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Matter 1 - Compliance with the Act and Regulations 

Matter 1 Issue 1 - Duty to Cooperate  

Q1.  The Duty to Cooperate Statement confirms that Aylesbury Vale District 
Council has agreed to accommodate 5,725 dwellings from Chiltern and South 
Bucks. What is this figure based on, how has it been calculated and what 
alternatives were considered as part of the preparation of the Plan? 

 
Chiltern and South Bucks Councils decided very early on in the Plan making process 
that a significant amount of housing should be exported to Aylesbury Vale and has 
not reconsidered this in the light of public consultation or changes in circumstances 
such as their being an increase in the local housing need for the Plan Area. 
 
The refusal to consider any other alternatives can be seen from the fact that all of the 
options tested in the Sustainability Appraisal assume that housing will be exported to 
Aylesbury. 
 
Paragraph 8.3 of The Council’s Response to the Inspectors’ Initial Questions makes 
it clear that the Sustainability  Appraisal is the main document for looking at the 
impact of various options. Paragraph 8.8 of the Council’s Response states that 
undertaking the large scale release of land from the Green Belt, as an alternative to 
exporting 5,750 homes to Aylesbury  would not constitute a “reasonable” alternative 
for testing in the SA.  
 
The reason for this is set out in paragraph 8.5 of the Response which states: 
 
However, to meet all of the Councils’ development needs within the district council 
areas would involve causing significant and irrevocable harm, both to the Green Belt 
and the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.” 
 
The Plan is, however, already proposing a significant amount of housing in the 
Green Belt and OANB. The question is therefore whether it has found the right 
balance. It is considered that the failure to contemplate allowing even slightly more 



development in the Green Belt demonstrates the extent to which the Councils 
consideration of alternatives have been biased against reducing the amount of 
housing being exported to Aylesbury Vale and meeting more of its housing needs 
within the Plan area. This is also demonstrated in the sequence of decision making 
for the Local Plan. 
 
Chiltern and South Bucks  Councils made representations to Aylesbury Vale Council 
In December 2015 that it should accommodate 7,500 houses in its Local Plan that 
could not be accommodated in the two districts.  
 
The principle of exporting a large number of houses to Aylesbury was effectively 
fixed at this stage and has preempted the proper consideration of the Spatial Options 
in the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan.  
 
The Regulation 18 Issues and Options Consultation Document did not take place 
until  January to 2016. Although this included 15 Options it had already been 
effectively been decided that a significant number of houses should be exported to 
Aylesbury Vale. 
 
The shortcomings in the consideration of the results of public consultation are 
explained elsewhere. 
 
 By the time the the Green Belt Preferred Options consultation took place in October 
2016 the Councils had already  conclude that there would be a shortfall of 5,800 
dwellings within the two districts over the plan period which would have to be met in 
Aylesbury Vale. In order to come to that conclusion Councils had already had to 
make presumptions about which sites will come forward in the urban areas, what 
density development will be built at and how much land will be released from the 
Green Belt.  
 
As a result the Preferred Green Belt consultation was not about how many sites 
should be released but which ones should be selected for development to meet the 
predetermined residual once the 5,800 had been exported. 
 
As a result it can be seen that the figure of 5,750 which is now being proposed to be 
exported to Aylesbury was effectively derived from a capacity study carried out very 
early in the plan making process and there has not been any proper consideration of 
alternative  during the subsequent preparation of the plan. 
 

Q3.  How will the Councils ensure that the proposed number of dwellings 
agreed with Aylesbury Vale District Council will be delivered?  What 
mechanisms are in place should the relevant sites not come forward as 
expected? 



Unlike other Plans that are intended to meet the unmet needs of other areas no 
specific sites have been identified within Aylesbury which are intended to meet 
needs of Chiltern or South Bucks.  

For example the Vale of White Horse Local Plan has a policy to address Oxford 
City’s unmet needs and proposes that 2,200 dwellings should be built with a specific 
sub area that is closest to and has the most frequent and reliable public transport 
linkages to Oxford. 

Another example is the Central Bedfordshire Local Plan which is required to 
accommodate an ‘unmet need’ from Luton which is a highly constrained urban area. 
The Plan is proposing to provide 7350 homes within Luton Housing Market Area and 
has identified a strategic site that is closely related to Luton’s northern urban edge, 
or else in the form of highly sustainable extensions of a more moderate scale to 
large towns and villages that are inset into the Green Belt.  

There are no mechanisms in place to make sure that the housing is delivered.  

Q4.  In response to the Inspectors’ Initial Questions the Councils highlighted  
that Main Modifications are being sought to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan 
to delete policy criteria relating to the unmet needs of Chiltern and South 
Bucks.  

What is the latest position regarding the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan, and 
what implications, if any, would this suggested change have? 

The proposed Main Modification MM10 for the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan proposes 
to remove the wording in Policy S2 which sets out that 5,750 houses will be built in 
the Plan area to meet Chiltern and South Bucks unmet needs. References to this 
are, however, still contained in the text.  

Paragraph 2.5 of the Chiltern and South Buck Councils’ Response to the Inspectors’ 
Initial Questions makes it clear that they are “concerned that this proposed change 
would make the VALP less clear and certain about the scale and purpose of housing 
growth proposed over the plan period and would make what was a sound plan 
sound.” As a result Chiltern and South Bucks submitted a formal objection to this 
Main Modification. 

