fairfax Properties 

 Soil Pit   NUMBER KCC3946/01  05/25hr 

    DATE May 2025 SCALE NTS 

     

KERNON COUNTRYSIDE CONSULTANTS LTD 
GREENACRES BARN, PURTON STOKE, SWINDON,  

WILTSHIRE SN5 4LL 
Tel 01793 771 333  Email: info@kernon.co.uk 

This plan is reproduced from the Ordnance Survey  
under copyright license 100015226 
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Plan KCC3946/02 

Agricultural Land Classification Plan 
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KEY  Ha % PLAN KCC3946/02 

 Grade 1   TITLE Agricultural Land Classification Plan 

 Grade 2   SITE Land at Langley Bottom Farm, Epsom 

 Grade 3a 2.6 49 CLIENT Fairfax Properties 

 Grade 3b 2.6 49 NUMBER KCC3946/02  05/25hr 

 Grade 4   DATE May 2025 SCALE NTS 

 Grade 5    
KERNON COUNTRYSIDE CONSULTANTS LTD 

GREENACRES BARN, PURTON STOKE, SWINDON,  
WILTSHIRE, SN5 4LL 

Tel 01793 771 333  Email: info@kernon.co.uk 

This plan is reproduced from the Ordnance Survey  
under copyright license 100015226 

 

 Non-agricultural   

 Urban   

 Not surveyed 0.1 2 

 TOTAL 5.3 100 
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