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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 This hearing statement considers Matter 3 – Spatial Strategy, and specifically, Issue 1, 

Distribution of Growth, Questions 2-4 and 7-10. 

1.2 It is submitted on behalf of the landowners 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 3 of the Chiltern and South Bucks CSBC) 

Local Plan Examination. 

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

 

2.0 ISSUE 1: DISTRIBUTION OF GROWTH 

2.1 Question 2 asks how the distribution of housing and economic development proposed in the 

Plan responded to three development options; a more efficient use of land, extension to 

principal settlements; and Green Belt release close to train stations.  

2.2 In its response to the Inspectors’ Initial Questions (Ref EXAM 2), CSBC notes that these three 

options were the most popular spatial development options of the 12 options set out in the 

Issues and Options Consultation 2016, that they have focused their development options on 

these three areas, and that; ‘this direction of travel was incorporated into the findings of the 

Green Belt Assessment Part 1 and Part in relation to… the option of development around 

stations’. 

2.3 However, it is difficult to find any evidence in either the Part 1 or Part 2 Green Belt assessment 

reports of consideration of any of these options; we can find no references to stations, 

efficient use of land or extensions to principal settlements and the reports seem to exclusively 

refer to the purposes of the Green Belt as the assessment criteria.  

2.4 In terms of the consideration of extensions to principal settlements, Slough is acknowledged 

as being a ‘major urban area adjacent to the Plan area’ on the key diagram on page 7 of the 
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draft Plan. However, CSBC appears to have ignored the potential that an extension to Slough 

into South Bucks District would offer, to provide a highly sustainable location for new 

development on the boundary between the two authorities, which would benefit from the 

town’s existing employment opportunities, extensive services and facilities and excellent 

infrastructure and sustainable transport provision.  

2.5 CSBC maintains that they have focused on Green Belt release close to train stations. This is 

patently not the case for the Green Belt around Slough, which is well served by and linked to 

Langley Station, and Slough Station. Both stations already lie on the main west coast line and 

have fast and frequent services to London and Reading.  

2.6 When the proposed new Western Rail Link between Reading and Heathrow is delivered, 

Slough will be served by four trains per hour to Heathrow, with a journey time of 6-7 minutes. 

Land to the north and north east of Slough lies within cycling distance of this station. The land 

to the north of Slough along the Uxbridge Road lies only 1.5 miles north of Slough Station, to 

which it is linked by regular bus services 335 (connecting Slough to Amersham, Gerrards Cross 

and the Chalfonts) and 582 (connecting Slough to Denham, Iver and Windsor).  

2.7 In summary, we do not believe that CSBC has used a ‘policy off’ approach to properly explore 

significant development potential of sites which deliver a more efficient use of land, land 

which could form extensions to principal settlements, or which could provide sites close to 

train stations. Rather, such sites have only been considered after the initial consideration of 

the suitability of strategic areas of Green Belt for release. In light of the decision early in the 

Plan preparation process to discount strategic Green Belt release adjacent to Slough, the land 

adjacent to Slough has not been properly assessed for its potential contribution to meeting 

these criteria.  

2.8 Question 3 asks whether the Plan adequately sets out an overall strategy for the pattern, 

scale and quality of development as required by paragraph 20 of the Framework, and 

whether this is sufficiently clear to decision makers, developers and local communities.  

2.9 We do not believe that the strategy for development is clearly set out in the draft Plan. There 

is no policy in the draft Plan which sets out the settlement hierarchy or the spatial strategy for 

development. The draft Plan does not identify settlements it considers to be sustainable 
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locations for development, not does it identify any link between the sustainability of 

settlements and the proposal to release Green Belt land adjacent to those settlements.  

2.10 In reviewing the CSBC response to the Inspector’s Initial Questions (ref EXAM 2), it seems that 

the Plan strategy is to identify small parcels of Green Belt land which can be released from the 

Green Belt, without compromising the ability of strategic Green Belt zones to meet  the 

purposes of the Green Belt. However, this is not made clear in the Plan.  

2.11 There is no link between any spatial strategy and the allocations made. Rather, it seems that 

the assessment of Green Belt land capable of release has been the primary factor influencing 

the location of allocated land. The capacity of these sites has then informed the scale of 

development proposed, which is counter intuitive to proper plan making.   

2.12 As well as there being no clear spatial strategy which guides the pattern of future 

development, the Plan also fails to adequately provide for the scale of development as 

required by paragraph 20 of the Framework. Allocations for sites is only made for 5,200 units 

of the 15,260 homes required, with reliance on a further almost 2,000 units from HELAA sites. 

As we set out in previous representations, we believe that this is not an approach  which 

demonstrates that the draft Plan is positively prepared.  

2.13 HELAA sites are untested and may not be deliverable. Further, the location of these sites is 

not guided by any strategy in the Plan, it is reliant on sites submitted by landowners and 

developers. This approach is therefore not consistent with the guidance in paragraph 23 of 

the NPPF which states that: ‘strategic policies should provide a clear strategy for bringing 

sufficient land forward’.   

2.14 In summary, we believe there is a clear absence of a spatial strategy in the draft Plan in line 

with paragraph 20 of the NPPF, and therefore there is little clarity for developers, decision 

makers and communities about the acceptable rate, scale and location of new development 

over the Plan period.   
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2.15 Question 4 asks whether the Plan adequately identifies the principal settlements where the 

Councils have sought to focus development.  

