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Chiltern and South Bucks District Councils Officer Comments on the Slough 

Northern Extension Atkins Draft Report July 2017 

16th August 2017 

Scope 

1.1 These comments are provided on the following documents supplied by Slough 

Borough Council between 14th July 2017 and 8th August 2017. 

 

a) Atkins/Slough Borough Council “Draft Slough Northern Extension” July 2017 

(supplied on 14th July) 

 

b) Representations received by Slough Borough Council as part of its Issues 

and Options Consultation relating to land in South Bucks District (received 

on 17th July) from: 

 

i) Land & Partners Ltd 

ii) IM Land 

iii) David Wilson Homes 

iv) Taylor Wimpey 

v) Iver Golf Club 

vi) Curson Roachford 

vii) Society of Merchant Venturers 

viii) Tarmac 

 

c) Chiltern and South Bucks officer completed Issues Log (received on 8th 

August but insufficient time allowed to seek further clarifications). 

Despite requests to do so Slough Borough Council did not supply any other 

technical documents as background or input to the draft Atkins document. 

 

Background 

2.1 The Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan 2014 to 2036 evidence base and 

consultation documents are relevant background documents with particular 

reference to: 

a) Buckinghamshire Local Planning Authorities and Bucks Thames Valley 

LEP Duty to Co-operate Position Statement in relation to Slough 

Borough Councils Emerging Slough Local Plan (June 2017) 

b) Green Belt Assessments, Part 1 and Draft Part 2 

c) Green Belt Development Options Appraisal 
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d)  Green Belt Preferred Options Consultation Document 

e) Transport Modelling 

2.2 In addition the revised Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan timetable set out 

on the Council websites (provided to Slough Borough Council officers on 9th 

August 2017) is also important context. 

 

Officer Comments 

3.1 The following comments are on the Draft Slough Northern Extension 

document with references made to other supplied documents where 

necessary.  Requested changes to the document are highlighted in bold 

type.   The comments below support the view that publication and the sharing 

of the Atkins document with other organisations even on a consultation basis 

as-is at best is premature and to do so now would not be in the public interest.  

Key failings in this respect are highlighted below in red, underlined and bold 

type.   Areas highlighted as such however do not mean that the other 

comments are not of equal importance and individually and cumulatively 

consider should bring Slough Borough Council to the conclusion that these 

need to be fully considered before a significantly revised document is fit for 

Slough Borough Councils purpose. 

 

Comments: General 

3.2 It is legitimate for Slough  Borough Council to prepare evidence to support its 

Duty to Co-operate position and potential representations to the Chiltern and 

South Bucks Local Plan processes however the form and content of the Draft 

Atkins Document as prepared is far removed from a collation of evidence and 

is more akin to the substance of a Local Plan.   Slough Borough Council have 

in fact commissioned Atkins to prepare “a high level spatial plan” in relation to 

land in South Bucks District for which Slough Borough Council has not 

statutory power.  This is a key failing of the document that needs to be 

corrected before publication/sharing.  To correct this failing the 

document should be evidence base not policy forming based.   Taking 

this and the other points made in these comments into account the 

following primary changes are required: 

a) A re-written introduction 

b) Deletion of the vision and principles 

c) A re-written Section 3 so as to be purely factual 

d) A re-written Section 4 to remove what are effectively proposed 

planning policies; and 
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e) A re-written Section 6 removing what are in substance allocations 

and focussing instead on a conceptual masterplan. 

Comments are provided on parts required to be deleted for the sake of 

completeness and in case Slough Borough Council do not accept the above. 

3.3 As no technical documents have been provided as background or evidence 

base for the Atkins report it is not clear on what basis propositions in the 

document are made or justified.   It is suggested that the document should 

include an explanation or methodology as to how the proposed 

principles, land use suggestions etc have been determined.  This is 

considered necessary to understand the soundness of propositions and the 

level of further work required to test and, if appropriate, develop the 

propositions further.  