A decision has not yet been made about this. Slough Borough Council objected to 
the fact that housing should not be exported outside of the functional Housing market 
Area and so would support the proposed Main Modification. It agrees with Chiltern 
and South Bucks that if the modification was to be made it would make the position 
less clear. It would also mean that there is no longer any “policy” support for 
exporting the 5,750 houses from Chiltern and South Bucks to Aylesbury. As a result 
it is considered that there is scope to reconsider this as part of this Examination. 



In addition to there no longer being any “policy” support for exporting the houses 
there is no longer any technical support for this because Aylesbury Vale no longer 
has the spare capacity to meet other Council’s needs on this scale. 

One Main Modifications proposed by the Inspector is to increase housing 
requirement figure in the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan from 27,400 to 28,600.  
 
The Plan was, however, prepared using the old methodology for calculating Local 
Housing Need. If the Government’s new standard methodology is used, 29,480 
houses are required just to meet Aylesbury’s own needs. This means the most up to 
date evidence suggests there no longer any spare capacity to accommodate 8,000 
houses from Wycombe, Chiltern and South Bucks. 

The Wycombe Local Plan has recently been approved and the Aylesbury Plan is in 
its final stages. This means that the only Local Plan which is capable of being 
amended to avoid there being an overall shortfall of around 10,000 houses with 
Buckinghamshire, when judged against the objectively assessed need using the 
standard methodology is the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan. 

All of which suggests that there needs to be a reconsideration of the proposal to 
export 5,750 houses from Chiltern and South Bucks to Aylesbury. 

 

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? 

 

Firstly it should be noted that the report that went to the Joint Committee on 1st 
May 2019 seeking approval for the publication of the Local Plan wrongly stated in 
paragraph 4.9 that:  

“……no formal requests have been received to meet any unmet housing 
needs of neighbouring areas………” 

This was clearly incorrect and we have subsequently received a statement from 
Chiltern and South Bucks Councils which stated: 

“In drafting the report to our own committee meetings to seek approval to publish 
and submit the Local Plan, I was advised that we had not received any formal 
requests to meet any unmet housing needs of neighbouring areas.  Having looked 



into this issue subsequently, however, I can confirm that we did receive 
representations from your Council to ask for this assistance in response to the Local 
Plan Issues and Options and Green Belt Preferred Options consultations in 2016.  I 
hope that this now sets the record straight on this matter.” 

It is incredible the writers of the Local Plan and the accompanying Committee report 
had to look into the issue before they could confirm that Slough had made formal 
representations at all stages of the preparation of the Local Plan that there should be 
a Northern Expansion of Slough to meet local needs which could include some of  
Slough’s unmet needs.  

Although this mistake has been acknowledged, this mistake has not and cannot be 
remedied.  

It is also a matter of record that none of Slough’s formal representations about the 
need for a Northern Expansion of Slough in order to meet local needs have ever 
been considered by any public Committee of Chiltern or South Bucks.  

As a result it has not been possible to fully understand what Chiltern and South 
Bucks Council’s objections to the proposed Northern Expansion were until  the 
Council’s response to the Inspector’s Initial Questions was published in December 
2019. 

In answer to Question 4 which requested more information about what work had 
been carried out to assess how Slough’s unmet needs might be met Chiltern and 
South Bucks put forward two reasons why they are not in a position to accommodate 
Slough’s request at the present time. 

Firstly Paragraph 4.4 asserts that Paragraph 11 of the NPPF and footnote 6 makes it 
clear that  

“an authorities own objectively assessed development needs do not need to be met 
where doing so would run contrary to elements of the NPPF which seek to protect 
specifically designated areas of national importance – including Green Belt and 
AONB.” 

Paragraph 11 of the NPPF actually states that: 

b) strategic policies should, as a minimum, provide for objectively assessed needs 
for housing and other uses, as well as needs that cannot be met within neighbouring 
areas, unless: 

i. the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of 
particular importance provides a strong reason for restricting the overall scale, type 
or distribution of development in the plan area (6); or 



ii. any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably 
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken 
as a whole. 

As a result it is clear that Plans can propose development in areas such as Green 
Belt and AONB to meet needs that cannot be met within neighbouring areas 
providing there is “a strong reason” for doing so and the harm would significantly and 
demonstrably outweigh the benefits.  

This means that a judgement has to be made by the Plan maker and it is perfectly 
legitimate for a plan to release Green Belt for housing or build in the AONB if this can 
be justified. This is exactly what the Chiltern and South Buck Local Plan is doing and 
so the question is whether the right balance has been drawn. 

Paragraph 4.4 of the Councils’ response to the Inspector’s Initial Questions goes on 
to state: 

If an authority cannot meet its own needs, then it cannot be considered to be in a 
position to provide assistance for anyone else.  This is not considered to be a 
complex equation. 

This completely misses the point that Slough has always promoted the proposed 
Northern Expansion of Slough as the most sustainable way of meeting the local 
housing needs arising from South Bucks. It would only be used to meet some of 
Slough’s unmet needs if it could be scaled up to do so. 

In terms of complying with the NPPF it would be better to build housing in a Northern 
Expansion of Slough which is only subject to the policy constraint of being in the 
Green Belt as opposed to building in the AONB which in addition to also being 
subject to the same policy constraint is also subject to an intrinsic quality constraint. 

As noted in paragraph 4.5 of the Response, the NPPG states that Green Belt/AONB 
are “unlikely” to be suitable area for accommodating unmet needs from adjoining 
(non – designated) areas. There is not a complete embargo upon doing this. 

