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Matter 1 

 

CHILTERN AND SOUTH BUCKINGHAMSHIRE LOCAL PLAN 

EXAMINATION 

 

Matter 1: Duty to Co-operate 

 

Slough  

 

Questions 

 

At what stage did Slough Borough Council approach Chiltern and South Bucks with a 

request to accommodate their unmet housing needs? What process did the Councils 

follow in response to this request?  

 

What is the scale of Slough’s housing need and what evidence is there to demonstrate 

that this cannot be provided within the Borough, having particular regard to the 

availability of sites and the capacity of existing urban areas?  

 

What is the purpose of the Wider Area Growth Study Part 2? If the Study intends to 

identify unmet needs, and consider where such needs can be met, what implications 

will this have on the submitted Plan?  

 

Have the Councils prepared statements of common ground with neighbouring 

authorities documenting the cross-boundary matters being addressed and progress in 

cooperating to address these? Have they been made publicly available throughout the 

plan-making process as required by paragraph 27 of the Framework? 

 

It will be for Slough BC (SBC), South Buckinghamshire and Chiltern Councils (SB&C) 

to provide detailed answers to any questions as to the process followed in considering 

the unmet needs of Slough. However, in examining this matter it is important to 

distinguish where there are legal failures to co-operate and where there are 

disagreements resulting from co-operation. Where there are disagreements that have 

arisen as part of the process of preparing plans does not necessarily mean that there 

has been a failure to co-operate. It is important to note that Planning Practice Guidance 

(PPG) recognises that there will be disagreements between planning authorities about 

the ability of one area to meet the housing needs of another. National policy has always 

recognised that local planning authorities are not obliged to agree with each and allows 
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for the possibility of disagreement between local authorities and other partners. This is 

specifically outlined in paragraph 61-022 of PPG but is also referred to in paragraph 

61-015 which mentions that statements of common ground should identify where there 

are both agreements and disagreements in relation to key cross boundary issues. 

 

It is therefore important that consideration as to the legal duty only examines whether 

SB&C have, as required by 33A(2)a of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 

2004, engaged constructively, actively and on an on-going basis with regard to 

strategic matters as part of the preparation of the local plan. In this respect we note 

and welcome the work undertaken by SBC, SBDC and the Royal Borough of Windsor 

and Maidenhead (RBWM) in jointly commissioning the Wider Area Growth Study. This 

study shows that there has been co-operation between the authorities with regard to 

the unmet needs in Slough and the options for achieving this. If we were to be critical 

this joint study should have been undertaken earlier in order to resolve any issues, but 

importantly it occurred prior to submission and it does provide a basis around which 

these authorities can move forward, as well as indicating that SBDC have engaged 

with SBC on this issue. 

 

As this is a disagreement regarding the approach taken within the joint local plan to a 

recognised cross boundary issue then it is possible for Inspectors to require 

modifications to address any shortcomings considered necessary to make the plan 

sound. A similar situation occurred in the examinations of the Guildford and Waverley 

Local Plans where the inspector increased the housing requirement in both these plans 

to address a recognised unmet need for housing arising from the Woking Local Plan.  

 

What is evident from SBCs representations and statements as well as the proposed 

draft statement of common ground published by SB&C is that there is disagreement 

as to how the joint local plan should approach the unmet needs of Slough. Some of 

these disagreements reflect previous national policy regarding unmet needs and 

housing market areas that are no longer as relevant given that paragraph 60 requires 

authorities to consider the unmet needs of neighbouring areas rather than meeting the 

needs of housing market areas. Therefore, regardless of housing market areas it is 

incumbent on all Councils to consider the unmet needs of neighbouring areas. 

 

As such we are concerned, like SBC, that the needs of Slough are not given sufficient 

consideration with the Joint Local Plan. But we would consider these to be matters of 

soundness in relation to paragraph 60 of the NPPF and not necessarily failures in co-

operation. These are concerns that can be rectified through the examination of this 

plan. Indeed, this was the position of SBC until its committee on the 19th of February 

2020 at which SBC amended their position due to changing circumstances1. What is 

evident from this report that there has been disagreement as to how Slough’s unmet 

needs will be addressed but, contrary to concerns regarding the duty to co-operate, it 

also recognises that there has been engagement on this issue prior to submission. 

 

 
1 Page 5 and 6 of Item 7a (in supplementary agenda) 
http://www.slough.gov.uk/moderngov/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=111&MId=6386&Ver=4 

http://www.slough.gov.uk/moderngov/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=111&MId=6386&Ver=4


 

 

 

In considering the next steps with regard to Slough’s unmet needs it is also important 

to recognise that both SBDC and CBC will no longer exist as of the 1st of April 2020. 

This will mean that all planning functions will be undertaken by the new unitary 

authority. It is therefore vital that this plan which amends Green Belt boundaries to 

deliver much needed homes across the joint planning area comes forward whilst 

ensuring that the new authority recognises its responsibilities regarding Slough’s future 

unmet housing needs.  

 

Regarding how the plan should progress in relation to Slough’s unmet needs we would 

suggest that the first consideration should be that more housing needs to be provided 

in the joint local plan to meet the needs of Slough. Whilst we recognise that SBC are 

seeking a very specific northern extension to Slough, we would suggest that this is not 

the only solution and that some of Slough’s needs in the short to medium term could 

be addressed through allocations across the area covered by the Joint Local Plan. 

Such a position is also be supported by the evidence presented in table 4.5 the Wider 

Growth Area study. Data in this table is taken from the 2011 Census and shows that 

migration from Slough to South Buckinghamshire was the second highest in terms of 

total moves. Further analysis of the same data shows that moves from Slough to South 

Buckinghamshire constituted around 14% of all such moves to the SE and London. 

Additional development across the Joint Plan Area would therefore meet some of the 

unmet needs of Slough and must be an option considered as part of this EIP. 

 

Secondly, we would suggest that a commitment is included in policy that the new 

Buckinghamshire Council will submit a plan within three years of the adoption of the 

Joint Local Plan that will address some of Slough’s long-term development needs. 

However, it is our experience that such commitments are ineffective without some form 

of consequence that results from inaction. In order to provide this policy with some 

teeth we would suggest that a third of any identified unmet needs of Slough will form 

part of the housing requirement of the new Buckinghamshire Council should such plan 

not be submitted by the proposed date. Similar policies have been used in the local 

plans for the Vale of White Horse and, most recently Bedford. In the case of the Vale 

of White Horse the council adopted a policy which stated that: 

 

“… if the Part 2 plan is not adopted within two years of the adoption of 

Local Plan 2031: Part 1, then from that time until the adoption of the Part 

2 plan, the Council’s housing requirement will be 20,560 plus the agreed 

quantum of Oxford’s unmet housing need to be addressed within the Vale 

of White Horse District.” 

 

This policy was used in a similar situation to that outlined by SB&C. At the point at 

which the Vale of White Horse Local Plan was examined there was no agreement as 

to the scale of the unmet needs arising in Oxford City and it was considered appropriate 

to get a plan in place with an early review to address Oxford’s needs. This is not a 

dissimilar situation as the precise level of unmet needs arising from Slough is still to 

be formally acknowledged. Whilst we argue in our representations that a precise figure 

is not necessarily needed to plan for unmet needs, we recognise that part 2 of the 



 

 

 

Wider Area Growth Study has not been published and an effective review policy might 

be a reasonable way forward in this instance. 

 

Mark Behrendt MRTPI 

Planning Manager – Local Plans SE and E 