3.4 The document needs to have a transparent and clear planning context if it is 

to minimise the risk of misleading or confusing stakeholders / the public 

particularly as it is badged as an official Slough Borough Council document.   

A planning context should be added to the document including clarity 

on public sector roles and responsibilities, local plan processes 

underway, position on the emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local 

Plan evidence base having tested a Northern Extension to Preferred 

Green Belt Options stage and status of the document.  This is a key 

failing of the document that needs to be corrected before 

publication/sharing. 

3.5 A key part of the planning process is public engagement.  Slough Borough 

Council have undertaken an Issues and Options consultation which has 

resulted in an overwhelming imbalance of objection to the Northern Expansion 

of Slough compared to public support for it while Chiltern and South Bucks 

councils have also undertaken public consultations.   The document, if 

intended to have the same purpose/scope, needs to at the very least 

make reference to these public consultations and the representations 

received and explain how these relate to the document and how the 

results of consultation have (or have not) been taken into account.  

Unless reference is made to recent public consultations and results put in 

context it could give the impression that Slough Borough Council are simply 

ignoring public consultation processes with potential indirect outcomes, for 

example public credibility being undermined in the planning process, scope 

for complaints, etc.  This impression could be particularly concluded from the 

way the document is written throughout (see 3.9 below).   Also key to this, it is 

considered that the public consultation has generated important concerns 

relating to the principle of development as well as to some details relevant to 

the document.  If the document has taken into account consultation responses 

this is not clear where or how and needs to be made explicit in the 
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document. It is also considered that if the consultation responses were 

appropriately considered then the draft Atkins document itself would be 

differently written in places.  This is a key failing of the document that 

needs to be corrected before publication/sharing. 

3.6 Linked to, or part of, the Planning Context the document should be clear 

that the proposition principle of development has not been established.    

This is important as Slough Borough Council is not the relevant Local 

Planning Authority, Highway Authority or Education Authority;  those relevant 

authorities have raised concerns over the principle of development;   technical 

Green Belt Assessment work undertaken so far concludes the area should 

remain in the Green Belt; further Strategic Green Belt and detailed 

Assessment work is underway;  the proposition is contrary to the National 

Planning Policy Framework;   and Slough Borough Council have not provided 

evidence of unmet needs, have not tested all reasonable options to meet 

need and have not explore all options through the Duty to Co-operate with a 

full range of authorities.  In addition, although the document sets out some 

additional “Survey Work”, stakeholder engagement and transport modelling 

(Section 10), it does not set out other technical work needed to establish the 

principle of development such as a sustainability appraisal, landscape 

assessment, infrastructure requirements and viability, nor has deliverability 

been tested with all key landowners (albeit that now is not considered the right 

time to test landowner deliverability).   As the local planning authority 

responsible for the area, South Bucks District Council (in preparing its joint 

local plan with Chiltern District Council), is undertaking Green Belt work which 

is an essential part of the evidence base which will influence whether or not 

the principle of development is or is not acceptable. The document needs to 

be clear on the other technical work needed to be undertaken, and 

correctly by whom, before the principle of development can be 

considered.  This is a key failing of the document that needs to be 

corrected before publication/shared. 

3.7 The document and Slough Borough Council’s duty to co-operate approach is 

not clear, or maybe is not consistent with Slough Borough Council officer 

comments, on the links and timing relationship with the proposed Heathrow 

expansion.  Text needs to be added to make clear Atkins and Slough 

Borough Council’s intended relationship between the proposed 

Northern Extension and Heathrow expansion. 

3.8 Linked to the above point on Heathrow, the document is not clear on timing.  

The document should include a timeline for moving forward linking to 

Heathrow expansion timetable, if relevant; Slough Local Plan, evidence 

base and Duty to Co-operate (e.g. in relation to determining options for 

meeting unmet housing needs) timetable; Chiltern and South Bucks 
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Local Plan timetable and potential timing for future reviews; and other 

relevant timetables. 

3.9 The document throughout is written in a way, style or choice of words which 

will give the reader the impression that the Northern Extension proposal will 

go ahead.  This is incorrect and misleading.  The way the document is 

written throughout needs to be reviewed so as to provide the correct 

literary tense and meaning. 