As a result it is considered that the need for a Northern Expansion of Slough to meet 
both South Bucks needs and some of Slough’s unmet needs is a much more 
complicated equation that the Councils suggest.   

As explained elsewhere, Slough considers that because the Local Plan has not 
calculated the objectively assessed need properly using the most up to date figures 
in the “standard” methodology, there is a shortfall of ???? houses in the Plan area 
even after the 5,750 houses being exported to Aylesbury are taken into account. 

The proposed Northern Expansion could be used to fill this shortfall. 



The lack of a spatial strategy in the Plan also means that there is an imbalanced 
distribution of housing within the Plan area which is made worse by exporting unmet 
needs northwards to Aylesbury. 

The Housing Needs Assessment produced by GL Hearn as part of the Wider Area 
Growth Study shows that there is a shortfall of 4,300 houses in the southern part of 
South Buckinghamshire and there will be an overall loss of 1,500 workers from the 
area over the plan period. The proposed Northern Expansion of Slough could be 
used to redress this. 

Finally the proposed Northern Expansion could be used to meet Slough’s unmet 
needs which arise not because of any policy constraints but a shortage of 
developable land with the Borough. 

The second reason that Chiltern and South Bucks give for not meeting any of 
Slough’s unmet needs is that  “considerable doubt still remains over the exact level 
of growth which Slough Council are looking to accommodate outside of its 
boundaries”. 

Pargraphs 4.6 and 4.7 of Councils’  response to the Inspector’s Initial Questions list 
the range of numbers that have been put forward at various times. They make the 
point that: 

“There is of course, a substantial difference between the delivery figure of 5,000 and 
10,000 homes, and the associated harm which would then be caused to the Green 
Belt to deliver not only the homes, but the necessary supporting social and physical 
infrastructure”. 

This may be true but it needs to be tested. This is why Slough commissioned Atkins 
to carry out a Study to prepare a report on the Northern Extension in 2017 which 
showed how around 7,500 could be accommodated. 

It was not possible to use this document to carry out the testing as envisaged 
because of the response from Chiltern and South Bucks Councils. As explained 
elsewhere they considered that it was illegal for Slough to publish the report and 
threatened the Council with an injunction to prevent its publication. This was 
explained in a meeting in September 2017 and no Officer or Member meetings have 
taken place since then to discuss the proposed Northern Expansion of Slough. 

It is still not possible to calculate what the exact shortfall in housing will be in Slough 
because this depends upon what will happen to some major sites in Slough town 
centre and what the uptake will be of sites that have been granted planning 
permission. This may not ultimately be resolved until the Slough Local Plan has been 
approved. This is currently delayed until the Secretary of State has made a decision 
about the third runway at Heathrow which will be partly built in Slough. This means 
that the Local Plan may not be adopted for three years. 



It is not, however, considered critical that the exact size of the proposed Northern 
Expansion of Slough has to be defined at this stage. As explained elsewhere there is 
already a shortfall of around 4,000 houses which are needed to meet South Bucks 
and Chilterns needs and it can be assumed that Slough’s unmet needs will be at 
least as large as this.  

It can be seen that there is a need for a substantial amount of new housing which will 
have a long lead in time before completions begin and would be built out over a 
number of years. As a result there is no reason why planning for this cannot start 
immediately.     

As explained elsewhere progress is being made on the Wider Area Growth Study 
which has narrowed down the area of search for where Slough’s unmet needs can 
be met. 

This is why the Council considers that the best way of proceeding is to include a new 
policy in the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan which would state:: 

The Council commits to bring forward an immediate partial review of the Local Plan 
commencing no later than 6 Months from adoption of the Local Plan. This will bring 
forward proposals to meet unmet housing needs in Chiltern, South Bucks and Slough 
taking into account the results of the Wider Area Growth Study.	

 

  

 

 

 

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…” 

As explained elsewhere, there were no discussions about the content of the Local 
Plan prior to its publication. The Council was therefore unaware that there was going 
to be a reference in the Plan to the potential need to further consider the Green Belt 
boundary in a review of the Plan and so was unable to seek clarification as to what 
this meant. 

Paragraph 3.5.7 of the Local Plan states that one of the Strategic Objectives of the 
Local Plan is to: 



Establish a new, strengthened Green Belt boundary that will continue to meet 
national Green Belt purposes, prevent inappropriate development ,secure 
opportunities for enhancement in accordance with national Green Belt 
objectives and, subject potentially to further consideration of the Green Belt 
boundary north of Slough in a review of the Plan, have boundaries that will 
endure beyond 2036. 

Taken at face value, and in the absence of any other information, it could be 
assumed that the main purpose of this objective is to establish a new strengthened  
Green Belt boundary that will endure beyond 2036. 

The reference to the fact that there may potentially be a need for further 
consideration of the Green Belt boundary north of Slough in a review of the Plan is 
welcomed on the basis that this is referring to the possibility of the Northern 
Expansion of Slough being considered at a later date. 

If it is the case this is the only acknowledgement of this in the Plan and it is 
considered that this should be made more explicit. 

The proposal for a Northern Expansion of Slough to meet local needs, including 
some of Slough’s unmet needs is an important strategic cross boundary matter that 
should have been discussed on a constructive, active and on going basis in order to 
maximise the effectiveness of the Local Plan. 

If this had happened it may have been possible for this matter to have been resolved 
through effective joint working and not deferred to a subsequent update of the Plan.  

