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           Matter 1 

CHILTERN AND SOUTH BUCKS LOCAL PLAN EXAMINATION 

STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF CATESBY ESTATES  

Matter 1 – Compliance with the Act and Regulations  

Preamble 

This Hearing Statement is made on behalf of our Client, Catesby Estates, in advance of making 

verbal representations to Stage 1 of the Examination in Public into the Chiltern and South Bucks 

Local Plan.   

 Catesby Estates have interests in two sites in Stoke Poges, which they have promoted for 

housing through the preparation of the Plan.  These two sites are: Land off Rogers Lane and 

Land off Gerrards Cross Road (omission sites 1224463).  Each site has the capacity to deliver 

130 homes.  These sites are not included in the Plan as draft allocations and are proposed to 

remain in Green Belt.   

Issue 1 

Q2.  Have the Council approached other local authorities to assist in meeting any 

potential unmet housing and economic development needs?  

1. Yes.  The Councils have approached Aylesbury Vale District Council for them to assist 

in meeting some of their unmet housing and economic development needs.  As a result 

of this, Aylesbury Vale District Council will make provision for 5,750 homes which cannot 

be met within the administrative boundaries of Chiltern and South Bucks.  

2.  The Chiltern and South Bucks Duty to Cooperate Statement (September 2019) 

[CSBLP12] confirms that the Councils have also approached and been in discussions 

with Wycombe District, Dacorum District, Three Rivers , Royal Borough of Windsor and 

Maidenhead and London Borough of Hillingdon in relation to the preparation of the  Plan 

and Chiltern and South Bucks’ unmet needs.  

3. The Duty to Cooperate Statement [CSBLP12] also confirms that there has been 

engagement with Slough Borough Council.  However, the Duty to Cooperate Statement 

does state that “there have been disagreements over the approaches to growth in the 

current Local Plan”.  Following on from this, the Councils ’ Response to the Inspectors’ 

Questions [EXAM2] identifies that a draft Statement of Common Ground was submitted 

to Slough Borough Council on 10 th December 2019, following email and face-to-face 

discussions in April 2019.  The Councils’ Response to the Inspectors’ Questions [EXAM2] 
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identifies that the key area of disagreement between the authorities are that many of 

the sites which Slough Borough Council wish to use to promote their ‘Northern 

Extension’ to help address their own unmet need involve the release of Green Belt land 

in South Bucks District.  We consider that there needs to be an agreement between 

Chiltern and South Bucks and Slough in relat ion to Slough’s unmet housing need , in 

particular on the number of houses that need to be accommodated in South Bucks  

before the Plan is adopted.    

Q5.  In response to the Inspectors’ Initial Questions, it was confirmed that Slough 

Borough Council had approached Chiltern and South Bucks to accommodate 

some of their unmet housing needs.  However, the “exact level of the shortfall 

needs to be clarified”.  What is the latest position? Has the amount of housing 

which cannot be accommodated in Slough been established?  Is there 

agreement on how Slough’s potential unmet needs will be accommodated?  

4. Following on from our response to the Question above, the Council s have confirmed in 

their Response to the Inspectors’ Questions [EXAM2] that they are not in a position to 

accommodate Slough’s request for the Northern Extension at the present time as doubt 

still remains over the exact level of growth which Slough Borough Council are looking 

to accommodate outside of its own boundaries.  

5. However, as set out in Catesby’s Chiltern and South Bucks Housing Need Review (July 

2019) that was submitted as part of the Representations to the Chiltern and South 

Bucks Local Plan 2036 Regulation 19 Consultation, the Buckinghamshire Local Planning 

Authorities and Bucks Thames Valley LEP Duty to Co-operate Position Statement in 

relation to Slough Borough Councils’ Emerging Slough Local Plan (June 2017) identifies 

that Slough Borough Council have an unmet need of 8,000 homes and are seeking 

provision of 5,000 of these in South Bucks.   

