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Matter 1 – Compliance with the Act and Regulations 

 Issue 2 – Sustainability Appraisal (‘SA’).  

The Inspectors will have noted that the document CSBLP9 was composed by a Planning 
Consultancy for the CSB.  The Inspectors ask in their question 1 “How ….. did the Councils 
determine the scale of housing and economic development that would take place within the 
Plan area?   It has to be clear, since the Local Plan and the document CSBLP9 were published 
at much the same time that the CSB has given NO consideration to the issue.  Indeed, the 
CSB has avoided giving consideration to many vital issues that affect Local Communities, by 
deferring such consideration to a “Masterplan”.  

The Councils’ Plan, in particular in relation to the proposed development of the Beaconsfield 
east Green Belt areas, asserts the need for much of the development detail to be dealt with in 
a “Masterplan” yet to be drafted.  The relevant section of the Plan reads “A comprehensive 
approach to the development of the land is essential for good planning on this site. 
Preparation of a site masterplan is essential to coordinate the detailed planning of the site 
and this should be used to inform any planning application submitted to the Council”. This 
approach of introducing another layer of planning action denies Stakeholders in the form of 
the local community the opportunity to assess material on which planning guidance says they 
have a right to be consulted.  It is now clear that the local community has had no information 
on the issue the Inspectors have highlighted which is contrary to the requirements of Planning 
Policy Guidance (PPG) and the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).   

Returning to the first sentence of paragraph 1 above, document CSBLP9 contains both 
admissions of  lack of knowledge of pertinent issues ( see Paragraph 9 of the Appraisal - SA 
Objective 1 Cultural heritage) and factual errors such as one of the more serious 
misinterpretations in paragraph 17 of the SA “SA Objective 9 - Transport and accessibility.  
For any observer of the current East Beaconsfield Green Belt scene to describe it as 
“potentially” helping “to ensure new residents have good access to services and amenities by 
placing more residents in closer proximity to them” is stretching sustainability beyond 
breaking point.  Not only does the site lack nearby services needed by people for their daily 
requirements, but existing bus routes lack the numbers, connections and frequency to provide 
access to those services.  Nowhere in the SA, the Local Plan or other related documents is 
there any reference made as to how this huge problem will be resolved – unless of course it is 
yet another matter the CSB would argue will be dealt with in their currently non-existent 
“Masterplan”.  To give the SA Update’s authors credit they do concede that “The extent to 
which development proposed under this option would facilitate sustainable and public 
transport modes uptake is largely uncertain at this stage in the assessment …….”.   It will, 
however be remembered that in their original SA the same Consultants plainly advised the 
CSB that the proposed Green Belt developments could only lead to greatly increased car use 
in the area.  The Inspectors will know that that can only mean a worsening of the already 
fraught climate change and community health situation in the area. 

The complete lack of detail, and lack of stakeholder consultation on how the CSB intends to 
ensure the determination of the scale of housing and economic development renders the plan 
NOT positively prepared, Not justified and Not consistent with national policy regarding 
the delivery of sustainable development.  In short, the Plan is unsound. 
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Matter 1 – Compliance with the Act and Regulations 

Issue 2 – Sustainability Appraisal (‘SA’).  

In question 5 on the SA the Inspectors ask whether “there been a material change in 
circumstances since the latest iteration of the SA? If so, what implications does this have on 
the robustness of the assessment? 

Without any question the most major material change in circumstances has been the 
quickening pace of residents’ realisation that climate change is going to seriously impact 
their lives.  Few, if any, residents in South Bucks or Chiltern Districts doubt that our climate 
is breaking down, rising seas and extreme weather events are costing lives and putting tens of 
millions of people around the world at risk. Or that our younger generations are being robbed 
of a future on a healthy, liveable planet.  Few, if any, of those residents wish to see events 
take place which worsen an already deteriorating local climate change situation.  The CSB’s 
proposed Local Plan will, without question, do just that because of its central theme of 
eliminating large areas of climate change resistant Green Belt, including carbon absorbing 
woodlands.  The CSB offers “mitigation” without saying what this comprises in terms of new 
green space or indeed, who will pay for it. 

What really raises questions about the motives of those CSB Councillors promoting Green 
Belt housing and the associated increase in greenhouse gas emissions is that they know that 
the latter will result in increased illness among sufferers of respiratory illness and even of yet 
higher death rates among those members of local communities.  