It is recognised that it is not possible to resolve this issue at this stage, taking into 
account the fact that Part 2 of the Wider Area Growth Study has not been 
undertaken yet. Whilst this is unfortunate it is considered essential that a resolution 
of the issue is not put off for 5 years when the Bucks Unitary Plan is due to be 
produced, particularly since there is likely to be a long lead in before any 
development could take place. 

This is why the Council has requested that a new policy should be included in which: 

The Council commits to bring forward an immediate partial review of the Local Plan 
commencing no later than 6 Months from adoption of the Local Plan. This will bring 
forward proposals to meet unmet housing needs in Chiltern, South Bucks and Slough 
taking into account the results of the Wider Area Growth Study.	

If this is included in the Plan as a new policy, the wording to paragraph 3.5.7 would 
have to be changed accordingly. 

 

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? 

 

The Joint bid for Government funding for the Wider Area Growth Study explained 
that: 

Although the lead and partner authorities have different views on the Housing Market 
Areas (HMAs) which affect them they agree that there is a need to have a shared 
approach to arrive at an agreed geography for a Sub-Regional Growth Study to 
provide a shared basis for sound plan making and a strategic planning framework for 
duty to cooperate. 

The Expression of Interest Document for Part 1 of the Study (July 2018) explained 
that the Study would be divided into two parts. Part 1 being to make 
recommendations on the definition of the geographic area for the Study . 

Part 2 would  assess the development needs and potential unmet needs within this 
Study area and generate a series of strategic spatial options, test these options and 
make recommendations for consideration in relevant Local Plans and for use in Duty 
to Co-operate discussions. 

The three main purposes of the Joint Study are therefore to resolve Housing Market 
Area issue, overcome Duty to Cooperate problems and inform Local Plans or 
reviews of Local Plans. 

Part 1 of the Study was to commission a report from PBA. Work began on this in 
October 2018 and the final report was agreed by all 4 Councils and published in 
June 2019. 

The first element of Part 2 has been completed as a result of GL Hearn being 
commissioned to produce a Housing Needs Assessment for the Housing Market 
Area identified in Part 1. This was  

The main work on Part 2 has not yet been commissioned.  

No account appears been given to the initial work on the Growth Study in the 
preparation of the Local Plan. There is no reference to it in the Publication or 
Submission Versions of the document. 

The Minutes of the meeting of the Joint Overview and Scrutiny Committee on 29th 
April 2019 record that:  

The  Head  of Planning  and  Economic  Development  reported  that  the  draft  
Local  Plan included  no  housing  provision  for  Slough  and  that  this  Growth  
Study  would not need to be considered in the production of this Plan. 



The Minutes of the meeting of the South Bucks Council on 19th May confirm that the 
Director of Services gave a presentation on the Local Plan at which he stated that 
the Wider Area (Slough) Growth Study was not relevant to this Plan.  

The report that went to the Joint Committee on 1st May 2019 seeking approval for 
the publication of the Local Plan did not mention the Wider Area Growth Study 
and stated in paragraph 4.9 that:  

 

“……As no formal requests have been received to meet any unmet housing 
needs of neighbouring areas, the housing strategy of the Local Plan has 
been drafted so as to provide for 15,260 homes over the period 2016-2036 
plus a 10% buffer to allow for potential non-delivery (16,786 homes in 
total).” 

Not only is this incorrect, it shows how little regard has been given to the Wider Area 
Growth Study , one of the main purposes of which is to determine how the unmet 
housing needs of Slough could be met. 

Chiltern and South Buck’s interpretation of the results, as set out in paragraph 4.6.11 
of the Duty to Cooperate Statement is that  

“..The stage one study showed that there was complex relationship between 
population growth, patterns of migration and work areas than just between Slough 
and South Bucks and a more multi-faceted approach to considering growth 
pressures was needed. 

Whilst a multi area approach may be needed to meet the growth needs of Windsor 
and Maidenhead, the conclusions about meeting Slough’s need were set out in 
paragraphs 7.5 and 7.6 of the PBA report which state: 

 

7.5 Considered in the round, this evidence suggests that the future housing needs 
of Slough are best met: 

• As close to Slough as possible 
• In areas where house prices are, or house prices in new developments 

could be, no higher than in Slough 
• Close to areas that Slough residents commute out to. 

	

7.6   These criteria generate a very small “narrow area of search”, restricted to 
adjoining local authority boundaries……” 

This narrow area of search is shown as being within the ? line in the diagram 
below. 



INSERT DIAGRAM 

This area includes the London Borough of Hillingdon (shaded ?). The paragraph 
7.6 goes on to explain that  

 “To help meet Slough’s need, Hillingdon does not have to take any net migration 
from Slough. It will still be helping to meet Slough’s needs if the net migration out 
from Hillingdon to Slough is reduced.” 

It is considered that these are very important conclusions which have implications for 
plan making in the area.  

There is no scope for a significant southern expansion of Slough into Windsor and 
Maidenhead because of physical constraints such as the sewage works, M4, Jubilee 
river, Eton College and the Queen Mother Reservoir. There is no scope for an 
eastern expansion because of Heathrow Airport.  

Expanding existing villages would result in new housing having the very high house 
prices associated with them. As a result the only remaining options are a western or 
northern expansion of Slough. 

It should also be noted that as part of the Wider Area Growth Study a Housing 
Needs Assessment has been carried out by GL Hearn. The results of this have been 
agreed by all Authorities and published on web sites.  