 

Comments: Introduction (pages 3 and 4) 

3.10 The first para says one of the main purposes of the urban extension is “to help 

re-balance the Slough housing market” however it is not clear what evidence 

there is to establish what the current in-balance is and it is not clear from the 

document how the proposal will re-balance the housing market.  In addition 

reference is made to the Slough Housing Market however Slough is part of a 

wider housing market area.  Clarification has been sought on this but time to 

comment has not allowed further dialogue.  The clarification point has not 

been fully answered however the response demonstrates the need for this 

section to be reviewed and amended. 

3.11 The third para states the Master Plan does “take account of the purposes of 

the Green Belt in developing the Garden Suburb””.    However it is not clear 

how these have been taken into account.  For example they are not apparent 

in the Guiding Principles on page 5 or referenced in Section 4.  Some 

clarification has been provided on this point however the clarification does not 

provide an answer to justify the statement.  This reference either needs to 

be fully substantiated in the document or deleted. 

3.12 Clarification was sought on the fourth para which says Slough Borough 

Council will look at other options but it appears to have come to the 

conclusion that this option will need to be taken forward.  Although it is 

understood Slough Council option appraisal work is on-going it would be 

helpful to understand what options appraisal work has been undertaken so far 

and the timetable/process envisaged to complete this work.   The clarification 

responses makes clear that this conclusion has not be reached from wider 

options work but a Slough Borough Council view and that the consultation 

“confirms that there is no reasonable option or combination of options that 

would enable Slough to meet its housing and employment land needs within 

the Borough.”   However this view on the consultation process is not 

considered to be correct to support the view that the proposition set out in the 

draft Atkins document is needed.  For example Chiltern and South Bucks 

district councils response to the consultation set out a number of options that 

could deliver all or part of the unmet needs envisaged by Slough Council.   
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Insufficient time has been given to explore this further however this part of 

the document needs to be revised to accurately reflect the current 

positon. 

3.13 Also under the fourth para clarification was sought on the claim that the 

proposal is a “sustainable option” ” [and under the Study Area text is “of 

optimal scale (to meet housing needs in a sustainable manner”].   The 

clarification response makes it clear the proposition has not been the subject 

of a formal Sustainability Appraisal while the report merely makes the general 

point that this is a sustainable option in planning terms for the reasons set out 

in the Vision.   This explanation is not within the document and if this is 

Atkins position then this needs to be made explicit and evidence based 

so as to minimise the risk of being misunderstood or misinterpreted.   

Also the explanation does not justify the claimed sustainability/scale of 

development position and wording in the document needs to be 

reconsidered.   Reference to ‘optimal scale’ of development is also not clear 

as to what scale is being referred to (e.g. see paras 3.15 and 3.34 below).  

The optimum scale should be defined. 

 

Comments: Vision and Guiding Principles (5 and 6) 

3.14 The Vision states that it will guide development of a garden suburb at 

Slough’s northern extension.  This statement is incorrect and an example of 

the comment made under paragraph 3.2 and 3.9 above in that Slough 

Borough Council’s Vision can only guide development if the development is to 

proceed and is adopted by South Bucks District Council as the Local Planning 

Authority.  Wording needs to be deleted or reconsidered to avoid 

misleading readers. 

3.15 The Vision seeks a suburb of up to 10,000 dwellings but elsewhere in the 

document indicates that Atkins have only tested 7,500 dwellings.  The 

document needs to be clear and consistent on the level of development 

proposed by Slough Borough Council. 