6. Chiltern and South Bucks District Councils, along with Slough Borough Council and the 

Royal Borough of Windsor & Maidenhead, are jointly commissioning a Wider Area 

Growth Study to assess the development needs and potential unmet needs from the 

Study Area in order to generate a series of strategic spatial options for consideration in 

relevant Local Plans and for use in Duty to Co-operate discussions.  An Expression of 

Interest for Consultants was published in July 2018. Part 1 of the Wider Growth Area 

Study was published in June 2019 confirms that the Study will identify areas where 

Slough’s unmet need can be accommodated, regardless of administrative boundaries.  

Part 1 defines two areas of search for the Study: the narrow area and wider area.  
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Figure 7.1 on Page 44 of Part 1 confirms that the narrow area of search includes the 

southern half of South Bucks District.  The wider area of search covers the narrow area 

and majority of Bracknell Forest and smaller parts of Wycombe District and Surrey.  Part 

2 of the Study will look at supply, capacity and constraints in the study area and will 

identify specific locations within its boundary where housing development could be 

deliverable and sustainable.  These recommendations should be taken into 

consideration in relevant Local Plans and inform Duty to Cooperate conversations. 

However, Part 2 has not yet been published and there is no timetable for this.  

7. Whilst we have commented that the Buckinghamshire Local Planning Authorities and 

Bucks Thames Valley LEP Duty to Co-operate Position Statement in relation to Slough 

Borough Councils’ Emerging Slough Local Plan (June 2017) identifies that Slough 

Borough Council have an unmet need of 8,000 homes, we consider that the exact level 

of Slough’s shortfall still needs to be clarified with Slough Borough Council as part of 

this Examination.  In addition, it is considered that the Wider Area Growth Study needs 

to form part of the Evidence Base for the Local Plan and be taken into account  as part 

of the Examination.   

Q6.  Paragraph 3.5.7 of the submitted Plan refers to the potential need to further 

consider the Green Belt boundary north of Slough in an early review of the 

Plan.  Is this approach consistent with the PPG, which states that “Inspectors 

will expect to see that strategic policy making authorities have addressed key 

strategic matters through effective joint working, and not deferred them to 

subsequent plan updates…”  

8.  It is considered that the Councils ’ approach to an early review of the Plan in relation to 

Slough’s northern extension does not represent effective joint working  between 

strategic policy making authorities and is not consistent with the approach set out in 

the PPG (Paragraph: 022 Reference ID: 61-022-20190315).  As such, in our view the 

Councils should have already considered the provision of housing to the north of Slough 

as part of the Plan.  We are unclear of the reasons for this and why it is being left to 

an early review of the Plan.  

Q7. What is the purpose of the Wider Area Growth Study which is being prepared 

on behalf of Slough Borough Council, South Bucks District Council and the 

Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead?  How does this relate to the 

strategic, cross-boundary matters of housing growth which have arisen during 

the preparation of this Local Plan? 
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9. Part 1 of the Wider Area Growth Study confirms that it relates to the future housing 

needs of the cluster of ‘core places’, comprising the urban areas of Slough, Windsor 

and Maidenhead.  Part 1 notes that Slough Borough Council cannot currently meet all 

of its existing and future housing needs within its boundary, and therefore the Study 

will identify areas where this ‘need’ can be accommodated regardless of administrative 

boundaries.  

10. Whilst the Wider Area Growth Study will focus on the housing needs of Slough and 

Windsor and Maidenhead, the southern part of South Bucks is located in the narrow 

area of search and therefore will be assessed in relation to its capacity, supply and 

constraints for providing housing to meet Slough’s unmet need.   Furthermore, 

Paragraph 7.21 of Part 1 of the Wider Area Growth Study states:  

 “It will also be important for the Part 2 WAGS Study to consider land that is being 

released through emerging Local Plans, including those at Examination but which are 

not yet to be adopted to ensure that the capacity considered to be available takes 

account of sites considered to have an enhanced likelihood of deliverability, as a 

consequence of being allocated”. (our emphasis) 

11. As such, we consider that the findings of the Wider Area Growth Study should be taken 

into account as part of the Examination for this Plan.  It is important to note that the 

Expression of Interests for Consultants was published 14 months before the Plan wa s 

submitted for Examination, therefore the Councils have been aware of its preparation 

for some time.  