This has relevance for other questions that are being discussed at the Examination 
because it confirms that the uncapped housing need for South Bucks, as calculated 
by using the standard methodology is higher than is recognised in the Local Plan. It 
also shows that the proposed spatial distribution within the Local Plan will result in a 
shortfall of 4,300 houses in the “southern” part of South Buckinghamshire.    

  Athough the conclusions of Part 1 Study has been agreed by Chiltern and South 
Bucks and it has been published on their web sites, the results have not been 
reported to Members. 

The results of the Part 1 Study do not appear to have been taken into account in any 
subsequent actions taken by the Councils. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

Q8. How are the Councils intending to consider and implement any 
findings from the Wider Area Growth Study?  
 
As explained elsewhere it had been hoped that the results of part 2 of the Wider 
Area Growth Study would have been produced by now and could have fed into the 
preparation of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan.  

It is still considered that the results of Part 1 of the Study, which narrows down the 
area of search for where Slough’s unmet needs could be met, should be considered 
in the Examination and subsequent decision making on the Local Plan.    

Slough Borough Council now requests that the findings of the Wider Area Growth 
Study should be used in a new policy for the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan in 
which: 

The Council commits to bring forward an immediate partial review of the Local Plan 
commencing no later than 6 Months from adoption of the Local Plan. This will bring 
forward proposals to meet unmet housing needs in Chiltern, South Bucks and Slough 
taking into account the results of the Wider Area Growth Study.	

 
 
 
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?  
 
Slough Borough Council now considers that, as a result of information that has 
become available since it made its formal representations on the Plan that Chiltern 
and South Bucks Councils have not complied with the Duty to Cooperate. As a result 
they have not met the legal duty in accordance with section 110 of the Localism Act 
2011 and section 33A of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.	   

In its formal representations it was stated that:  

Slough	Borough	Council	considers	that	up	until	recently	Chiltern	and	South	Bucks	Councils	have	not	
met	the	Duty	to	Cooperate	because	they	have	failed	to	consider	or	test	the	option	of	the	northern	
expansion	of	Slough		throughout	the	Local	Plan	Process.		



The	Council	has	made	representations	at	the	consultation	stage,	and	through	the	Duty	to	Cooperate	
process,	that	Chiltern	and	South	Bucks	Councils	should	consider	meeting	some	of	Slough’s	unmet	
housing	needs	through	the	development	of	a	northern	expansion	of	Slough	into	South	Bucks.	

The	report	that	went	to	the	Joint	Committee	on	1st	May	2019	which	sought	approval	for	
the	publication	of	the	Chiltern	and	South	Bucks	Local	Plan	did	not	mention	that		the	need	
to	meet	Slough’s	unmet	need	was	an	outstanding	Duty	to	Cooperate	issue.	Indeed	
Paragraph	4.9	of	the	report	stated:	

“……As	no	formal	requests	have	been	received	to	meet	any	unmet	housing	needs	of	
neighbouring	areas,	the	housing	strategy	of	the	Local	Plan	has	been	drafted	so	as	to	
provide	for	15,260	homes	over	the	period	2016-2036	plus	a	10%	buffer	to	allow	for	
potential	non-delivery	(16,786	homes	in	total).”	

We	have	subsequently	received	the	following	statement	from	Chiltern	and	South	Bucks	Councils	
agreeing	that	we	had	made	formal	requests	to	meet	our	unmet	housing	needs	as	below:	

“In	drafting	the	report	to	our	own	committee	meetings	to	seek	approval	to	publish	and	submit	the	Local	Plan,	
I	 was	 advised	 that	 we	 had	 not	 received	 any	 formal	 requests	 to	 meet	 any	 unmet	 housing	 needs	 of	
neighbouring	areas.	 	Having	 looked	 into	this	 issue	subsequently,	however,	 I	can	confirm	that	we	did	receive	
representations	from	your	Council	to	ask	for	this	assistance	in	response	to	the	Local	Plan	Issues	and	Options	
and	Green	Belt	Preferred	Options	consultations	in	2016.		I	hope	that	this	now	sets	the	record	straight	on	this	

matter.” 

This	fundamental	misunderstanding	is	symptomatic	of	the	lack	of	cooperation	that	there	has	been	
between	the	Councils.	

The formal representations therefore noted that no progress was made under the 
Duty to Cooperate until it was agreed to carry out a joint Wider Area Growth Study 
along with the Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead. 

The formal representations stated that 

It	was	hoped	that	Part	2	of	the	study	would	have	been	available	to	inform	the	preparation	of	the	
Chiltern	and	South	Bucks	Local	Plan.	It	is	still	envisaged	that	it	will	be	available	to	be	considered	as	
evidence	at	the	South	Bucks	and	Chiltern	Local	Plan	examination.	

It	is	on	this	basis	that	this	Council	has	accepted	that	Chiltern	and	South	Bucks	Councils	have	
complied	with	the	Duty	to	Cooperate	and	will	be	seeking	assurances,		in	a	Statement	of	Common	
Ground,	that	the	Councils	will	continue	to	participate	in	the	Wider	Area	Growth	Study.	

Since then a lot of new information has come to light. 

Firstly Chiltern and South Bucks have produced a Duty to Cooperate 
Statement dated September 2019. Secondly Chiltern and South Bucks 
Councils have published their response to the Inspectors’ questions. Thirdly 
Chiltern and South Bucks have produced a Draft Statement of Common 
Ground which they have asked this Council to agree and sign. Finally we 
have been informed that in reports to Committee Officers have specifically 



advised Members that the Wider Area Growth Study is not relevant to the 
Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan. 

