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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

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

Issue 1, in relation to Slough. It has been requested by the Inspectors as the Examination 

hearings into this matter have been unavoidably postponed.  

1.2 The hearing statement 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 response and the 

submitted response made to the Inspectors’ Matters, Issues and Questions in relation 

to Week 1 Matter 1 of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Examination. 

2.0 AT WHAT STAGE DID SLOUGH BOROUGH COUNCIL APPROACH CHILTERN AND SOUTH 

BUCKS WITH A REQUEST TO ACCOMMODATE THEIR UNMET HOUSING NEED? WHAT 

PROCESS DID THE COUNCILS FOLLOW IN RESPONSE TO THEIR REQUEST? 

2.1 In the Slough Borough Council Issues and Options consultation document (January 

2017), the Plan noted that ‘even if all of the identified potential housing sites in Slough, 

including those in the Spatial Options and others identified through the ‘Call for Sites’ 

were developed and an allowance is made for continuing small site development, there 

would still be a shortfall of around 8,000 houses especially in the latter part of the plan 

period.’  

2.2 The same document notes in paragraph 4.3.14 that: ‘The Council has requested that 

Chiltern and South Bucks Councils should give detailed and rigorous consideration to the 

proposal for a northern expansion of Slough.’ 

2.3 The scale of Slough’s unmet housing need was therefore evident to CSB in early 2017 as 

the Borough Council had communicated it to them three years ago, before the 

publication of the Slough Issues and Options document.  
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2.4 This was followed in October 2017 by the publication of the Northern Expansion Report. 

However, as we understand it from the Slough Borough Council Response to the 

Inspectors’ Matters Issues and Questions, CSBC threatened the Council with an 

injunction to prevent publication of the report in Sept 2017, because the report referred 

to land in South Bucks District, outside Slough’s own jurisdiction. 

2.5 It seems clear that, in Slough Borough Council’s view, their request to engage with CSB 

through the Duty to Cooperate on the matter of unmet housing need has been ignored, 

and that at no stage has their request been presented to CSB elected Members for 

consideration.  

2.6 As an example, the report which went to the CSB Joint Overview and Scrutiny 

Committee on 1st May, 2019, seeking approval for the publication of the Plan, stated 

that ‘no formal requests have received to meet any unmet housing needs of 

neighbouring areas’; CSB subsequently acknowledged their error in writing to Slough 

Borough Council.  

2.7 This oversight on the part of CSB is fundamental to the preparation of the Plan and 

demonstrates that the basis of the Plan itself is incorrect because it does not factor in 

unmet need from neighbouring authorities, in accordance with paragraph 61 of the 

NPPF, which states that:  

2.8 ‘In addition to the local housing need figure, any needs that cannot be met within 

neighbouring areas should also be taken into account in establishing the amount of 

housing to be planned for.’ 

2.9 While CSB have stated that they cannot meet their own need, and therefore have 

requested help from Aylesbury Vale District Council to do so, they have not given due 

consideration to being able to meet some of Slough’s housing need, with some of South 

Bucks’ need too, on sites close to Slough which would require Green Belt release. CSB 

are proposing to release Green Belt land and therefore the principle is established that 

exceptional circumstances do exist which justify such releases, if it can be demonstrated 

that certain parcels of land do not fulfil the purposes of the Green Belt.  
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2.10  In 2018, Slough and CSB, along with Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead, jointly 

commissioned the Wider Area Growth Study, in which all the commissioning authorities, 

including CSBC, acknowledge that Slough has a significant unmet need.  

2.11 However, on 29th April 2019, the CSB 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’; we believe 

that this demonstrates the failure by CSBC to take seriously the unmet need, or the 

formal request for help, or to do anything in the submission Plan which would 

acknowledge the unmet need and seek to go some way to addressing it.  

3.0 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? 

3.1  As set out above, in the Slough Issues and Options consultation document (January 

2017), the Plan noted that Slough had, at that time, a target of around 20,000 new 

homes to deliver over the plan period (2016-2036) and that; ‘even if all of the identified 

potential housing sites in Slough, including those in the Spatial Options and others 

identified through the ‘Call for Sites’ were developed and an allowance is made for 

continuing small site development, there would still be a shortfall of around 8,000 houses 

especially in the latter part of the plan period.’  

3.2 The scale of Slough’s unmet housing need was therefore evident, in the public domain 

and was communicated to CSB three years ago, before the publication of the Slough 

Issues and Options document.  

3.3 Slough’s Housing Need continues to be significant. The Housing Delivery Test 2019 

Measurement, published in February 2020, notes that Slough Borough Council’s housing 

requirement over the three year period 2016-2019 was 2,528, and that only 76% of this 

figure had been delivered.  
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3.4 It is factually correct that Slough is physically constrained by tightly drawn political 

boundaries to the north, and by a number of physical constraints to future development 

within the Borough such as the Jubilee River and its floodplain to the south west, the 

Queen Mother Reservoir to the south east, and the main west coast railway line to the 

south.  

3.5 In terms of availability of sites and capacity of existing urban areas, Slough does not 

appear to have undertaken a more recent study than the Housing Capacity Study which 

was published in October 1996.  

4.0 WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF THE WIDER AREA GROWTH STUDY? 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? 

4.1 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.’  

