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Introduction 
 

Beaconsfield Town Council supports and agrees with the statements and opinions put forward in 

the Local Plan Examination by the Beaconsfield Society. 

This Statement will consider specific methodological points raised by the Inspectors under the points 

in the box below only.  Both questions will be dealt with in a single argument. 

This response relates to emerging Local Plan policy SP BP9 only. 

 

Matter 5:  Residential and Employment Site Allocations: 

• Q5:  ….How did the Councils ensure that sites put forward for allocation in the Green Belt 
were assessed on a consistent and transparent basis? 

• Q7:  … how have the Councils considered and assessed the impact of development 
on…heritage assets…? 
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The baseline 
Core Strategy policy 14 

1. Adopted policy for the land identified in Emerging Policy SP BP9 is set out in the South Bucks 

Local Development Framework Core Strategy.  Core Policy 14 (Wilton Park Opportunity Site) 

allocates 40 and seeks to redevelop redundant MOD facilities and provide land for housing 

in the Green Belt.   

 

Planning history of the SP BP9 site 

2. The map below shows the determined applications for the BP9 area (excluding tree 

applications) from  January 2000 to December 2019. 

a. 07/0010/FUL:  this application for permission for a car boot sale for 42 days per 

annum was refused on Green Belt Grounds as inappropriate development. 

b. 14/01467/FUL:  this planning permission for road infrastructure is part of the 

Beaconsfield Relief Road to be completed by 2018 by Bucks CC as part of the 

Buckinghamshire and Thames Valley Growth Deal. 

c. 16/02283/CC:  this application for the remainder of the Relief Road was granted to 

the County Council. 

d. 17/0154/FUL:  this application to relocate the ATC parade ground to a new site was 

approved. 

e. 18/30095/FA:  this application allowed continued use of this site as a car park. 

f. 17/01763/OUT has been approved for 350 dwellings; new access road from A40 

Pyebush Roundabout to form southern part of Beaconsfield Relief Road and other 

uses. 
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Not to scale, Bing Map on 10/7/2019 

3. Buckinghamshire County Council, as the Highways Authority, have been seeking to build a 

relief road at the Minerva Way roundabout on the A40.  Though Lakes Lane and Minerva 

Way are minor roads, they nevertheless have heavy traffic, particularly at peak times. 

4. The map below illustrates the approximate extent of previous development on the site 

referred to in SP BP9 excluding open space and environmental improvements: 
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Green Belt Assessment 
Reason for undertaking a Green Belt Assessment 

5. In preparing the Emerging Local Plan, it was determined that insufficient land outside the 

Green Belt was available to meet identified housing and economic development needs.  The 

Councils undertook a Green Belt review in two parts. The first was county-wide and this 

recommended that a number of areas be further considered for Green Belt release. The 

second part focused on those areas in Chiltern and South Bucks which had been 

recommended for further assessment.  

Part 1:  The Buckinghamshire Authorities Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment Report: 

Methodology and Assessment of General Areas, 7 March 2016 

6. Part 1 of the assessment considered “general areas” which were large parcels of land in the 

Green Belt across the four Buckinghamshire planning authority areas. 

7. Each site was scored against the 5 purposes of the Green Belt (NPPF 134) as set out in the 

table below: 

 

8. The General Areas that correlate to SP BP9 were 47a, 47b and 53b.  All site scores were set 

out in Table 5.1 of the report.  Recommendations were made on which sites merited further 

consideration as development sites for Part 2 and were assigned new labels in Table 6 and 

scored in Table 6.1.  The results are set out below in the table and map: 

Part 1 label Table 5.1 score Table 6.1 (new label and 
(score)) 

47a medium RSA-16 (3) 

47b strong RSA-17 (3) 

53b medium RSA-18 (3) 
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9. When making the recommendation in Table 6.1, all three sites were scored “3”.  Therefore, 

all three sites “met the purposes” of the Green Belt overall.  Though it may be convenient to 

plan makers to assign scores to sites to assist in prioritisation exercises, the actual wording 

of Para. 134 of the NPPF does not do this.  The purposes are met or they are not met, and 

according to the Part 1 assessment, all three sites met the purposes of the Green Belt 

overall. 