3.16 The Vision states “The garden suburb will be planned to positively enhance 

the beneficial use of the Green Belt”.  It is assumed the garden suburb would 

be removed from the Green Belt.  If this is the case, then the document 

needs to make it clear that it could only be removed from the Green Belt 

through the Chiltern and South Bucks joint local plan process, not by 

Slough Borough Council.   Clarification was sought on what are the 

intended benefits and the areas to benefit and the intended areas to be 

removed from the Green Belt but the clarification responses does not fully 

address this point.  The document should be amended to make clear what 

is meant by this Vision point. 
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3.17 Reference is made to “land value capture” with text implying certainty.   There 

has not been any discussion with, or Slough Borough Council proposal to, 

South Bucks District Council as the Local Planning Authority nor does the 

document provide sufficient explanation on this and yet this will be a key issue 

of interest for landowner and prospective developer interests.   Discussions 

should take place before publication/sharing or at the very least the 

document should set out Slough Borough Council’s suggested 

approach and make it clear that the Council has not yet approached the 

Local Planning Authority or other key infrastructure providers on their 

suggested approach.  This comment should also be considered alongside 

text on page 39 of the draft document. 

3.18 Clarification has been sought on reference to “education needs” and the 

clarification response is noted.  It will be for Slough Borough Council and 

Bucks County Council as education authorities to advise further on this 

however the wording in the document should be reconsidered so that 

the text is not misinterpreted. 

3.19  A Guiding Principle includes Community Identity.   It is unclear how this is 

being interpreted or justified in relation to settlement coalescence that is being 

suggested by the draft document.   There appears to be conflict within the 

document which needs to be resolved or justified.  Although not relevant for 

clarification in this part of the document the document should be 

explicit in any conflict between Guiding Principles and proposition 

outcomes if retained.  This is provided as an example however the 

document as a whole should be ‘backward checked’ against the Guiding 

Principles and conflicts made explicit and justified. 

3.20 The above point about the need to ‘backward’ check also applies between 

Guiding Principles.  For example it is suggested there could be a conflict 

between the Access to Jobs Guiding Principle and the Sustainable and Future 

Proofed Guiding Principle and also with the Section later on promoting 

Walkability.   This re-checking is needed and again appropriate 

explanations provided if and where relevant. 

Comments: Housing Need (pages 7 and 8) 

3.21 Under Housing Mix it states that development is required to meet needs up to 

2036.  However other parts of the draft document and clarification question 

responses link the northern extension to Heathrow Expansion.   It is unclear 

what timing for delivery is intended, unclear on the scale of development 

envisaged to 2036 and how this is expected to contribute to meeting unmet 

needs.   This is an example to illustrate some General Points made above.  

The Draft document should include an assumed housing trajectory as 
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part of Slough Borough Council’s evidence to support delivery (see para 

3.42 below). 

3.22 Under Housing Mix it refers to the Northern Extension as “the preferred 

development option” for which clarification has been sought.  The clarification 

response misses the point and in doing so demonstrates that this section 

could be misinterpreted by readers.  The document needs to be amended 

so that the position is clear to the reader and accurately reflects current 

planning processes outcomes or positions at the time. 

3.23 The proposal is seeking to “create a more balanced mix of income levels and 

social-economic groups” within Slough.  Slough is the wrong context in this 

respect as this should be the Strategic Housing and Functional Economic 

Market areas.   The document needs to be changed in this regard. 

3.24 The document includes “To ensure a sustainable pattern of development and 

avoid urban sprawl”.   This statement is not substantiated in the document 

and in fact is considered to be incorrect and the proposals could be described 

as urban sprawl in terms of the National Planning Policy Framework (see para 

3.34 below).  Also the document does not demonstrate how it has ensured a 

sustainable pattern of development and this has not been considered through 

a Sustainability Appraisal.   This statement maybe an objective to be tested 

but if remains needs to be justified in the document.  

 

Comments; Site Appraisal (pages 9 to 16) 

3.25 Under Nature Conservation the document refers to “Part of the area of 

search” being inside Natural England’s buffer areas for Burnham Beeches.  It 

would be helpful if the Document included a map to make this area of 

overlap clear and text on how the impacts on The Beeches would need 

to be addressed.  See also para 3.29 below. 

3.26 The intention was to check for SAMs and other policy constraints but 

insufficient time has been provided to enable this however it is assumed 

Atkins/Slough Borough Council would carry out all necessary data quality 

checks. 

