Green Belt Blues
One of the central features of planning policy in Britain since the end of World War II has been the so-called ‘green belt’. This was intended to stop the destruction of the British countryside through the spread of urban development. The policy imposed severe restrictions on house-building in areas designated as green belt. Whilst the green belt policy had good intentions, there are many reasons why we should abandon it.

There is a severe shortage of housing in Britain. House-building has dropped to its lowest level since 1924. In the year 2002, 4% fewer homes were built than in the year 2001. Pierre Williams, spokesman for the Housebuilders’ Federation, has said ‘It is vital that the planning system is speeded up to ensure that supply meets demand’. This shows that green belt policy has hampered house-building through the restrictions it has put on the planning system.

The green belt was designed to protect the British countryside from being taken over by the city. Unfortunately this has not stopped the British countryside being destroyed by those who live there. The Cotswold hills, for example, have been turned into one big ‘prairie farm’ by intensive agriculture, interspersed with ‘Disneyfied’ towns and villages selling ‘Mickey Mouse’ trinkets to tourists. One might as well accept this and allow the land to be built upon.

Some would argue that we should use so-called ‘brownfield’ sites for house building, i.e. sites such as derelict industrial land in inner cities. However, such a policy will not solve the problem of the shortage of housing. Chris Webster, professor of urban planning at Cardiff University, has said that a move towards brownfield development will create ‘exclusive communities in the air’ for the rich, cut off from the rest of the community in their towering apartments with 24-hour security. Moreover, such sites are often contaminated with toxic industrial waste which takes millions of pounds to clear and, even then, could pose a health threat to residents.

The attempt to confine towns and cities in tight boundaries through green belt policy leads to overcrowding and congestion. Since most people live in urban or semi-urban environments, it would be better for policy makers to allow urban areas to expand in response to the fact that it is the environment in which people prefer to live.

The idea of the green belt is typical of the restrictive authoritarian style of society and politics which was a legacy of wartime government. Just as dress codes have relaxed since those days, so should planning laws.

1 
The author concludes that the green belt policy should be abandoned. Give two reasons the author uses to support this conclusion.


[2]
2
Give two possible weaknesses in the way evidence about housebuilding in Paragraph 2 is used.
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3(a) 
Identify one assumption the author must make in his reasoning in Paragraph 3. 
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(b) 
In Paragraph 3, the author suggests the countryside has been destroyed by intensive agriculture and that we might as well allow the countryside to be built upon. Suggest one objection to this view.
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4 
Identify two weaknesses in the author’s reasoning about brownfield sites and housing shortages in Paragraph 4.
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5
Identify two assumptions that underlie the author’s reasoning in Paragraph 5.
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6(a) 
Give one problem with the parallel the author draws between a relaxation of green belt restrictions and a relaxation of dress restrictions in the final paragraph. 
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(b) 
The author suggests there are a number of negative effects of green belt policy. Show how any one of these effects could be seen as positive and beneficial.
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