Q8. How are the Councils intending to consider and implement any findings from 

the Wider Area Growth Study?  

12. We understand that Part 2 of the Wider Area Growth Study will  provide a series of 

strategic spatial options for meeting development needs and will make 

recommendations for consideration in relevant Local Plans and for use in Duty to Co-

operate discussions.  We, therefore, consider that the Wider Area Growth Study should 

form part of the Evidence Base for this Plan and be used to inform the Duty to Cooperate 

discussions with Slough Borough Council.  In addition, we consider the Council should 

implement the findings of the Wider Area Growth Study by considering the 

recommendations made, particularly if these lead to the need to allocate land in South 

Bucks to meet the unmet needs of Slough Borough Council.  
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Q11. Has the Duty to Cooperate under sections 22(5)(c) and 33A of the 2004 Act 

and Regulation 4 of the 2012 Regulations been complied with, having regard 

to advice contained in the National Planning Policy Framework (the 

‘Framework’) and the PPG? 

13. Whilst the Councils have liaised with neighbouring authorities in Buckinghamshire, it is 

considered that Slough Borough Council’s unmet housing needs have not been taken 

into consideration within the Plan.  Therefore, the Plan fails to meet the requirements 

of the Duty to Co-operate in accordance with sections 22(5)(c) and 33A of the Planning 

and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and has not demonstrated effective joint working 

that is outlined in Paragraph 35 of the Framework and the PPG (Paragraph: 022 

Reference ID: 61-022-20190315).  

 Issue 2  

Q3.  Appendix B of the SA includes assessments for each of the 37 sites identified 

as ‘reasonable alternatives’.  What process did the Council’s follow to 

determine which sites where taken forward into this stage of the assessment?  

In creating the list of 37 sites to be tested though the SA did the Council 

consider sites on a consistent and transparent basis? 

14. As set out in our Review of Sustainability Appraisal (July 2019), that was submitted as 

part of our Representations to the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan 2036 Regulation 

19 Consultation, it is considered that areas of the SA comprise some weaknesses and 

would benefit from further focus and clarity.  Such areas included the assessment and 

selection of reasonable alternatives.  

15. With regard to reasonable alternatives, we consider that it would be helpful to include 

more justification within the SA for the reasoning behind the site selection iterations of 

the SA. For example Section 5.4 of the 2019 SA Report states that “during January 

2016, a total of 38 Green Belt locations were identified by the Councils as reasonable 

alternatives to be appraised through the SA process; in 2017 this list was narrowed 

down by the Councils to a shortlist of 15 preferred sites.   As part of the most recent 

round of reasonable alternatives (2019), a total of 37 Green Belt locations were 

assessed to inform the Local Plan”.  It is considered that the Councils should outline 

the reasoning and method for the 15 options becoming 37 options, as it raises questions 

regarding the robustness of selecting new sites.  
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16. Furthermore, the impact matrices for the Green Belt site assessments present in the 

2017 Regulation 18 Green Belt Preferred Options report (Chapter 4) show different 

results to the 2019 SA Report (Appendix B) when comparing the same sites (for the 

sites out of the 15 that are also present within the 37 of the SA, see above comment).  

There is no explanation as to why the matrices are different for this site and suggests 

a lack of consistency in the assessment approach and reporting.  