3.27 Reference is made to safeguard the Colne Valley Regional Park “from 

inappropriate development”.   The document needs to explain what is 

meant by this for the Park as this is unclear.  Also the overlap between 

the Study Area and Park would be helpfully mapped in the document. 

3.28 Also under Nature Conservation clarification was sought as to whether Atkins 

had taken into account or will take into account the Bucks BAP and other 

relevant evidence.  Also a similar general point applies in relation to the 
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Chiltern/South Bucks evidence base for related matters such as Bucks Green 

Infrastructure Strategy.  The clarification claims that the report takes into 

account background evidence including nature conservation value.  However 

it is unclear where this has been taken into account and how this has 

influenced the document.  Ideally the document (or in a separate 

document) should set out what published evidence base documents 

have been used to influence the document  and how these have shaped 

or influenced the draft propositions.    Similar points are made to a 

proposed flood risk assessment and contaminated land assessment but 

should not be limited to these three subject areas. 

3.29  The document states that part of the area of search includes part of Natural 

England’s 200m or 5km zones of Burnham Beeches SAC.   The document 

should make clear the potential Habitat Regulation implications of this 

and include a map showing the extent and implications of overlap.  In 

this respect and generally to protect biodiversity it is questioned why the 

Phase 1 Habitat Survey is only a recommendation and why this has not been 

undertaken first to inform this document?  Biodiversity appears to be 

relegated to an afterthought where as it should be integral evidence that 

shapes the document. 

3.30 Clarification was asked to the reference made to alterations to listed buildings 

- the key point being the need to refer to the setting of the listed buildings 

which is of equal importance in this context.   The clarification response 

demonstrates the need to amend the text to make this clear. 

Note: Comments are not provided on Minerals and Waste matters as 
Buckinghamshire County Council have also been given the opportunity to 
comment. 

 

Comments: Transport (pages 17 to 22) 

3.31 Clarification was sought on Section 5 which makes a number of references to 

the road network implications in Slough and in places specifically excludes 

implications in Bucks or does not make reference to Bucks.   The clarification 

confirms the proposition has not yet been subject to detailed testing but will be 

when the Transport model, which includes this area, is available in October. 

This needs to be made clear in the document if published/shared 

however the same point on transport modelling as made for Wildlife, 

Flooding and Contamination additional work (see para 3.28 above) 

applies.  Given the response to this clarification the statement on the A4 and 

its junctions with the A412 and Langley High Street “could be a constraint on 

delivery of more housing” may need to fall under the same caveating.    South 

Bucks and Chiltern officers have not had an input into the Transport Modelling 

and are not aware of Bucks County Council involvement.  This is despite this 
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being raised as a key Duty to Co-operate request with Slough Borough 

Council  on a number of occasions.   It will be important to ensure necessary 

input, particularly from Bucks County Council as the relevant Highway 

Authority. 

3.32 Also the document states “Broadly the roads in the vicinity of the garden 

suburb are less congested than some roads in Slough.”  Clarification has 

been sought on how has this statement has been arrived at and what 

evidence is there to support this?  The clarification response did not address 

this and so this reference should be deleted unless there is evidence to 

justify it.   

3.33 Clarification was sought under Transport Hubs on the Park and Ride Site and 

whether this was a firm proposal.  The clarification response is “The park and 

ride at Colnbrook is not a firm proposal at this stage. We need to find out what 

will happen as a result of the third runway at Heathrow.”   This re-enforces the 

fact that both the document and Slough Borough Councils position is unclear 

in relation to Heathrow expansion and thus there is confused timing for the 

Northern Extension proposition (see 3.7 above).   The document here and in 

general needs to be reconsidered so as to be clear and consistent on 

the relationship and timing linked to Heathrow expansion. 

3.34 Under Potential Development Impact it appears only 7,500 dwellings has 

been considered yet the proposal could go to 10,000 dwellings (and in the 

Draft Slough Transport Strategy published alongside the Slough Local Plan 

Issues and Options Consultation could go much higher).  In seeking 

clarification on this the response is “The current proposal has 7,500 dwellings.   