10. The reason the sites were recommended to forward in Part 2 was because they were: 

Medium or strongly scoring General Areas where there is clear scope for sub-division to 

identify weakly performing ‘sub-areas’, including the presence of boundary features which 

have the potential to be permanent and recognisable; 

Part 2:  Green Belt assessment undertaken by the Councils 

Chiltern and South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two Draft Report:  October 2016 

11. The Councils considered sub-areas of the sites in Part 2.  A draft report was issued in 

October 2016 which set out the purposes and objectives of the Part 2 assessment.  In para. 

1.8, the specific objectives of the assessment were set out: 
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12. These assessment objectives do not focus on Green Belt purposes so much as upon Green 

Belt defensible boundaries. Though this is a requirement under NPPF139f, there are many 

other requirements in NPPF 137-139 that are not considered.  For instance, there is no 

mention of the need to consider previously developed land first, the scope for 

compensatory improvements, areas of safeguarding, etc. 

Green Belt Development Options Appraisal, November 2017 

13. In this document, the sub-areas of SP BP9 are considered in detail.  Three sites are 

discussed:  
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1.13:  RSA-17 

14. Ref. 1.13, Area East of Beaconsfield along A355 proposes a new boundary based on the A355 

relief road.  This assessment ignores that in the main, this land is open countryside and not 

previously developed.  The justification provided is that the A355 relief road “would 

effectively enclose the site and negatively impact the sense of openness which is currently 

present.”  This is a weak argument however, since the Green Belt contains many roads and 

therefore new roads do not de facto “enclose” sites to such an extent that their openness 

is compromised.  In addition, this is a large parcel of land, and its feeling of openness will 

be retained even with a new road boundary. 
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1.14:  RSA-16 

15. This sub-area contains the previously developed land identified in Core Policy 14, shown in 

the map below.  The assessment again uses the justification of creating new defensible 

boundaries and ignores the fact that outside the area of Core Policy 14, the land is 

undeveloped and open.   
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1.15:  RSA-18 

16. The assessment’s conclusion is that the site does not contribute strongly to “any” Green Belt 

purpose.  This statement cannot be true because it was scored as “3”, meeting the purposes 

of the Green Belt in Part 1.  In addition, the parcel contains large open areas of undeveloped 

land. 
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Green Belt Development Options Appraisal Post Preferred Green Belt Options 

Consultation November 2017 

17. The purpose of this document is to provide an interim assessment of the preferred options.  

It was NOT a consultation document (stated in para. 2.3). 

18. SP BP9 was referred to in this document as “Option 9”.  The proposal under consideration 

was the creation of a mixed use development of up to 1,700 dwellings, green and 

community infrastructure and employment. 

19. The site is justified for inclusion for, amongst other reasons, “development could help 

support delivery of necessary road infrastructure whilst also making full use of public 

investment [public funds already committed to the Eastern Beaconsfield Relief Road]”. 

20. It is important to note that supplementing public expenditure for major infrastructure 

projects is NOT one of requirements of NPPF 137 - 139.  Though it may be desirable to 

augment public expenditure with private capital investment, it is not appropriate to 

conflate these objectives in justification of removing land from the Green Belt. 

Green Belt Assessment Part Two Update, April 2019 

21. This update supersedes the October 2016 report.  The report explains that Green Belt 

purposes were considered in Part 1 and in Table 3 sets out new criteria for scoring sites 

based on defensible boundaries.  The justification for allocating a site in the open 

countryside is set out in a separate report that considers exceptions circumstances.  This will 

be discussed below. 

22. The land for SP BP9 was assessed in Table 5 as follows: 
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A correct assessment of the 5 purposes of the Green Belt on land 

identified as SP BP9 
23. BTC objects strongly to the Green Belt assessment made in Part 2 discussed in para. 22 

above.  Though Part 1 assessed each site against Green Belt purposes, the assessments 

used in Part 2 were either concerned with inappropriate criteria (funding the relief road) 

or did not assess the Green Belt purposes correctly. 

24. The table below sets out how each site performs against Green Belt purposes as understood 

by BTC.  The scoring method from Part 1 is used.  The table shows the BTC assessment 

against that of the local planning authority (LPA). 

To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas 

Site ref. BTC assessment BTC score LPA score 

1.13:  
RSA-17 

Beaconsfield is a principal settlement.  The A355 
provides a strong Green Belt boundary. 

4 3 or 1 

1.14:  
RSA-16 

The Green Belt in this parcel has already been 
harmed with the Wilton Park development.  
There will be further harm as the new access 
road from the Pyebush Roundabout is 
implemented. 

