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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 This hearing statement considers Matter 1 – The Duty to Cooperate, and specifically, Issue 1, 

Questions 5-9. 

1.2 It is submitted on behalf of the landowner of Land East of Uxbridge Road, Slough (Omission 

site Rep ID 1223031), Curson Rochford LLP.  

1.3 This Hearing Statement supplements Sworders’ Regulation 19 representations made on 

behalf of the landowners in January 2018 (1223031), and considers the Inspector’s Matters, 

Issues and Questions in relation to Week 1 Matter 1 of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan 

Examination. 

1.4 I wish to attend the hearing in relation to this matter. 

 

2.0 ISSUE 1: COMPLIANCE WITH THE ACT AND REGULATIONS 

2.1 Question 5 notes that Slough Borough Council had approached Chiltern and South Bucks 

Council (CSBC) to accommodate some of their unmet housing needs and that ‘the exact level 

of shortfall needs to be clarified’. What is the latest position, has the amount of housing 

which cannot be accommodated in Slough been established and is there agreement on how 

Slough’s potential unmet needs will be accommodated? 

2.2 Although it appears that the exact amount of housing required by Slough has not yet been 

agreed between the Councils, the principle that Slough has a significant established unmet 

need does not appear to be in question.  

2.3 The fact that the unmet need has not been quantified should not prevent CSBC from being 

proactive and using this draft Plan process to release land from the Green Belt. This would 

satisfy two areas of guidance within the NPPF. The first, from paragraph 35 of the NPPF in its 

definition of plans which are positively prepared, states: ‘This requires that, where a local 

planning authority cannot meet its housing need in its own area, the resulting unmet need 

should be accommodated in neighbouring areas… where it is practical do so and is consistent 

with achieving sustainable development’.  
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2.4 Secondly, land should be released from the Green Belt to the north of Slough in order to 

ensure that the Plan complies with paragraph 11a of the NPPF, which requires that: ‘plans 

should positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of their area, and be 

sufficiently flexible to adapt to rapid change’.  

2.5 We note that, in paragraph 21.6 of the CSBC response to the Inspector’s Initial Questions, 

Slough Borough Council, CSBC and Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead Council have 

jointly agreed to commission a strategic growth review into Slough’s housing growth, thereby 

acknowledging the need to clarify Slough’s housing requirement. However, no timetable is 

given for this work.  

2.6 Currently, the Plan as written does not, in our view, positively seek to meet the development 

needs of its own area, nor has it proposed the release of sufficient land from the Green Belt 

to be flexible to adapt to future change. That change is likely to come in the form of 

development pressures associated with new infrastructure projects, and with significant 

population growth which is already taking place in Slough.  

2.7 The Part 1 Wider Area Growth Study (2018) noted that the natural population change in 

Slough is 1,360 additional persons per annum, twice the population growth of South Bucks 

District (568 per annum). This significant growth is accounted for by the high birth rate in 

Slough, which every year exceeds the number of people leaving Slough by 1,360 people. In 

light of the significant population growth, as well as the likely demand for new homes 

associated with the Western Rail Link, Queen Elizabeth Line and expansion of Heathrow, the 

need for new homes in Slough, RBWM and South Bucks is only likely to continue to increase. 

2.8 There appears to be no evidence of agreement of how Slough’s potential unmet need will be 

met, although the joint commissioning of the strategic growth review in the future and the 

current work on the Wider Area Growth Study do point to a recognition by all parties that this 

matter needs to be resolved.  
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2.9 Question 6 asks whether the approach to give further consideration to the Green Belt to the 

north of Slough through an early review of the Plan is consistent with the approach in the 

PPG which requires that key strategic matters are addressed through joint working, and not 

deferred to subsequent plan updates.  

2.10 As well as the reference to addressing key strategic matters through joint working in the PPG, 

Paragraph 139e of the NPPF also states that ‘Plans should be able to demonstrate that Green 

Belt boundaries will not need to be altered at the end of the plan period.’  