If more are proposed these will be tested.”   The document is therefore 

misleading and unclear if only 7,500 dwellings are the proposition which could 

lead to confusion.  This should be made clear or references to higher 

numbers of dwellings above the proposition should be deleted.  Given it 

is Slough Borough Council’s intention to share the document with 

landowner and developer interests this is a key failing of the document 

that needs to be corrected before publication/shared.   This confusion of 

numbers of dwellings being considered in various Slough Borough Council 

documents ranges from 5,000 to over 12,000 dwellings.  This potential high 

range of dwellings indicates that the Northern Extension proposition very likely 

conflicts with the first National Planning Policy Framework purpose for Green 

Belts namely “to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas”. To 

explain; 5,000 could grow to 7,500 which could grow to 10,000 then to 12,000 

(or more) dwellings – which is a clear description of unrestricted sprawl of 

Slough as a large built-up area.  This likely conflict with the National 

Planning Policy Framework (and other failings identified in these 

comments) should be fully considered before further public resources 

are used on working up the detail of a development proposal that could 
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fail against Green Belt purposes.   This is a key failing of the document 

and Slough Borough Council’s approach that needs to be corrected before 

publication/shared. 

3.35 It is welcomed that Bucks County Council as Highway Authority have been  

given the opportunity to comment and Slough Borough Council and Atkins are 

urged to fully take their comments into account before publication/sharing. 

 

Comments: Development Concept (pages 23 and 24) 

3.36 Clarification was sought on the reference made to “strategic gaps”.  

Specifically does this intend for the spaces around mentioned towns to be 

retained in the Green Belt?   Also the NPPF in relation to preventing 

coalescence does not refer to towns but settlements and has Atkins 

considered coalescence issues for other settlements such as George Green 

and Middle Green and what is the justification for taking a different approach?   

The clarification response confirms that strategic gaps are to be retained in 

the Green Belt (these therefore should be indicated in the document); 

refers to a buffer around Middle Green (however this is not clear from the 

document and the illustrated buffer is more of a narrow space between 

development that does not provide in Green Belt terms protection from 

coalescence – this needs to be reconsidered in the document) and 

confirms that there will be coalescence with George Green “is recognised as 

being contrary to Green Belt policy” (as the proposal is contrary to the 

National Planning Policy Framework this should be either highlighted in 

the document and the document seeks to justify its position in this 

respect or amend the proposition to comply -  . This is a key failing of 

the document that needs to be corrected before publication/sharing).   

For clarity Chiltern/South Bucks officers are doubtful that sufficient justification 

could be made to take a contrary position to the National Planning Policy 

Framework in respect of coalescence such as with Middle Green and George 

Green. 

3.37 The Proposed Distributor Road to the south of Iver Village outside of the 

Study Area Boundary has no status and the emerging alignment is 

significantly different from that shown.  The document should be updated. 

3.38 Clarification was sough on Figure 6.2 (but relating to the document as a 

whole), namely had Atkins considered implications from the Chiltern and 

South Bucks Green Belt Preferred Options, particularly the option North of 

Iver Station?   The clarification confirmed Atkins had and that it has “not been 

shown on any plans in order to avoid confusion.”   This was not the reason for 

seeking clarification.  The reason for asking the question was to determine 

whether Atkins/Slough Borough Council had taken these into account and 
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whether their proposed Green Belt changes/development implications for the 

Northern Extension were compatible?   The assumption is not and from 

Figure 6.2 is considered could affect Atkins proposition if it were.  Figure 6.2 

should be reviewed to take account of the potential development 

proposal North of Iver Station and emerging Chiltern and South Bucks 

Local Plan generally. 

 

Note: Comments are not provided on pages 25 to 30 inclusive to avoid 
duplication of points made above and due to the time constraints given to 
respond however these pages should be reviewed taking where appropriate 
the above and following points into account.  Chiltern and South Bucks 
officers reserve the right to comment on this section of the Atkins document at 
the next iteration. 

