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Matter 5 – Residential and Employment Site Allocations  

Issue 1 – Residential Site Allocations  

In Q7 the Inspectors wish the CSB to explain “How have the constraints of each site been 
taken into account and any necessary mitigation been considered as part of the process of 
allocating land for housing? In particular, how have the Councils considered and assessed the 
impact of development on transport infrastructure, air quality, heritage assets, drainage, 
schools and health care provision? Where is this set out?”   

On air quality the CSB may well point the Inspectors to Policy DM DP5 in the local plan.  
This policy is meant to cover “Design – Climate Responsive Development for major 
developments requiring developers to demonstrate objectively how they respond positively to 
issues relating to climate change.  This is passing the buck to developers rather than setting 
out standards for them to meet.  The CSB cite recourse to “Objective methodologies” and 
give as an example “BREEAM Communities”. 

A serious review of BREEAM points out that BREEAM changes regularly in line with 
national regulations such that a building rated as 'Excellent' five years ago would only 
achieve 'Very Good' today. Also, 'Outstanding' is intended to represent only the top 1% 
exemplar sustainable buildings, while 'Excellent' is intended to represent the top 10%.  So; 
does a BREEAM rated building automatically mean a highly sustainable building? Not 
necessarily. BREEAM does not reflect everything that can be done on a project, as it is an 
environmental methodology, so improvements to jobs, wealth, the public realm and 
society in general are simply not included. 

So, Policy DM DP5 has serious question marks hanging over it and provides no guidance on 
what constitutes Climate Responsive Development, leaving developers involved in major 
projects to promote housing design in a way which suits them.  This has to render the policy 
ineffective.   

Policy DM DP6 Design – Low Carbon Development also has a big hole in it, which 
Developers will use ruthlessly to slide through.  The policy seeks to oblige Developers to 
achieve at least 20% of their energy consumption (regulated and unregulated) from renewable 
or low-carbon technologies, such as photovoltaic solar panels, thermal heat pumps, and 
combined heat and power.  The CSB’s policy, however, allows “Exceptions” to “be made 
only where it can be demonstrated that such provision is not feasible.”   Given past 
experience of District Counsellors/Planners versus highly paid executives of Development 
Companies this policy is already dead in the water.  No exceptions should be allowed given 
the declaration that the whole country is in a state of climate emergency.  As it stands this 
policy too is ineffective 

As for, heritage assets as this Representor has already pointed out in his Commentary on the 
Local Plan, the CSB have completely overlooked the need to take account of The 
Beaconsfield Conservation Area (BCA) designation which subsequently became known 
as the Beaconsfield Old Town Conservation Area (BOTCA).   
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The South Bucks District Council designated part of Beaconsfield Old Town with its 152 
listed buildings as a Conservation Area in 1969 (making it one of the oldest such Areas) and 
its Conservation Area status was enshrined in the current SBDC Local Plan, and the core 
strategy thereof, adopted in 1999, which accorded with the planning obligations laid upon 
Planning Authorities by section 69 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation 
Areas) Act 1990. An SBDC Appraisal was carried out in 2008 the main purpose of which 
was to define and record the special architectural and historic interest of the Beaconsfield Old 
Town Conservation Area. The 2011 updated version of the - still current - SBDC Local Plan 
underlined that South Bucks is fortunate in having a great deal of conservation interest 
within its District.  It is clear that less than 10 years ago the SBDC, in the form of its 
Planning Committee Counsellors and its Planning Officials, was rock solid about 
Conservation and the importance of preserving the BOTCA.  That attitude of care for the 
character and nature of Beaconsfield Old Town has vanished completely in the CSB’s 
proposed Local Plan to the next Plan era. The BOTCA directly abuts the Green Belt sites 
listed in the proposed Policy SB BP9 of the Local Plan for major housing redevelopment.  
Beaconsfield Old Town would therefore be heavily impacted by the proposed Plan housing 
and commercial developments, by reason of the threatened loss of the buffer protection 
afforded by the existence of the directly adjacent Green Belt areas, an insupportable increase 
in traffic for which no mitigation is possible and a huge rise in noxious air pollution. It is 
noteworthy that some 150 metres of the A355 itself is included in the BOTCA. Ignoring these 
impacts would appear to bring the CSB into direct conflict with the Planning (Listed 
Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.  
 
