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COMMENTS TO THE CHILTERN + SOUTH BUCKS LOCAL PLAN EXAMINATION – 
MATTER 1 ISSUE 1 DUTY TO COOPERATE 
 
With reference to previous representations made on behalf of Raans Estates Ltd in relation 
to ‘Betjeman Park’, ‘land to the east of Raans Road (Raans Farm), Amersham’, and 
the ‘Area North East of Chalfont St Peter (Epilepsy Centre Site)’. 
 
 
1.0 Introduction 

 
1.1 The following comments have been prepared by Urbana Town Planning Ltd on 

behalf of Raans Estates (‘RE’) and Gorelands Lane Landowners (‘GLL’) in 
support of our participation in the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Examination 
Hearing Sessions. These are in response to the Inspectors’ letter of 16 March 
2020 with specific regard to the Duty to Cooperate. 

 
1.2 Throughout the Local Plan consultation process various representations have already 

been made on behalf of RE relating to the Betjeman Park site (Green Belt 
Assessment site 4.088), and on behalf of GLL relating to the Area North East 
of Chalfont St Peter (Sustainability Appraisal Green Belt Site Assessment site 
1.10). These have broadly established that: 

 

• The displacement of such a large proportion of the Councils’ housing need to 
Aylesbury Vale is harmful to the Plan’s ability to meet the area’s development 
needs, and therefore its effectiveness and soundness. 

 

• The failure to appropriately respond to the position of Slough Borough Council 
and the outstanding question of the mooted northern extension is directly 
contradictory to the requirements of Planning Policy Guidance. 
 

• The inconsistent approach to different aspects of site assessment in various 
parts of the evidence base belies wider flaws in the way in which site selection 
has taken place. 
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2.0 Comments 
 
2.1.0 Matter 1 Issue 1 – Duty to Cooperate 

 
Agenda Topic - Slough 
 

2.1.1 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? 

 
2.1.2 As far as publicly available information indicates, it is understood that it is now 

agreed between SBC and Chiltern and South Bucks that the ‘northern extension’ 
of Slough into the South Bucks Green Belt was first broached through 
representations asking for assistance in this matter to CSB’s Local Plan Issues 
and Options and Green Belt Preferred Options consultations in 2016. 

 

2.1.3 It is not apparent that CSB actively or positively responded to this in the first 
instance. Subsequently when this spatial option was consulted upon by Slough, 
Chiltern and South Bucks’ response to this request was an immediate objection 
by way of their formal feedback to this consultation. This position of objection 
was -and is- based on several grounds, in particular the lack of clarity on 
Slough’s precise unmet need and the perception that Slough are acting outside 
of the legal Duty to Cooperate. At all stages since then Chiltern and South Bucks 
have maintained this position of objection to the northern extension and their 
potential to accommodate any of Slough’s unmet housing need. 

 
2.1.4 In spite of that it must be stressed that, regardless of the consistency in the 

Councils’ position on Slough’s request as it relates to their own current intended 
strategic approach to dwelling delivery, their position remains inconsistent with the 
PPG. This is due to the fact that the PPG clearly requires for ‘strategic policy 
making authorities [to] have addressed key strategic matters through effective joint 
working, and not deferred them to subsequent plan updates’. Due to this, while 
Chiltern and South Bucks and Slough may currently ‘agree to disagree’, in the 
absence of the conclusions and following implications of the Wider Area Growth 
Study this fundamental, critical, strategic matter cannot be appropriate dealt with. 
Therefore, the Duty to Cooperate cannot have been met. 
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2.1.5 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? 

 
2.1.6 Though doubtlessly SBC are best placed to respond to this question themselves 

as participants in this process, as per the October 2019 RBWM, Slough and 
South Bucks Local Housing Needs Assessment, Slough is identified as having a 
housing need of 893 dwellings per annum. This is based on the standard 
methodology, is in accordance with the 2014-based household projections and 
follows an adjustment for local affordability levels. 