2.11 The Plan as drafted is clearly not consistent either with the provisions of the planning practice 

guidance or with the NPPF. The Plan proposes to defer consideration of the Green Belt north 

of Slough to an early review of the Plan, presumably because such a review will be undertaken 

in due course by the newly formed Buckinghamshire Unitary Authority, which will be created 

on 1st April 2020, and which is due to publish its first plan by 2025/2026.  

2.12 However, we strongly recommend that the preparation of this draftr Plan is the correct time 

and opportunity to release land from the Green Belt north of Slough. This is for three main 

reasons. Firstly, there is an extant need for new homes in Slough which cannot be met within 

the Borough; this is widely acknowledged with only the extent of the unmet need not being 

agreed, and as required by planning guidance, the key strategic matter of housing need should 

be addressed through joint working.  

2.13 Secondly, in the wider context of economic growth and provision of significant new 

infrastructure items such as the Queen Elizabeth line, the Western rail link and the third 

runway at Heathrow, consideration should be given to large scale release of land from the 

Green Belt on land north and north east of Slough to provide land for new homes and jobs 

associated with the development pressures such new projects are likely to cause. Even if land 

is released in this Plan process, it would take years for sites on the released land to start to 

deliver the new homes and jobs needed to support the ambitious plans for growth.   

2.14 Thirdly, the supply constraints in Slough are already affecting delivery rates in the Borough; 

the recently published Government’s Housing Delivery Test 2019 showed that of the 2,528 

units required in the last three years, Slough only delivered 1,911 units, 76% of its 
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requirement, and therefore has to add a 20% buffer to its housing numbers, further 

exacerbating the issue. While there could be a range of factors affecting delivery, the release 

of Green Belt land to the north of the town to enable large scale development to be delivered 

to contribute to meeting Slough’s unmet need could only help to aid delivery in Slough 

Borough.  

2.15 Question 7 asks what is the purpose of the Wider Area Growth Study which is being jointly 

commissioned by Slough Borough Council, South Bucks District Council, and the Royal 

Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead, and how it relates to the strategic, cross boundary 

matters of housing growth which have arisen during the preparation of this Local Plan? 

2.16 The Wider Area Growth Study seeks to: ‘identify potential locations that could accommodate 

the future housing need growth of the Slough, Windsor and Maidenhead core, in line with 

national policy.’ While the clear aim of the study is welcomed, and it is recognised that it is 

taking place in time to inform Slough Borough Council’s Local Plan preparation process, and 

could potentially inform the forthcoming RBWM consultation on proposed changes to its Local 

Plan, the draft Plan does not appear to have been informed in any way by early stages of the 

study.  

2.17 Figure 7.1 of the Part 1 Wider Growth Area Study showed a fairly narrow area of search for 

places which could accommodate Slough’s population growth in light of population growth, 

local migration and infrastructure constraints and bottlenecks; this included the London 

Borough of Hillingdon, and parts of South Bucks District and RBWM. The report noted that 

these areas represent reasonable commuting distances to Slough, Hillingdon and RBWM 

towns, and that if new homes cannot be accommodated in this area of search, jobs may be 

lost to these economies.  

2.18 The report also noted that if new homes cannot be accommodated within this area of search, 

new infrastructure will be needed to expand the areas of search, and longer distance 

commuting may be required.  

2.19 It is frustrating that the Wider Area Growth study was due to be completed by December 2019 

but has not yet been published. We wonder whether this may be because its initial findings 

recommend that land to the north of Slough could form a sustainable extension to the town, 
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which would not be helpful to the Council’s stance in the draft Plan, which currently does not 

propose any Green Belt release or indeed acknowledge in any way the pressing need for 

homes, existence of significant employment opportunities, shops, services, facilities and 

public transport provision in Slough which could be linked to a sustainable extension of the 

town to the north, into South Bucks District.  

2.20 Question 8 asks how the Councils are intending to consider and implement any findings from 

the Wider Area Growth Study.  

2.21 We urge the Councils to take the time to review the findings of the Study, and to consider 

whether a fundamental change to the Plan is required, to release land from the Green Belt to 

the north of Slough to accommodate unmet need.  