17. In addition, post-mitigation assessments of the alternatives within the 2017 Regulation 

18 Green Belt Preferred Options were not undertaken, for example Option 3 Area East 

of Hazlemere was not assessed for post mitigation impacts but was not taken forward 

into the 37 options in the 2019 SA Report, in which post mitigation assessments were 

undertaken for each of the options.  It is therefore unknown whether Option 3 Area 

East of Hazlemere would present a better alternative with mitigation considered, than 

the other options with mitigation.  

18.  As set out in our Review of the SA, we are also concerned about the scores awarded to 

Site 1.01 Area North East of Chesham (Policy SP BP2 Chesham) and Site 1.10 Area North 

East of Chalfont St Peter (Policy SP BP7 Chalfont St Peter).  

19. For example, Table N.2 of the 2019 SA Report describes Site 1.01 as a ‘highly 

sustainable location’ for development , this is despite information in Appendix B 

identifying the site as wholly located within the Local Wildlife Site (LWS) ‘Wood North 

of Hilltop Estate, Chesham’ and development at this site could result in the complete 

loss of this feature and have a negative impact on biodiversity.   The site boundary also 

incorporates several areas of deciduous woodland, which is a UK Biodive rsity Action 

Plan (BAP) priority habitat.  The site would likely result in the loss of this habitat.  It is 

suggested that the site should have been given a score of moderate negative impact 

against SA Objective 3 ‘Biodiversity’ rather than a negligible impact or no impacts, given 

the potentially permanent loss of these features and adverse impacts on biodiversity.  

In addition, the majority of the site is located outside of the target distance to a public 

green space or leisure centre facilities and development would be likely to restrict 

access for some site end users to outdoor space and a diverse range of natural habitats.  

This would have significant impacts on the health and wellbeing of the community and 

does not promote sustainability.  The impacts are particularly significant as the 

assessment further identifies that the site would be expected to locate some site end 

users in close proximity to traffic related sources of air and noise pollution.   The site 

also should have been given a minor negative impact on climate change adaptation, 

rather than a minor positive impact, due to lack of area of greenspace or connectivity 
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to Green Infrastructure (GI).  The cumulative impacts of these points altogether have 

not been appropriately considered when judging the si te’s location as highly 

sustainable.  This again raises issues regarding the reasonableness in scoring the 

alternative sites. 

20. A further example is Table N.2 of the 2019 SA Report describes Site 1.10 as a ‘highly 

sustainable location’ for development.  It is unclear how this conclusion was reasonably 

reached when the assessment in Appendix B identified that the development of 360 

dwellings will have a major impact on local air quality.  This impact is exacerbated by 

the fact the site restricts end users’ access to a bus stop within the 400m target distance 

providing hourly services.  In addition, the site is located approximately 4km from the 

nearest Railway Station.  Therefore, this site would be expected to locate end users in 

an area with poor accessibility to public transport networks.  The north of the site is 

also not located within proximity to local services.  The nearest local service is the 

Chalfont Common Post Office, which is 800m outside the 600m target distance.  

Development in this location would result in residents and visitors in an area with limited 

access to local services, including healthcare, a leisure centre and primary and 

secondary schools.  This limited accessibility does not promote more sustainable modes 

of transport such as public transport, walking or cycling.  In addition, this would impact 

the health and wellbeing of the community.  The site does not appear to warrant the 

current scores set by the SA objectives and when considered in light of the factors set 

out here would actually warrant a negative score for air quality, climate change, 

transport and accessibility and health.  The cumulative impacts of these points 

altogether have not been appropriately considered when judging the site’s location as 

highly sustainable.  This again raises issues regarding the reasonableness in scoring the 

alternative sites.  

Q8.  Does the SA justify the policies in the Plan? Does it represent an appropriate 

strategy taking into account the reasonable alternatives available? 

21. In light of our response above, it is considered that the SA does not justify the housing 

polices in the Plan as it comprises areas of weaknesses, which include the assessment 

and selection of reasonable alternat ives.  It is considered that additional information is 

needed to address the points we have raised above in order to increase the robustness 

of the SA as a meaningful process.  