3 0 
3 or 1 
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Planning permission was refused for a car-boot 
sale for 42 days a year because of the harm this 
would cause on the openness of the Green Belt 
at the Cricket Club.  This demonstrates that the 
open land serves a valuable purpose. 

1.15:  
RSA-18 

This parcel provides a clear green buffer 
between Beaconsfield and the A355.  However, 
to the south is the M40 which is a strongly 
urbanising feature.  

3 1+ 

To prevent neighbouring towns merging together 

Site ref. BTC assessment BTC Score LPA score 

1.13:  
RSA-17 

Has a slight positive effect with regard to Seer 
Green 

1 1 

1.14:  
RSA-16 

Has a slight positive effect with regard to Seer 
Green. The land to the south of Wilton Park 
developed areas and north of the A40 is 
important as a buffer between Beaconsfield and 
Wilton Park. 

3 1 

1.15:  
RSA-18 

Has a slight positive effect with regard to Seer 
Green but overall, this is not significant. 

1 0 

To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment 

Site ref. BTC assessment BTC Score LPA score 

1.13:  
RSA-17 

There is existing development in the south west 
corner of the site which is functionally related to 
development in the Old Town.  This settled area 
predates 1880 according to the Beaconsfield Old 
Town Conservation Area Character Appraisal. 
 
The remainder of the site is open countryside 
consisting of fields, allotments and woodland. 
 
The creation of the relief road will introduce an 
urbanising feature that will harm the feeling of 
openness. 
 
The view from the A355 travelling into 
Beaconsfield currently is of green open space 
and trees. 
 

3 1 

1.14:  
RSA-16 

The land between Wilton Park and the A40 is 
open in character and provides a valuable 
subjective experience of moving between 
countryside and town for travellers on the A40. 
 

4 2 

1.15:  
RSA-18 

The south east corner of Beaconsfield is 
separated from the M40 and the A355 by this 
site which retains openness and a clear 
differentiation between the edge of the 
settlement and the major roads.  This provides a 

4 2 
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perceptual buffer and protects the amenity of 
residents abutting the Green Belt at this location.  
If residential development were to abut the A40 
or A355, the adjacent dwellings would have poor 
amenity with regard to road noise and pollution.  
The retention of this land as open countryside 
provides an important green buffer that serves 
recreational and amenity purposes. 

To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns 

Site ref. BTC assessment BTC Score LPA score 

1.13:  
RSA-17 

There is development pre-dating 1880 in the 
south west portion of this parcel and four listed 
buildings. These buildings form part of the 
Beaconsfield Old Town Conservation Area.  The 
open countryside to the east of the Conservation 
Area is an important feature of its character and 
setting. 

5 2 

1.14:  
RSA-16 

Currently when entering Beaconsfield on the A40 
prior to the Minerva Way roundabout, there is 
green open space and trees on both sides of the 
road apart from the entrance to Burnham 
Avenue on the left and the entrance to the 
Cricket Ground on the right. Just prior to the 
roundabout there are four houses in the 
Conservation Area on the left just adjacent to 
Lakes Lane and a lodge style property on the 
right on the roundabout. In every sense this 
leads to appreciate the Conservation Area and 
the historical significance of the Old Town. 

5 0 
1 

1.15:  
RSA-18 

Views into the Conservation area are restricted 
from this parcel, though views from the A355 
and A40 into Beaconsfield and the Conservation 
Area will be enhanced by the retention of this 
Green Belt Land. 

3 1 

 

25. Overall, BTC consider that the assessments of the Green Belt purposes were incorrectly 

scored and, most importantly, failed to take account of the Old Town Conservation Area 

Character Appraisal and listed buildings.  The LPA results appear to be downgraded from 

the “3” that these sites scored in Part 1. 

Green Belt Exceptional Circumstances Report, May 2019 
 

26. This report sets out the exceptional circumstances that justify removal of land from the 

Green Belt in the Councils’ area.  In para. 3.40, the report states: 

As the evidence base demonstrates, the Councils have exhausted all possible opportunities 

including the use of previously developed land in the Green Belt to meet our identified needs. 

The release of Green Belt land contributes to meeting these requirements. 
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27. BTC disagrees with this statement:  not ALL opportunities have been considered.  The 

Councils will be joined with Aylesbury Vale District Council, Wycombe District Council and 

Buckinghamshire County Council on 1 April 2020.  Part 2 assessments in Aylesbury Vale 

and Wycombe Districts show that there are sites that have not been taken forward but 

which might be able to accept housing development.   