The BOTCA designation is not a Supplementary Planning Document for Local Plan 
purposes. It does, however, place a requirement on the District Council to give the 
Conservation Area provisions “material consideration” when exercising its functions as a 
Planning Authority and this it has signally failed to do.  This is one of very many instances 
which underlines that the CSB’s Plan has not been positively prepared.  
 
On transport infrastructure, the CSB have accumulated a substantial body of evidence, much 
of which shows that the Districts’ transport infrastructure is seriously out of kilter with the 
demand.  To deal with this situation they propose a policy based on responsive action by, in 
the case of major housing developments, the Developers.  Policy DM CP1, is, initially, 
uncompromising in demanding Developers take a responsible attitude on highly complex 
transport matters and submit detailed proposals for their resolution.  District Councils do not 
themselves have competence in the field of transport/transport infrastructure, so one is bound 
to ask how they have decided that they have the knowledge to lay down what role Developers 
have in providing transport and its infrastructure travel plans and such complicated 
documents as Delivery and Service Management Plans..      
  

The inadequacy of the CSB’s reach in this vital area and the delusion they seem to be under 
about the gullibility of the Local Plan’s readership, is well illustrated by the puerile statement 
in the policy.  This is that Travel Plans of themselves offer opportunities to reduce the carbon 
footprint of new development as occupants of a new building are expected to shift away from 
their reliance on using the private car, thus reducing congestion and emissions. Travel Plans, 
the CSB argues, should demonstrate how the occupants of a proposed building are actively 
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encouraged to use sustainable modes of transport.  The CSB’s own Consultants have advised 
that people in the area of the Districts are wedded to using their own vehicles.  The 
Counsellors who voted for the CSB Local Plan, and their families, are very unlikely to travel 
anywhere locally other than in their cars. Ubiquitous traffic congestion at peak times is a 
work-day feature of life in the Districts and in particular within close proximity to the East 
and South Beaconsfield Green Belt areas. 

So, Policy DM CP1, like so much in the Plan is, ill-prepared not thought through, and 
ineffective  

The answer to the Inspectors’ question in a Local Plan context about where is provision for 
education set out, is it depends by what one means by “provision”.  Nowhere is provision in 
the sense of funding to be found.  The CSB make reference in the SB BP 9 text to  

“community hubs to include on-site provision of a two-form entry primary school plus a 52-
place pre-school, on a site of up to 1.7 hectares, …”.  And to 

financial contributions towards a one form entry expansion of Holtspur School; 4 financial 
contributions to secondary school places as agreed with the Local Education Authority; 

The Local Education Authority for Buckinghamshire is Buckinghamshire County Council 
(BCC). In 2010 the BCC published its Planning obligations for education provision which 
sets out what those obligations are and what they entail.  In their Local Plan comments cited 
above, the CSB appear to be suggesting that BCC as the Local Education Authority should 
deal with securing education provision resulting from their Plan Policy SB BP9, by enforcing 
funding from the relevant developers.  There is no mention as to whether the BCC has been 
appropriately consulted.  The statement “as agreed with the Local Education Authority” can 
be read as “has been agreed” or “is to be agreed”.   There is nothing on BCC’s website to 
confirm the CSB’s statements quoted above.  There is just a throwaway line in Policy SB 
BP9 stating that “Development of the site will place additional demand on local infrastructure 
including schools. Therefore, adequate mitigation will need to be provided in the “form of  
….the provision of school infrastructure and school places”.   Whether the developer 
community is able or prepared to accept the provisions of the BCC’s 2010 (updated in 2019) 
Planning obligations requirements and whether the BCC agrees with the CSB’s proposals for 
committing it to the educational course proposed in the Plan, is unknown, meaning that Local 
Plan stakeholders are in the dark – a serious breach of PPG as the Local Plan approaches 
the Hearing Stage.  

To summarise; the CSB’s proposals for housing etc development of the East and South 
Beaconsfield Green Belt sites are Not positively prepared, Not justified, Not effective and 
Not Consistent with National Policy rendering those proposals Unsound 
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