It has now become clear from all of these that Chiltern and South Bucks continue to 
allege that Slough has not met the Duty to Cooperate in the preparation of its Local 
Plan because of the unilateral way in which it brought forward the proposed Northern 
Expansion of Slough. They do not consider that even the results of Part 1 of the 
Wider Growth Area Study is relevant to the current Local Plan and the Study will only 
feed this into the future Buckinghamshire Unitary Plan. 

This means that any cooperation that has taken place with regards the Growth Study 
does not count towards the Duty to Cooperate with regards to the Local Plan. 

In the Inspectors’ Initial Questions, Question 4 asked: 

Please can you provide more information regarding the ongoing discussions that 
have been held with Slough Borough Council on this issue? In particular has a 
request been made to accommodate unmet needs, and what work has been carried 
out to assess how, where and when such needs might be met? It would be useful if 
the Councils could provide details of any meetings or correspondence with Slough 
Borough Council, including actions and outcomes. 

In response Chiltern and South Bucks referred to the draft Statement of Common 
Ground but failed to provide any details of any recent meetings to discuss the 
proposed Northern Expansion of Slough. 

The answer to the question is that although there have been meetings on the 
Housing Market Area, the Windsor and maidenhead Local Plan and the Wider Area 
Growth Study. The last meeting with either Officers or Members to discuss the 
Northern Expansion of Slough took place on 12th September 2017.  

At this meeting, which was attended by Members and Officers, we were informed 
that at a Special Meeting of the Chiltern and South Bucks Joint Committee on 11th 
September 2017. authorisation had been given to take legal proceedings under 
section 222 of the Local Government Act to prevent this Council from publishing a 
report on the Slough Northern Extension that it had commissioned from Atkins. 

In the light of this it has not been possible to carry out any joint working on 
the proposed Northern Expansion as we had hoped and no further meetings 
at Member or Officer level have taken place. 

Under the circumstances it is clear that Chiltern and South Bucks have not met 
the legal duty on local planning to engage constructively, actively and on an ongoing 
basis to maximise the effectiveness of local plan and preparation in the context of 
this strategic cross boundary matter. 



The Slough Borough Council Planning Committee resolved at its meeting on 19th 
February that: 

		 	
a) That, notwithstanding  this Council’s previous representations to the Chiltern 

and South Bucks Local Plan 2036, it is no longer considered that  the 
Councils have met the Duty to Cooperate in the preparation of the Local 
Plan. 

b) Representations be made to the Local Plan Examination explaining the 
Council’s position with regards to the Duty to Cooperate. 

 
As a result this is now the formal position of Slough Borough Council 
 
 
 
 
 
Issue 2 – Sustainability Appraisal (‘SA’)  
 
 
Q2. The five options referred to above all relate to the scale of growth 
that will occur in Chiltern and South Bucks, comparing it with options 
for exporting unmet needs to Aylesbury Vale. Once the scale of 
development had been established within Chiltern and South Bucks, 
where does the SA consider the spatial distribution of this growth and 
test it against reasonable alternatives? I.e. where does the SA consider 
the geographic distribution of proposed new housing and economic 
development?  
	

Slough Borough Council does not consider that all reasonable alternatives for the 
provision of housing in the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan area have been 
identified or assessed in the SA. 

 
The Council’s first concern is that the SA has not considered a higher level of 
housing as a reasonable option which should have been assessed. 

The SA states in paragraph 5.2.2 that “alternatives to the housing number have not 
been calculated since the identified housing figure in the Local Plan corresponds 
with the national standard methodology.” 

Slough Borough Council has formally requested that Chiltern and South Bucks 
should consider meeting some of it’s unmet housing needs. This has not been 
properly considered within the plan making process or identified as an Option. It is, 
however, a reasonable option which should have been assessed in the SA.  

The Council second concern is that SA has not used the correct local housing needs 
figure in its assessment. 



As shown in the Council’s objections to the Local Plan, the figure quoted for the 
Local Housing Need in the Local Plan and the SA is wrong. When the most up to 
date figures are input to Steps 1 and 2 of the standard methodology, the 
unconstrained housing need for Chiltern and South Bucks is 20,880. Understandably 
this has not been assessed in the SA because it is not recognised in the Local Plan.  

The figure of 15,260 which has been used in the plan and SA is the caped figure that 
comes from applying Step 3 of the standard methodology which is not relevant. 

Even if it is accepted that it is correct to use a “capped” figure, the decision to use 
the cap and not to meet housing needs in full, needs to be justified and explained. It 
should also be assessed in the SA. 

The Council’s third concern is the way in which the SA has failed to assess the 
implications of exporting houses to Aylesbury.  

The Local Plan has wrongly deducted the 5,750 houses which are being exported to 
Aylesbury from the 15,260 with the result that it proposes and even greater shortfall 
in housing provision compared with local housing need. The implications of this 
decision has not been assessed in the SA.  

All of the Spatial Options A to L  (as shown in Table 5.1) which were tested through 
the SA process in January 2016 assumed that 15,000 dwellings would be built within 
the Plan area. There was not an option for exporting housing outside of the Plan 
area and so this was not assessed. 

In 2019 only 4 options were put forward which are shown Table 5.2 as Local Plan 
Spatial Strategy Reasonable Alternatives. Spatial Option A is “do nothing”. All of the 
other three Options B, C and D involve exporting unmet housing need to Aylesbury. 
The SA has assessed these options but has not assessed the option of building all of 
the houses in the Plan area. 