In May 2018, Buckinghamshire County Council held an “Air Quality Conference” attended 
by County and District Councillors.  The key points to emerge from the contributions and 
discussions were: - 

(i)   emissions from road transport is the biggest cause of pollution in Buckinghamshire; 

(ii)  pollution by road transport is exacerbated by slow moving traffic and at busy junctions; 

(iii) around one in twenty deaths a year in Buckinghamshire can be directly attributed to poor 
air quality; 

(iv) long term exposure to main pollutants in the air (Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) and Particulate 
Matter) contributes to cardiovascular disease, lung cancer, respiratory disease and increased 
deaths. Even short-term exposure has a significant impact on health, making conditions like 
asthma and allergies worse and it increases the risk of heart attacks and stroke. 

The County Council’s Cabinet Member for Community Engagement and Public Health said 
“I cannot overstate how serious the health impacts of poor air quality are. 234 deaths in 
Buckinghamshire in 2016 were directly attributed to poor air quality. If we had that many 
deaths on our roads, we’d be needing to make significant changes and the same applies for 
air quality.”  The Chiltern District Council Cabinet Member for Environment added “We all 
want to live in a cleaner, healthier environment and we all have to take responsibility for it. 
Together, with our local authority colleagues and with the public, we will need to work hard 
to reduce air pollution”.  To which the South Bucks District Council Cabinet Member for the 
Environment contributed "We all want to live in a cleaner, healthier environment” 
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The other new factor is the current Prime Minister’s recent announcement that all petrol and 
diesel vehicles must be off the road by 2035.  Any Plan, local or county, stretching into the 
mid-thirties, must now plan all new, and even the existing built environment around 
electricity supply points for all kinds of vehicles.   The CSB’s proposed Plan does not do this. 

On climate change and new Government vehicle policy grounds the Plan is not positively 
prepared, not justified, not effective and not consistent with national policy.  It is 
therefore unsound 
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Matter 1 – Compliance with the Act and Regulations 

Issue 2 – Sustainability Appraisal (‘SA’).  

The Inspectors comment in Q6. that “In response to the Inspectors’ Initial Questions the 
Councils have signed a Statement of Common Ground with Natural England and the City of 
London. Paragraph 4.3 states that the strategic allocation at Beaconsfield (Policy SP BP9) 
will be required to incorporate a suitable alternative natural greenspace (‘SANG’). The 
Inspectors go on to ask “How has this been taken into account as part of the SA process and 
assessment of reasonable alternatives?” 

The “answer” which the CSB has already attempted to put forward in relation to the 
provision of a SANG is limited to 

 on-site delivery of pedestrian footpaths and cycleways towards Beaconsfield Town Centres 
and railway station;  

 upgrade footpath BEA/17/1 and BEA/44/1 to a bridleway to enable cycling;  

 structural planting to create a sense of place, integration into the surrounding landscape 
and to reinforce a defensible Green Belt boundary;  

suitable alternative natural greenspace for recreation to mitigate the potential disturbance 
from the additional recreational impacts on the Burnham Beeches Special Area of 
Conservation;  

provision of Green Infrastructure, including the creation of new links between woodlands 
and improvements to the Public Rights of Way network within the site and beyond; 

None of these proposals come anywhere near the requirement for a SANG.  Children cannot 
play ball on an “upgraded footpath” or in the midst of “structural planting”; nor can adults 
enjoy a social outdoor verdant meeting with others in such locations.  Moreover, the 
proposals fail to meet the Local Plan’ recognition in its Paragraph 11.10.6 that “This 
allocation (Land to the south and east of Beaconsfield) is required to mitigate its potential 
recreational disturbance on the Burnham Beeches Special Area of Conservation. The form of 
mitigation is through the provision of suitable alternative natural greenspace, the location of 
which will be determined through the Masterplan.  Again, the CSB’ “Masterplan is called 
upon to do the job that the planning resources of the Councils are paid and expected to do.  

The CSB have given no thought to the requirements of planning guidance and shows no sign 
that it understands what a SANG is, let alone what it takes to deliver one.  This renders their 
plan Not justified, Not Effective and Not consistent with national policy for the delivery of 
sustainable development in accordance with the policies in NPPF.  The Plan is therefore 
unsound. 
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Matter 1 – Compliance with the Act and Regulations 

Issue 2 – Sustainability Appraisal (‘SA’).  

In Question 7 the Inspectors comment that “Paragraphs 2 and 3 of the September 2019 SA 
Update estimates that the growth proposed as part of the Plan will increase carbon emissions 
by 16.6%” and ask  “How has this been calculated, is it accurate and how has it been taken 
into account in shaping the Plan’s strategy for growth? Why does it differ from the figure of 
21% in the Regulation 19 version SA? 