RSA 1 Aylesbury Vale 

RSA3 Aylesbury Vale 

RSA-4 Wycombe 

RSA-5 Wycombe 

RSA-14 Wycombe 

RSA19/20 Wycombe 

RSA 21 Wycombe 

 

28. Therefore, it is incorrect to say that ALL options have been explored because they have not.   

29. The Part 2 assessments were prepared by three planning authorities.  Removal of land from 

the Green Belt is a matter of great importance and should be undertaken in a robust 

manner.  It must be preferable to consider Green Belt removal in the context of the whole of 

Buckinghamshire so that the exercise can be done in a transparent, fair and comparable 

manner, and not as three separate exercises undertaken by three separate assessors. 

30. The report highlights some “advantages” which BTC cannot endorse.  These are copied here 

with comments from BTC added. 

Advantages identified in report BTC comment 

The Area makes little contribution to 
preventing neighbouring towns from 
merging (Green Belt Purpose 2); 

Generally agree, except see BTC comments 
made with regard to purpose 2 above 

The Area makes little contribution to the 
setting and special character of a historic 
town (Green belt Purpose 4); 

This is incorrect and fails to take account of 
the Old Town Conservation Area Character 
Appraisal, Conservation Area, and Listed 
Buildings where the countryside forms part 
of their setting 

Comprehensive development would 
provide potential funding for relief road; 

This is a fiscal advantage and not a reason to 
remove land from the Green Belt. 

There is potential to mitigate the 
development impacts on the Green belt 
by protecting/retaining the cricket 
pitches and pond supporting outdoor 
sports and recreation; 

Agreed, though this will only be required 
where land is removed. 

This site is located in a sustainable 
location and falls within 1km of 
Beaconsfield Station, 800m of 
Beaconsfield New Town Centre and 
800m of Beaconsfield Old Town Centre; 

Agreed 

A permanent and defensible Green Belt 
boundary either exists or can be 
provided; 

Defensible boundaries already exist and they 
are all strong in two parcels (1.13 and 1.14) 
and not as strong, but still functional and 
defensible because they are based on back 
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garden boundaries in 1.15 with clear land 
ownership. 

Development could provide enhanced 
public access for recreation and sport 
and opportunities to improve 
landscape/townscape quality; 

Agreed 

The Area already has a semi-urban 
character; 

With the exception of the extension of the 
Conservation Area into the south east 
portion of 1.13 and Wilton Park, the area is 
NOT semi-urban in character – it is open 
countryside and rural in character. 

A previously developed part of the site 
covering the MOD area has a current 
application for residential development. 

Agreed.   
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Conclusions 
 

NPPF para 34 states that Local Plans must be found sound in examination.  BTC respectfully asks the 

Inspectors to consider that Policy SP BP9 is unsound in that it is not justified.  

• SP BP9 does not take account of all reasonable alternatives such as sites that may be 

available in Aylesbury Vale and Wycombe.  This conflicts with NPPF 137c which requires that 

the removal of sites from the Green Belt must be informed by discussions with neighbouring 

authorities.  BTC suggests it would be preferable to consider the Green Belt under the new 

Unitary arrangements so that all sites can be assessed in the same manner and over a wider 

geographical area. 

• The evidence in support of the policy in Part 2 did not properly assess how the site met the 5 

purposes of the Green Belt in NPPF para. 134 and incorrectly scored the value of some 

parcels, given lower scores than is justified according to Part 1. 

• There was a disproportionate emphasis on defensible boundaries and subsidy of road 

infrastructure and insufficient consideration of other matters required in NPPF 138. 

In response to the Inspectors’ questions: 

Q5:  ….How did the Councils ensure that sites put forward for allocation in the Green Belt were 

assessed on a consistent and transparent basis? 

The sites were not assessed on a consistent basis.  They were scored as meeting the purposes of the 

Green Belt in Part 1 of the Assessment and then the 5 purposes were incorrectly downgraded in Part 

2.  The Town Council’s own assessment shows that many of the parcels in SP PB9 score highly on 

Green Belt purposes.  This shows that the assessments changed from Part 1 to Part 2 and no 

justification has been given why.   

Q7:  … how have the Councils considered and assessed the impact of development on…heritage 

assets…? 

The assessment of land in SP PB9 fails to take account of the Old Town Conservation Area Character 

Appraisal, Conservation Area and Listed Buildings where the countryside forms part of their setting. 