 

 

Comments: Green Infrastructure (pages 31 to 34) 

3.39 No specific additional comments for this section but unless this section is 

deleted, comments made above and below should be considered when this 

section is reviewed. 

 

Comments: Community Infrastructure (pages 35 and 36) 

3.40 It is noted that a “local infrastructure needs assessment” is proposed and is 

proposed jointly with CDC/SBDC.   As part of comprehensive evidence this 

should be wider than the councils for example should include Bucks County 

Council as Education Authority.   What is proposed by Atkins/Slough Borough 

Council and to what timescale?  To avoid questions from other readers 

more details are needed to be set out in the document, ideally first 

agreed with CDC/SBDC and others if Slough Borough Council want a 

joint assessment.  

 

Comments: Phasing and Delivery (pages 37 to 39) 

3.41 The Introduction to this section sets out key elements or evidence that will 

determine the phasing of development but in this context promoting Slough 

Borough Councils position.  Although this is not intended as a comprehensive 

list it is considered that the list should include: 

 Completion of relevant evidence base documents and 

discussions under the Duty to Co-operate 
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 safeguarding and extraction of minerals 

 timing, duration and expected impact from construction traffic in 

the area 

 transport implications from other development 

commitments/proposals (e.g. sand and gravel extraction; 

emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan). 

3.42 Clarification was sought on whether Atkins had a view on a housing trajectory 

for the Northern Extension. The clarification response is “it is not possible to 

produce a detailed housing trajectory at this stage”.  This is appreciated and 

understood particularly given the uncertainty of the number of dwellings being 

proposed however the question did not ask for a detailed housing trajectory 

but simply a view as part of Slough Borough Councils evidence.   For example 

Akins thoughts on the following should helpfully be included: 

 Estimated first date of housing delivery 

 Estimated number of delivery points and broad start times 

 Estimated annual delivery rates  

 Estimated build out time. 

 

Comments: Next Steps (page 41) 

3.43 It is concerning that key evidence base work which could undermine the 

principle of development as set out under the Next Steps (but not all work 

areas identified in the document) had not been undertaken before preparing 

the draft document.   Certainly matters affecting the principle of development 

should be progressed in advance of Slough Borough Council proposing to 

engage with landowners/developers/others.  In addition other key work area 

gaps exist or have not been identified.  It is suggested that Slough Borough 

Council should undertake further evidence base work to support its positon 

and certainly before publishing/sharing its draft document, if that remains the 

intention, to avoid the risk of raising false expectations with 

landowners/developers and/or potential unnecessary community concerns for 

proposals that may not materialise.  Slough Borough Council is requested to 

review its intended overall approach. 

3.44 Reference should be made under Stakeholder Engagement to parish 

councils, for example Iver Parish Council is in the process of preparing 

an Iver Neighbourhood Plan. 

3.45 Under Transport Modelling reference is only made to “developments 

elsewhere in Slough” and this needs to be extended to include developments 

envisaged/underway in Buckinghamshire and potentially elsewhere.  From a 

clarification relating to Buckinghamshire this is understood to be Slough 
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Borough Council officer’s position and if so the wording in the document 

needs to change to reflect this. 

3.46 The Councils, with others, have submitted a Position Statement to Slough 

Borough Council on Slough Borough Councils emerging Local Plan and its 

Northern Expansion proposal and officers have made it clear that 

publication/sharing of the draft Atkins document is not supported.  If Slough 

Borough Council do publish this document, provide it to others or it gets into 

the public realm then South Bucks and Chiltern district councils may have to 

publish this comment response so that officer concerns can be considered by 

others if and when reading the Atkins document.  The preferred and 

recommended approach however is that Atkins/Slough Borough Council first 

consider these comments and those of Bucks County Council, undertake or 

take account of further evidence base work, amend the document as 

considered necessary and provide a written and comprehensive response as 

to why if any comments are not agreed with or are not taken forward. 

 

Graham Winwright 

Planning Policy Manager, Chiltern and South Bucks district councils. 