Why Indeed.  According to the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes: State of the 
Environment Report of July 2016, the average annual per capita carbon emissions in the Plan 
area of South Bucks was around 12.2 tons. Every increase in the Beaconsfield population by 
1000 adds 12,200 tons of carbon to the atmosphere.  Multiplying that by 3, 4 and possibly 5 
times is clearly very unhelpful in Government climate policy terms. Constructing 1600 
hundred homes on Green Belt areas is doubly harmful. Vegetation acts as a carbon sink, 
providing an important ecosystem service. The proposed housing development on 
Beaconsfield Green Belt sites as proposed in the Local Plan would directly result in a net loss 
in vegetation cover, and as such will reduce, harmfully, the carbon storage capacity of the 
local natural environment.  South Bucks has the highest per capita total CO2 emissions of the 
Buckinghamshire Districts, and these are high compared with national and regional levels, at 
12.2t CO2 p.c. The other three Districts range from 5.7 (Chiltern), 5.9 (Aylesbury Vale) and 
6.1 (Wycombe). • The high per capita emissions in South Bucks overall is mainly due to 
particularly high transport carbon dioxide emissions (3rd highest of English Local 
Authorities).; and higher-than average (regionally). This characteristic of the South Bucks 
District is, without question, a “material consideration” which the Plan should have discussed 
and taken into account.   

That it does not means that the Plan is unsound because it does not meet the requirements 
for being justified or being consistent with national policy for the delivery of sustainable 
development in accordance with the policies in the NPPF. 
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Matter 1 – Compliance with the Act and Regulations 

Issue 2 – Sustainability Appraisal (‘SA’).  

The problem with the Inspectors’ question 8, which is “Does the SA justify the policies in 
the Plan? Does it represent an appropriate strategy taking into account the reasonable 
alternatives available?” is that the CSB could argue that their hands have been forced.  As 
this Representor understands the position, District Councils are required by the national 
planning practice to calculate a figure for future housing needs in their areas based on a 
national methodology (no doubt inspired by the overall national need for housing).  So, the 
CSB has arrived at its housing figure because it must meet the requirements of PPG. The 
difficulty here for the local community is that they live, work and socialise in one of the 
smallest districts in the land and one which is only 40 sq. kms bigger than the smallest in 
England. The existing built environment and Green Belt already cover its 141 sq. kms, 
leaving virtually no spare land for housing development -unless designated Green Belt 
land is used – which is against the core requirement of the NPPF and PPG.    

It clearly follows that obliging the CSB to calculate housing needs for South Bucks based on 
national housing needs and a generic calculation methodology is going to cause huge conflict.  
In this case it is a conflict that will visit harm on people’s lives, including their health, the 
education of their children, the Government’s efforts to stem climate change to mention just 
the obvious harms. 

As this Representor argued in his commentary on the Local Plan submitted last year to the 
Inspectors, while NPPF guidance states that “To determine the minimum number of homes 
needed, strategic policies should be informed by a local housing need assessment, conducted 
using the standard method in national planning guidance”, the guidance continues 

 – “unless exceptional circumstances justify an alternative approach which also reflects 
current and future demographic trends and market signals”    

The points set out in the paragraphs above (primarily small size and Green Belt character of 
the District of South Bucks) argue strongly that exceptional circumstances exist which 
justify an alternative approach, especially given the non-inclusive nature of the demographic 
trends (only the better off can afford housing in the area) and the market signals (land prices).   

As argued in the Exceptional circumstances page of these comments on the Inspectors’ 
MIQs, the CSB’s Local Plan does not “take into account” a reasonable alternative strategy, 
based on the planning guidance cited above, which renders the Plan Unjustified and 
therefore Unsound. 
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Matter 1 – Compliance with the Act and Regulations 

Issue 3 - Public Consultation 

Question 4 relates to the representations made at the Regulation 18 Stage and asks “How did 
comments from representors help shape the preparation of the Plan?”  The Inspectors posed 
and received a form of replies on the same issue in two of their Initial Questions – see below. 
The short answer to the Inspectors’ renewed enquiry is that the CSB did their best with the 
relatively paltry public response to their Initial Regulation 18 to support their proposal for a 
massive housing development on the East Beaconsfield Green Belt site.  This meant reaching 
conclusions which the data could not possibly justify.  

Paragraph 8.9 of the CSB’s responses to the Inspectors Initial Questions sets out the three 
options of the 12 they offered the public at the Consultation 18 stage which they then 
pursued.  The CSB make the claim that “The public response showed that the most popular 
spatial development options were: 

 A - More Efficient Use of Land  

C - Built Area Extensions - Principal Settlements 

 J - Green Belt - Close to Train Stations 

Never have the words “most popular” been used in such a distorted way. 