 

2.1.7 Nevertheless, with respect to the demonstration of Slough’s inability to provide for 
this within its own boundaries, it is considered that SBC’s written statement to 
Matter 1 suitably summarises their position. That is that, fundamentally, the nature 
of the Borough is that it faces a severe shortage of developable land. With 
further relation to the determination of Slough’s precise housing need and how 
much of this is ‘unmet’, the outcomes of certain major sites in Slough town 
centre may prove to have a very significant impact on these figures. This again 
reinforces the fact that the nature of the Borough results in innate difficulties in 
determining the availability and capacity of urban sites. Slough is an urban 
Borough and this acts as an inherent constraint to the ability to reliably identify 
sites and their deliverability over the long-term of their 2016-36 plan period. 
As a result, and with reference to SBC’s own submissions, it is considered that 
there is robust evidence to show that they are unable to fulfil their housing need 
within the Borough. Indeed, Slough’s current position is that it only has identified 
capacity for 650 dwellings per annum. 
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2.1.8 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? 

 

2.1.9 As set out in SBC matter 1 response, the purpose of Part 2 of the study is to 
assess the development needs and potential unmet needs within the study area 
(as defined by Part 1) in order to generate and test spatial options to deliver 
these needs, and make recommendations accordingly. The HNA referred to above 
forms part of this process. 

 

2.1.10 As a result, clearly the implications that this may have on the emerging Plan are 
potentially fundamental. Specifically, the Slough Northern Extension option remains 
feasible and this would have major implications for the emerging Plan. For this 
reason, SBC have made representations as part of the EiP that urge Chitern and 
South Bucks to commit through a new policy 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 to results of the Wider Area Growth 

Study.’ 
 

2.1.11 In this timing it seeks to somewhat account for Slough’s anticipated timescales 
of bringing forward the results of Part 2 of the study, however it is asserted that 
due to the fundamental strategic significance that this issue will almost certainly 
have on the Plan, it is not appropriate for this to be deferred for consideration 
via an immediate partial review. Such a course of action would not represent 
positive planning and would not result in a sound Plan. Moreover, it is contrary 
to the requirements of the PPG which states that ‘Inspectors will expect to see 
that strategic policy making authorities’ -the LPAs in question- ‘have addressed 
key strategic matters’ -such as this- ‘through effective joint working, and not 
deferred them to subsequent plan updates’ (author’s emphasis). 
 

2.1.12 Due to these implications the recommendation and appropriate course of action 
would be for the emerging Plan to pause pending the Wider Growth Area Study. 
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2.1.13 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? 

 

2.1.14 As set out within the Councils’ Duty to Cooperate Statement, and taking into account more 
recent agreements made publicly available, it is accepted that agreed Statements of Common 
Ground are in place between CSB and Aylesbury Vale District Council, Wycombe District 
Council, Three Rivers District Council and Bucks County Council. Alongside this a number of 
Memorandums of Understanding between CSB and other Bucks authorities have been made 
publicly available through recent years of the plan-making process. Signed statements are not 
yet understood to be in place with Dacorum District Council, the London Borough of Hillingdon 
or Slough Borough Council, though evidence has been provided of the cooperation that has 
been undertaken between these authorities and CSB. 

 

2.1.15 Notwithstanding this, as indicated in their own submissions the relationship with SBC is 
somewhat less straightforward. Putting aside the extent to which the respective authorities agree 
or disagree, with respect to fulfilling the duty to cooperate it is evident that there have been 
serious shortcomings in the way CSB has engaged with Slough. This is fundamentally due to 
the Councils’ apparent refusal to accept that the mooted Slough Northern Extension and the 
Wider Area Growth Study is relevant to the emerging Plan, and the consequent refusal to 
engage with SBC on this matter (as detailed in Slough’s Matter 1 written statement). The 
result of this is that the Councils have not met the Duty to Cooperate in formulating the 
emerging Plan. 