2.22 Such an approach would be in line with the findings of the Berkshire SHMA 2015, which was 

prepared by GL Hearn. It recommended that in terms of appropriate housing market areas, 

and based on travel to work areas and strong commuting patterns to London and within the 

HMA, Slough, RBWM and South Councils do have strong links and should be considered as a 

single housing market area, and ideally housing to meet the needs of the three authorities 

should be met within this Housing Market Area.  

2.23 We respectfully recommend that consideration of the findings of the Wider Area Growth 

Study should not be deferred until the new Buckinghamshire authority carries out a review of 

the Plan. There is no certainty at this stage when that review will take place; it could be at 

least 2-3 years away.  

2.24 Question 9 asks whether all the necessary Statements of Common Ground have been 

prepared, and whether they cover the scope expected in Planning Practice Guidance.  

 

2.25 We do not believe that all the necessary Statements of Common Ground have been prepared; 

at the time of writing this hearing statement, no Statement of Common Ground has been 

published by CSBC and Slough Borough Council.  

2.26 We note that the latest position appears to be that CSBC has submitted a draft Statement of 

Common Ground to Slough Borough Council on 10 December 2019, but that an agreed and 

signed version of the document has not yet been published on the Examination web pages.  



 

LEA023 215181 hearing statement Matter 1 Issue 1 21.02.20 Final Page 8 of 9 

 

2.27 Planning Practice Guidance (010 Reference ID: 61-010-20190315 ) notes that the Statement 

of Common Ground is a written record of the progress made by strategic policy making 

authorities during the process of planning for strategic cross-boundary matters, that both 

agreements and disagreements between strategic policy making authorities about the extent 

to which unmet needs are capable of being redistributed within the wider area and most 

importantly, that it forms part of the evidence required to demonstrate that they have 

complied with the duty to cooperate.  

2.28 We accept that there is some limited evidence of the Councils working together to jointly 

commission the Wider Growth Area Study. However, we find it strange to note that, in the 

entire 84 pages of the CSBC response to the Inspector’s questions, (EXAM2), there is not a 

single reference to the Wider Area Growth Study, which has been jointly commissioned and 

which is now overdue as it was due to report in December 2019.  

2.29 On the Councils’ Planning Policy, Emerging Local Plan Evidence Base web pages, details of 

Statements of Common Ground with each of the relevant authorities are set out. However, 

with respect to Slough Borough Council, these all date back to 2017, with the only exception 

being the commissioning of the Wider Area Growth Study, in June 2018, nearly a full two years 

ago, the Part 1 report of which was published in June 2019.  

2.30 Without an up to date Statement of Common Ground, we suggest that the Councils are unable 

to demonstrate that they have complied with the Duty to Cooperate. 

3.0 SUMMARY 

3.1 This hearing statement is submitted on behalf of the landowners of Land east of the A412 at 

George Green, Slough, and responds to Matter 1, Issue 1 - Duty to Cooperate. 

3.2 CSBC have not to date published a Statement of Common Ground with Slough Borough 

Council, which is required by Planning Practice guidance to demonstrate that they have 

fulfilled the Duty to Cooperate.  

3.3 The only real recent initiative which the Councils appear to have undertaken under the Duty 

to Cooperate is the joint commissioning of a Wider Area Growth Study, with Slough Borough 

Council. However, the findings of this work have not yet been published, and more 
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importantly cannot have been used to inform the preparation of this Plan. Therefore we 

believe that CSBC has not adequately demonstrated that the Duty to Cooperate has been 

fulfilled.  

3.4 On this basis, the Plan should be withdrawn to enable the findings of the Wider Area Growth 

Study to be reviewed, and further Green Belt Assessment work should be undertaken to 

identify strategic land which can be released from the Green Belt to meet some of the unmet 

need for new homes in South Bucks and in Slough. This process should be properly recorded 

to enable the Councils to demonstrate that the Duty to Cooperate has been fulfilled.  

 

 