The Consultation appeal resulted in 5,800 responses plus 200 late responses.  The two 
Districts have a current estimated population of 160,000.  2015 census figures show that the 
under 19 years of age (yoa) population of the two Districts was 24%. Adjusting this figure to 
calculate the over-16 yoa population of the two Districts to exclude children, the number of 
people who the consultation should have reached is around 126,000.   At best therefore, just 
4.8% of adults and other interested parties in the two Districts responded to the Consultation 
with views on Option J.  So, no-one knows whether the 95.2% who did not respond would or 
would not have selected any of the 12 options, or indeed any of the 3 maladroitly described as 
“most popular”.  In the event 310 responders selected the J option – that is 5.1 % of all 
respondents.  Or put in the opposite context, 94.9% of responders did not chose Option J: 
neither, one could argue did 99.75% of the adult population of the two Districts.  The CSB 
assert in Paragraph 8.10 of the Local Plan that they “ultimately focussed their development 
options on these three key areas. This direction of travel was incorporated into the findings 
of the Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment Part One [CSBLP15.7], and Green Belt 
Assessment Part Two in relation to the particular circumstances surrounding the option of 
development around stations [CSBLP15.3]”. 

Quoting Statement of Consultation (Regulation 22(1)(c) Statement) the Inspectors in their 
Initial Question 31 pointed out that the CSB on Page 12 of the CSBLP3 had stated that 
following the Regulation 18 consultation, where appropriate, comments from representors 
have been used to “… modify and shape the plan policies”.  The Inspectors went on again to 
ask the CSB to provide further information. In particular, the Inspectors wanted to know how 
representations made pursuant to Regulation 18 had been taken into account in the Plan’s 
preparation.  The CSB replied that “Following the closure of the Regulation 18 stage, the 
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representations made by consultees were then considered in detail by the Councils. Where 
appropriate, and, in accordance with national policy, these comments have been used to 
modify and shape the plan policies. Thus, the CSB asserts, it is considered that all 
stakeholders had an opportunity to help in shaping the development of their Local Plan.  The 
CSB went on to say that “In hindsight, the use of the word ‘modify’ in the paragraph above is 
incorrect. Notwithstanding this, the Councils believe it is clear that the paragraph refers to 
the representations submitted at the Regulation 18 stage being used to inform the plan’s 
policies (which were introduced at Regulation 19 stage), therefore consequently ‘shaping’ 
the development of the Local Plan.”   The CSB ducked any further comment “As to how the 
representations made pursuant to Regulation 18 were taken into account, referring the 
Inspectors to the CSB website for any further information they might require 

It could not be clearer that the CSB claim to have been led by their analysis of the results of 
the Regulation 18 Consultation into basing their proposal to use East Beaconsfield Green Belt 
site for major housing development is completely flawed.  Equally obviously the Members of 
the Councils and their Planning Teams have the planning expertise, skills and the resources to 
draw up a Local Plan which meets and serves the needs of the Communities which elect and 
pay them.  So, how is it that the CSB have left themselves so open to charges of serious 
incompetent analytical ability and devious use of language by basing a proposal for massive 
redevelopment in housing and other terms on non-existent foundations?  Given the evidence 
of the prodigious amount of work they have carried out over the past four to five years 
leading to the publishing of their Local Plan, laziness cannot have been a factor.  Lobbying 
by powerful Developer/Landowner interests could be a possibility as is Government pressure 
to ensure its promises on house building produce results despite that contradicting its other 
Green promises.  

It is remarkable that the CSB has been ready and willing to listen to and take fully into 
account the 310 individual responses to an option (Option J – posed  at a time when no-one 
could possibly have known that that option would come to mean a decision to concentrate 
1600 dwellings on climate change resistant Green Belt and to augmenting air pollution from 
greatly increased traffic), while refusing point blank to have any regard whatsoever to the 
thousands in the local communities who have asked that the CSB thinks again. 

However that may be, the CSB have signally failed in several ways to draw up a Plan 
properly representing the views of a very large number of local residents, while misusing the 
views of a very small number of residents to justify a policy strategy of their own choosing.  
The CSB   have thus not positively prepared their Plan; it is not justified nor is it 
Consistent with national policy enabling the delivery of sustainable development in 
accordance with the policies in the NPPF. The Plan is therefore unsound 
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Matter 1 – Compliance with the Act and Regulations 

Issue 4 – Local Development Scheme (‘LDS’)  

Q2 about the LDS asks “What is the justification for progressing a joint Chiltern and South 
Bucks Local Plan, as opposed to a new, composite Plan for Buckinghamshire?  The 
Inspectors could not have hit a planning nail more firmly on the head.  There is no sensible 
reason, political or in a planning or timing context, why the need for a County wide plan 
covering the Chiltern and South Bucks Districts could not have waited until the new Unitary 
Authority comes into being in April 2020.   