4.2 The Study focuses on the Slough/Windsor/Maidenhead urban cluster; the focus of this 

report differs from the previous Housing Market Area assessment studies, carried out 

in 2016, which sought to establish wider Housing Market Areas. The Wider Area Growth 

Study is needed because the HMA studies are based on out of date guidance and do not 

focus sufficiently on the housing needs of the Slough, Windsor and Maidenhead area.  

4.3 It is worth noting some of the key findings of the Part 1 Wider Area Growth Study (2018), 

as these should be having, in our opinion, implications for the submitted plan.  

4.4 The Part 1 Study 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.  

4.5 The Study found that that there is a current shortage of 4,300 new homes in southern 

South Bucks, and an overall resultant loss of 1,500 workers is expected from the area 

over the plan period. 
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4.6 The Study concluded that the area of migration associated with Slough is relatively 

small; more than half of all house moves are contained within the District. Those which 

do move out of the District tend to move to Hillingdon, Hounslow, RBWM and South 

Bucks.  

4.7 Commuting areas of search for Slough do not extend west into RBWM or into 

Wokingham and Reading.  

4.8 In terms of house price analysis, the Study found that, for the typical resident of Slough, 

the area of search will be small.  

4.9 The report concludes that future housing needs of Slough are best met 

• As close to Slough as possible, 

• In areas where house prices are or could be no higher than in 

Slough 

• Close to areas that Slough residents commute out to.  

4.10 Figure 7.1 of the Part 1 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 parts of the 

London Borough of Hillingdon, South Bucks District and RBWM.  

4.11 CSBC has given no weight nor attached any importance to the Study in the submission 

Plan.  

4.12 The CSB interpretation of the Study is that there is a more complex relationship between 

population growth, patterns of migration and work areas than just between Slough and 

South Bucks and that a more multi-faceted approach to considering growth pressures is 

needed. However, we believe that the Study has been very clear in its initial findings. 

Slough Borough Council makes the point in their Matter 1 Hearing Statement that the 

Study is clear that future housing needs of Slough are best met as close to Slough as 

possible, in areas where house prices could be no higher than in Slough, and close to 

areas that Slough residents commute out to.  
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4.13 The Study also noted that if new homes cannot be accommodated in this area of search, 

jobs may be lost to these economies and new infrastructure will be needed to expand 

the areas of search, and longer distance commuting may be required.  

4.14 It is recognised that the Study 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. However, the submission Plan does 

not appear to have been informed in any way by early stages of the study.  

4.15 It is frustrating that the Study was due to be completed by December 2019 but has been 

delayed until later in 2020. Might this be because the Part 1 findings recommend that 

land to the north of Slough could form a sustainable extension to the town, which would 

not be helpful to the Council’s stance in the draft Plan? The Plan does not currently 

propose any Green Belt release adjacent to Slough 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. 

4.16 We urge CSB to consider a fundamental change to the submission Plan, to release land 

from the Green Belt to the north of Slough to accommodate unmet need.  

4.17 We respectfully recommend that consideration of the findings of the 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.  

4.18 We note that Slough Borough Council recommends that the initial findings of the Study 

should have informed the preparation of the CSB Plan and that its findings should be 

taken into account in the Local Plan Examination. 

4.19 We do not however agree with Slough Borough Council’s suggestion that a new policy 

is included in the Plan which set out that an immediate partial review of the Plan, 

commencing no later than 6 months from adoption of the Local Plan, will take place, 

informed by the Study’s results.  
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4.20 The Plan should instead be withdrawn to address the issue now. This is particularly in 

light of the CSB response to the Inspectors’ Matter 1 issues and questions which stated 

that: 

‘Should any large development opportunities be identified following completion of this 

work, then this will inform a review of policy, with scope for AAPs to be considered.’ 

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

jointly commission the Wider Growth Area Study. However, we 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 Study.   

4.22 The Wider Area Growth Study is an important piece of evidence which is robust and 

evidenced and which clearly points to the need for additional sites close to Slough, even 

before the more detailed work has been done. On the basis that it has been jointly 

commissioned by the Councils, it should inform the submission Plan process. 

5.0 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 

PARA 27 OF THE FRAMEWORK?  

5.1 We do not believe that all the necessary Statements of Common Ground have been 

prepared; at the time of writing this statement, no Statement of Common Ground has 

been published by CSBC and Slough Borough Council.  

5.2 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.  
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5.3 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.  

5.4 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.  

5.5 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. 

6.0 SUMMARY 

6.1 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. 

6.2 Slough Borough Council has made clear to CSB since 2017 that it has an unmet need which 

could be met in South Bucks District, but it appears that CSB has ignored the request for help 

and has prepared and submitted a plan which takes no account of the unmet need.  

6.3 While it is accepted that the exact amount of unmet need has not been agreed between the 

authorities, it seems that there is agreement in principle that the unmet need exists, as 

evidenced by CSB jointly commissioning the Wider Area Growth Study with Slough Borough 

Council and RBWM. 

6.4 The jointly commissioned 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.’ The Part 1 Study found that the appropriate area in which 

new homes and jobs for Slough is a relatively small, focused area to the north of Slough. These 

recommendations have not informed the submission version of the Plan.  
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6.5 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.  

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

Study to be incorporated into the Submission Plan, 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 through a Statement of Common Ground to enable the Councils 

to demonstrate that the Duty to Cooperate has been fulfilled.  
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