This was considered to be a reasonable option in the previous SA and there is no 
explanation as to why this has not been tested in the latest SA.  

As a result it can be seen that the SA has not tested the option of meeting all of 
Chiltern and South Buck’s housing needs in full plus some of Slough’s unmet needs 
which would require around 25,000 houses to be built. 

It has not tested the option of meeting Chiltern and South Buck’s local housing 
needs in full which would be around 20,000 houses using the standard methodology 
with the most up to date figures. 

It has not tested meeting Chiltern and South Buck’s local housing needs in full with 
5,750 houses being exported to Aylesbury which would require around 14,000 
houses being built. 



The maximum housing provision within the plan area that has been tested in the SA 
is Spatial Option D, the preferred option, which has a supply of 11,000 homes, only 
10,000 of which are likely to be built. 

The Sustainability  Appraisal has not therefore tested all reasonable alternatives and 
has therefore failed in its role as being the main document for looking at the various 
development options.  

 

Q3. Appendix B of the SA includes assessments for each of the 37 sites identified as 
‘reasonable alternatives’. What process did the Councils follow to determine which 
sites were taken forward into this stage of the assessment? In creating the list of 37 
sites to be tested through the SA did the Council consider sites on a consistent and 
transparent basis? 

The Council’s other main area of concern is the methodology used with the SA to 
assess the impact of meeting local housing needs.   

SA Objective 10 is “to provide affordable, environmentally sound and good quality 
housing for all”. 

The Assessment Methodology for this Objective is based upon measuring the “net 
gain of Housing”. It is based upon measuring whether there will be a net loss or gain 
compared with the number there are at present. It is therefore on measuring the “do 
nothing” option. It does not take account of the need to provide additional housing to 
meet local housing needs or measure whether the requirement is being met. 

The flaw in using this methodology can be seen from the fact that if at the end of the 
Plan period there had been a net loss of 10 or more dwellings the SA would 
conclude that there would have been a “major negative impact upon the local 
housing provision.” 

If, however, at the end of the Plan period there had been no net change in dwellings, 
applying the SA methodology would show that there would only have been a 
“negligible impact on the local housing provision” even though in this scenario none 
of the proposed housing allocations in the plan had been built. 

This clearly cannot be right but reflects the lack of weight that has been given to 
meeting housing needs in the SA. 

 

 
Q8. Does the SA justify the policies in the Plan? Does it represent an 
appropriate strategy taking into account the reasonable alternatives 
available? 



As explained elsewhere the Sustainability Appraisal does not justify the strategy in 
the plan because it has not taken into account  or assessed all reasonable 
alternatives that were available.. 
 
Issue 3- Public consultation 
 
Q4. How were representations made at the Regulation 18 Stage taken 
into account? How did comments from representors help shape the 
preparation of the Plan? 

It is considered that there are three main problems with the way that consultation 
was carried out and the results were considered. 

Firstly there was a general procedural problem. Unfortunately it appears that the 
Chiltern and South Bucks Joint Committee on 12th October 2016 approved the 
Green Belt Preferred Options without first considering any of the comments that had 
been made to the previous consultation exercise which including our representations 
about the northern expansion. 

The recommendation as set out below  states that a report of the initial consultation 
incorporating Issues and Options will be prepared and published before the start of 
the Preferred Options Consultation. 

RECOMMENDATIONS	
The Joint Committee is recommended: 
 
1.	To	delegate	authority	to	the	Head	of	Sustainable	Development	to	prepare	and	
to	publish	on	the	councils	websites	before	the	start	of	the	Preferred	Options	
Consultation:	
a)	a	report	of	the	Initial	Consultation	Incorporating	Issues	and	Options	
b)	Draft	Green	Belt	Assessment	Part	2	
and	
c)	Green	Belt	Development	Options	Appraisal.	

Paragraph	3.2 states: 

Officers have been undertaking a detailed work programme to be able to 
arrive at the	position of being able to recommend Green Belt preferred 
options, in summary:	

a) Analysing 5,431 responses to the Initial Consultation Incorporating Issues 
and 
Options carried out in January to March 2016 (a final report is being 
prepared and 
recommended to be published prior to the Preferred Options Consultation 
start).	

A report on the results of public consultation has now been published on the website 
but this was after the Joint Committee made its decision and this as still not been 



presented to or considered by Members. 

Secondly there is a specific problem with the way in which Slough Borough Councils 
formal representations were considered.  

This Council made representations to Chiltern and South Bucks Issues and Option 
consultation that there should be an urban expansion of Slough in the form of a new 
‘Garden Suburb’ which will help to meet the housing needs in the area.  

As a result it would be expected that the Councils would have given this proper 
consideration, particularly since it could form part of one of the Spatial Options for 
the plan which they identified at the Issues and Options stage.  

None of the Council’s representations to the Issues and options or Green Belt 
Preferred Options consultation have ever been reported to a public Committee of 
Chiltern or South Bucks Councils. As a result Members have never been informed or 
asked to consider the request for there to be a Northern Expansion of Slough to 
meet local housing needs. 

The consultation report on the Green Belt Preferred Options which was published on 
the web site mentions that Slough Borough Council was in support of a potential 
extension of Slough. There was no further consideration of this apart from a single 
paragraph alongside our representations in the report which states: 

“Independent analysis of the housing market area functional linkages concludes that 
the “best fit” for Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan area is with the rest of 
Buckinghamshire. Best fit groupings do not change functional housing market 
relationships and they will continue to be considered through the plan making 
process.” 