The CSB have made no secret of their ambition that they very much want to conclude the 
Plan before they lose their planning powers.  The Districts’ landowner/developer 
communities are of the same mind.  The plan was approved by both Councils to go out to 
consultation despite calls from some members that it should be delayed until the new 
Buckinghamshire Unitary Authority is in place. Councillors supporting the plan pointed out 
that to delay it until the Unitary Authority is in place, may result in a delay of five years until 
a new Buckinghamshire-wide plan can be prepared.  They thought that was a problem 
because the Chiltern/South Bucks area would be reliant on older planning policies, which 
they consider do not reflect current housing and employment needs.   It is true that designated 
AONB and Green Belt areas remain out of bounds for housing etc development but all other 
development possibilities – e.g. Brownfield sites, housing density increases - remain 
available.  
 

The CSB state in an FAQ document that they have been working on producing a Joint Local 
Plan since 2015 and that this has involved extensive evidence gathering.  What the length of 
time the Plan in question has taken so far is NOT, is a reason to hasten the Plan process. 
Achieving the right - and sustainable - Plan should be the prime objective and, so far, that has 
not happened.  

The CSB also state that not having a Local Plan “leaves the area vulnerable to speculative 
planning applications”.  That is a straightforward admission by the Councils that they think 
they are currently not up to the job of carrying out their Planning Authority role and that long 
standing Government planning guidance does not give them the tools to see off “speculative 
development proposals”.  Just how many “speculative planning applications” are they now 
vulnerable to? 

When the FAQ document was published the Councils claimed that their Plan would be at an 
advanced stage by June (in common with Plans for the two other County Districts).  The CSB 
was however, obliged to extend the Plan Consultation period “in response to various 
stakeholder requests, and also to ensure that the Statement of Representations Procedure 
document was available for a full six-week period”. That extension ended on 23 August 
2019, following which there was need for weeks of post consultation work, so that only now 
has the Hearing Stage been reached, with the new Unitary Authority take-over of Planning 
responsibilities for the whole county only a month away following the beginning of that 
stage.  
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The CSB state that their Plan has been produced in consultation with Bucks County Council 
so that it has a County wide view, including presumably the plan for the 304-house 
development of Wilton Park handled by South Bucks District Council. The two sides had, 
however, a major disagreement with each other over a major planning requirement of Bucks 
County Council on which the plan was based.  That disagreement was resolved by the SBDC 
using their powers as the Planning Authority to override the County Council’s requirement.  
A claim that the County Council has been consulted over the Plan does not therefore mean 
that it agrees with the contents of the Plan. 

Perhaps the most startling element of the Councils’ argument against delay is that the new 
Authority is unlikely to “have capacity to review the local plans immediately”.   This view 
from Amersham and Capswood will not, one imagines, be popular in Aylesbury, suggesting 
as it does, that the plans for the setting up of Planning Authority capacity at the new Unitary 
Authority have been gathering dust over the past two years since the decision about the 
Authority was announced.    

	
The CSB are acutely aware that there remains a number of concerns about the Plan, not least 
the scale of housing and employment, despite the export of some housing to the Vale of 
Aylesbury.  There also remains the continuing issue of Slough’s unmet need, which the plan 
does not propose to address. However the Inspectors’ hearings may go, the CSB will be 
unable to adopt the Plan given the eight or nine months required for the purpose, meaning 
that in the event of its approval it will be the new Unitary Authority which would have to 
adopt it.  A more unsatisfactory outcome is hard to imagine.  The delay of some months, were 
Plan approval to happen, allows for main modifications, which suggests that the Councils 
cannot be confident that the Plan they have submitted will be acceptable to the Inspectors in 
its current form.  In a joint statement issued by the Leaders of the two District Councils 
following acceptance that nothing could be done to impede the creation of  the new Unitary 
Authority, they stated that the Councils stood by their intention  “to ensure the new 
Buckinghamshire Council is something we can all be proud of and will be the very best for 
all our residents”. 
 
Whilst this belated CSB realism is welcome, nothing about the current uncertain situation 
relating to the Local Plan corresponds to positive planning nor does it fill local Communities 
and businesses with confidence in the Plan.  
 
Any CSB attempt to continue the strong case for delaying planning decisions affecting 
Chiltern and South Bucks Districts so that they can be further considered by the new Unitary 
Authority is, in the light of the background above, unjustified.  
 