2.16 We do not believe that the principal settlements where the Councils have sought to focus 

development within the Districts have been adequately identified in the draft Plan.  

2.17 The Key Diagram, on page 7 of the draft Plan, does not identify or seek to differentiate 

between the key settlements, it simply shows them as yellow areas on the plan, and there is 

no annotation in the key to explain what they are. No policy identifies the principal 

settlements, nor sets out any form of settlement hierarchy.  

2.18 Policy SP LP 1, which identifies the site allocations, does not provide information on the 

settlements adjacent to which allocations are located. The Building Places policies SP BP2 – SP 

BP12 also do not refer to the nature of the settlements adjacent to land proposed for release 

from the Green Belt, or identify which of the settlements are principal settlements.  

2.19 There is therefore no easy point of reference within the Plan to understand which are the 

principal settlements, and how these relate to the sites proposed for Green Belt release and 

allocation.  

2.20 Question 7 asks whether the spatial strategy and distribution of development is consistent 

with paragraph 103 of the Framework; does it actively manage patterns of growth and focus 

significant development in locations which are, or can be, made sustainable?   

2.21 The absence of any clear spatial strategy means that the Plan is not able to actively manage 

patterns of growth. As set out in paragraph 2.11 above, the ‘strategy’ in the plan seems to 

rely entirely on allocating a number of Green Belt sites for development, and the pattern 

and scale of development proposed is a result of which Green Belt sites least fulfilled the 

purposes of the Green Belt, rather than as a result of any consideration of sustainability.   

2.22 We do not wish to comment on the sustainability of individual allocations, but rather on the 

principle of whether the strategy as drafted identifies the most sustainable locations for 

development. If the Plan does seek to focus significant development in locations which are 

sustainable or can be made sustainable, it is not clear that this is the case.   

2.23 The Council’s Green Belt Exceptional Circumstances report (May 2019) provides information 
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on how the sites have been assessed in the Part 1 and Part 2 Green Belt assessment reports. 

The reports provided:  

• An assessment of the extent to which the land fulfils the purposes of the Green Belt; 

• An evaluation of the sensitivity of the land to any development; and 

• Consideration at a detailed level of the potential for Green Belt release in the light of the 

assessment’s conclusions. 

There is no mention in the report of the potential sustainability of the sites themselves, or of 

the sustainability of the settlements adjacent to which they are proposed to be located. There 

does not appear to be any information on how some of the locations could be made more 

sustainable.  

 

2.24 Rather than assess the potential sustainability of sites and locations to inform Green Belt 

releases, the Green Belt Assessment Part 2 first assessed strategic areas of land, to determine 

whether each parcel of land has the ability to provide a permanent and defensible boundary. 

This resulted in sites such as my client’s site being precluded from further consideration, 

because it was assessed as part of a strategic zone of Green Belt land covering an area of 872 

hectares, which unsurprisingly had areas that could not demonstrate the ability to provide a 

permanent and defensible boundary.  

 

2.25 Question 9 asks how a number of strategic plans and projects have been taken account of 

in the preparation of the Plan.  

 

2.26 We consider that the strategic plans and projects have not been taken account of in the 

preparation of the Plan. An example of this is the Western Rail Link, which will provide a new 

spur off the Main West Coast line at Langley, to Heathrow Airport. We consider that the 

proposed new link has the potential to increase demand for new homes around the stations 

which will benefit from it, such as Slough and Langley. Heathrow Airport currently employs 

76,000 people, and the new rail link will significantly increase the opportunities for Slough 

residents to access these jobs.  
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2.27 The application for a Development Consent Order for the Western Rail Link is expected to be 

submitted to the Planning Inspectorate in the first quarter of 2020. Chiltern and South Bucks 

Councils are both consultation bodies for the application, in accordance with Regulation 9 (1) 

(a) of the EIA Regulations.  

2.28 However, it seems that, despite both Councils being statutory consultees to the project, and 

with several years planning for the rail link already having taken place (the Scoping Opinion 

was submitted to the Planning Inspectorate back in 2015), the Plan does not consider the 

implications of this project to provide an opportunity to provide a highly sustainable urban 

extension north and north east of Slough which could be linked by cycle, foot and bus ways to 

Langley and Slough Stations.  

2.29 Instead, the Plan suggests that the implications of such projects should be considered when 

the Plan is reviewed by the new Buckinghamshire Unitary Authority. We suggest that this 

defers difficult decisions to the next Plan, an approach which is not consistent with paragraph 

35c of the NPPF, which requires that to be effective, cross boundary strategic matters should 

have been dealt with rather than deferred.  

2.30 Question 10 asks whether the spatial strategy is justified, and whether it represents an 

appropriate strategy when considered against the reasonable alternatives available.  

2.31 As set out above, we do not consider that the Plan contains a substantive strategy to guide 

future development in the Districts.  

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 3, Issue 1 – Distribution of Growth.   

3.2 As set out above, the Councils have only considered sites which would represent the most 

efficient use of land, those on the edge of principal settlements, or those close to train stations 

in the context that they have first discounted the strategic Green Belt zone to the north of 

Slough.  Therefore the potential for sustainable development of sites within that zone has not 

been properly considered.  
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3.3 We consider that the Plan does not set out a clear strategy to guide future development, nor 

does it adequately identify principal settlements where growth should be focused.  

3.4 Strategic plans and projects such as the Western Rail Link which deliver significant new 

infrastructure and improve the accessibility of Slough and the surrounding area to London’s 

major airport have not properly been taken account of in the draft Plan.  

 

 