It is not considered that this is a satisfactory response to duly made representations 
from an adjoining authority about an important cross border matter. 
 
Finally it is considered that the lack of information and the failure to even mention 
what the Plan’s unconstrained housing need is for the Plan period, which is 
explained elsewhere,  makes it extremely difficult for the public to comment properly 
on the Publication Version of the Local Plan. 
 
Chiltern and South Bucks response to the inspectors questions in paragraph 6.2 
below state that the Council has erred in not setting this out in Policy SP LP1: 

“However, the Councils recognise that they have erred in not setting this out in Policy 
SP LP1. The Councils decided not to submit proposed modifications but await the 
relevant hearing sessions to propose modifications, so that all parties can review the 
Councils hearing statements. To this end the Councils have also requested that the 
Inspectors make recommendations on these and such other modifications to make 
the Plan sound” 
 



This is not considered to be a satisfactory approach because it prolongs the 
confusion about housing numbers and makes it harder for people participate in the 
Examination. 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Matter 1 Written Statement – Slough BC - HRA 

 

Response to Inspector’s second set of questions : 

Issue 5 – Habitats Regulations Assessment 

 

Q 2  

Whilst it is the South Bucks/Chiltern policy that is being examined the matters 
below relate to both the South Bucks and Slough area bearing in mind the 
latter’s emerging Local Plan and consideration of factors that influence 
delivery of new homes.  

Slough Borough Council has identified sites for around 9,000 flats within Slough 
town centre which would be within the 5.6 km zone. 

The requirement to make significant Sec 106 payments to mitigate the impact upon 
Burnham Beeches could have a significant impact upon the delivery of these units 
given the poor viability of housing in Slough. 

As a result any policy which affects Slough would have to be drafted carefully. 

The mitigation strategy needs to be clear and indicate where, either by site boundary 
or area of search, sites relevant to mitigation works are located to ensure they can 
realistically divert pressure on Burnham Beeches in relation to likely journeys from 
additional housing development.  

In relation to whether or not the mitigation strategy is relevant to particular 
developments there needs to be clarity about how the 5.6 km zone boundary has 
been established. In particular why 75th percentile for the zone of influence has been 
chosen in relation establishing the zone boundary. ( 7th para of Summary of 
Burnham Beeches Recreation Report (Footprint Ecology Impacts of Urban 
development at Burnham beeches etc. 2019 )).  

Bearing in mind the attractiveness of Burnham Beeches diminishes with visitor’s 
distance from it terms of where they live there needs to be clear evidence about how 
many people are likely to visit Burnham Beeches if they live well beyond the 500 m 
zone boundary taking account of the key factors below which will affect new 
residents desire to go to Burnham Beeches. Whilst noting the visitor surveys it’s the 
new households not existing ones that need to be considered in relation to their 
behaviour and desire to go to Burnham Beeches.  

Drive distance not as the crow flies. 

Travel time not just distance. 



Likely car ownership rates of residents in new homes in Slough. (these are 
well below those of South Bucks/Maidenhead homes are likely to be lower still 
for new homes in Slough. Slough Council often approves new homes with les 
than one space per home and is currently considering 0.3 spaces per new 
home.  

Availability of attractive bus services to BB from new homes. Residents 
unlilkely to change buses to reach the site and only a small part of the 
Borough is served by the one route that passes along Farnham Road.   

Types of households in new homes and their desire to go to BB. Most new 
homes will be flats where children are less likely to be present than houses. 
Many will be affordable housing or occupied by low income households which 
may limit their ability to reach Burnham Beeches regularly.  

Alternative sites available for informal recreation or dog walking that are 
closer or more convenient to access than Burnham Beeches  (e.g. New 
country park on Stoke Road on the edge of the town; improved open spaces 
in Slough, Langley Park and Black Park, Jubilee River (and its associated 
landscape areas) which runs along the southern edge of the Borough and has 
path alongside it).  

Dog ownership rates for typical households expected in new Slough homes. 
Flat owners are unlikely to have dogs, especially big dogs and dogs are often 
banned by flat owners.  

In addition distance may not be the only factor influencing visits. One of the visitor 
surveys indicates more people came from Maidenhead Burnham area than Slough 
even though the as the crow flys distance is the same  (Burnham Beeches 
Recreation Report Map 5 (Footprint Ecology Impacts of Urban development at 
Burnham beeches etc. 2019)). Income levels and car ownership are also likely to 
influence visits.  

A further point is that the study assumes an even distribution of new homes ( for 
adjacent LA’s) in each of the zones. This effectively assumes more new Slough 
homes will be closer to Burnham Beeches than is planned. Slough’s spatial strategy 
plans for the bulk of new homes to be in the centre of Slough and thus close to the 
5.6 km zone boundary line.  

 

Q3 

 

If the financial contribution under proposed policy NP3 is high it is likely to 
affect the viability of residential development. This may result in the allocated 



sites not coming forward for development. Or available contributions 
insufficient for the development to be policy compliant re infrastructure and 
affordable housing.  

The key question is whether SANG’s be found in suitable locations, with willing 
sellers and be available in a reasonable timescale in relation to when residential 
development takes place. 

As explained above there is very limited viability for housing sites at present and the 
Council is unable to obtain policy compliant affordable housing and other Sec 106 
contributions 

The scale of financial contribution required for SANGS will be critical in ensuring that 
sites come forward for housing development. 

 


