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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 This written statement has been prepared by the Strategic Planning Research Unit (‘SPRU’) 
of DLP Planning Ltd. SPRU have been instructed to appear at the Examination on behalf of 
The Beaconsfield Society. 

1.2 This response has been prepared in response to the Inspectors’ invitation to submit written 
representations addressing questions identified on the Agenda for Matter 1 – Issue 1 (Duty 
to Cooperate) for the postponed hearings in respect of the Chiltern and South Bucks (CSB) 
Local Plan 2036 Examination.  

1.3 SPRU have made submissions on behalf of The Beaconsfield Society to the Regulation 19 
consultation (June – August 2019) on the emerging Local Plan, objecting to the Submission 
Version of the CSB Local Plan on several grounds, including its failure of the four tests of 
soundness in the NPPF, paragraph 35. SPRU has also prepared responses to the 
Inspectors’ Matters, Issues and Questions (Matters 1 to 5 as published). This statement 
should be read in conjunction with those submissions. 

1.4 The Inspectors’ invitation to continue the Examination in writing during the unfortunate events 
surrounding Covid-19 is a proportionate and effective approach to fundamental matters.  

1.5 Consideration of relevant questions from the Matter 1 Issue 1 Agenda further reinforces, in-
line with our previous submissions, that the Draft Local Plan should not be allowed to 
continue through the Examination process in its current form.
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2.0 MATTER 1 – COMPLIANCE WITH THE ACT AND REGULATIONS 

a) Issue 1 – Duty to Cooperate 

Q1. Slough 

i) 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 Treating the matter of unmet housing needs in isolation, the chronology is clearly set out at 
Paragraphs 5.71 to 5.74 of Slough Borough Council’s representations to the Pre-Submission 
Draft Local Plan Consultation (August 2019).  

2.2 The decision of the Councils to approve publication of the Draft Plan for consultation in May 
2019 was made despite the requests to accommodate unmet needs as part of their plan-
making function. These requests were made repeatedly by SBC during 2016 and 2017. 
Moreover, the report published by Intelligent Plans and Experts following engagement 
between the authorities in November 2017 specifically recommended that “although CSB are 
now included in the Buckinghamshire HMA it would be unwise for these authorities to ignore 
the unmet housing needs of Slough.” 

2.3 The absence of any evidence of constructive, effective or ongoing cooperation in the 
response from Chiltern and South Bucks (‘the Councils’) is redolent of a wider failure to 
address strategic priorities and alternatives for significant housing growth. 

2.4 It needs to be emphasised that the Courts have previously established that accepting 
disagreement over fundamental matters such as definition of the housing market area are 
not determinative of whether the Duty to Cooperate has been satisfied (St Albans City and 
District Council v SSHCLG [2017] EWHC 1751 (Admin)). Inspectors are entitled to reach 
conclusions on cooperation and whether this has been constructive, effective and ongoing. 
Paragraph 56 of the judgment relates to circumstances where a local planning authority is 
expected to demonstrate these requirements have been met to support the proposed 
allocation of options irrespective of whether they would meet a district’s own needs or 
contribute on a cross-boundary basis.  

2.5 Paragraph 59 of the judgment endorses the position of national policy that compliance or 
otherwise with the duty to cooperate can feed into a judgement about effectiveness and 
soundness of a plan. Such concerns can be expressed prior to definitive conclusions (for 
example in relation to the housing market area or the appropriateness of any contribution 
towards unmet needs) when concluding that there has been an overall failure to comply with 
the Duty to Cooperate. 

2.6 The Councils’ evidence base is deficient in terms of demonstrating why the options selected 
represent a sound spatial distribution option or are essential to secure widely beneficial 
infrastructure, having considered why the need cannot be met in locations that are 
sequentially preferable to meet needs (including locations beyond the Green Belt in AVDC). 
In this regard, there has been no transparent exercise by the Councils to engage with the 
Slough issue or attempt to look at alternative spatial options that could assist in meeting 
some, if not all, of Slough’s surplus housing requirement. This would also involve 
reconsideration of reasonable alternative strategic options which could well exclude a more 
fragmented and dispersed approach to GB releases (including SP BP9) with obvious 
implications for the exceptional circumstances test.  

 

2.7 It is important to highlight that this is not the first time that Chiltern and South Bucks Councils 
have been made aware of issues with its strategic-level assessment of growth options and 
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justifications for the spatial strategy and potential for exceptional circumstances to be 
demonstrated.  

2.8 Buckinghamshire County Council’s representations to the Green Belt Preferred Options 
Consultation (December 2016) (at Appendix 12 to the Michelle Bolger Landscape Report) 
describe the approach as ‘fragmented’ and likely to give rise to confusion. This underlies 
concerns that the County Council highlight in terms of the significance and strategic role of 
the Metropolitan Green Belt (particularly in South Bucks) and an inability to assess 
unacceptable, cumulative impacts arising from individual site options. The conclusion of the 
County Council was to reassess alternatives that clearly acknowledge the availability of 
“sufficient land outside the Green Belt which is suitable for development within the HMA to 
meet the objectively assessed needs of the HMA”. 

2.9 The Beaconsfield Society, therefore, fundamentally opposes the use of an early partial 
review as a means of dealing with, what are, strategic priorities that need to be properly 
considered at the outset.  

2.10 The appropriate solution in these circumstances would be to withdraw the Plan to address 
identified failings.  

ii) 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? 

 

2.11 This question is a matter for submissions from Slough Borough Council. 

iii) 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? 

 

2.12 The Matter 1 Hearing Statement submitted by Slough Borough Council appears to indicate 
that the Part 2 Growth Study will enable further testing of options that might contribute 
towards meeting its unmet needs, including a Slough Northern Extension. Slough highlights 
that criteria established by the Part 1 Study establish a “very small narrow area of search” to 
minimise commuting distances and meet needs close to where they arise in Slough. 

2.13 Paragraph 7.3 and 8.1 of the Councils’ Matter 1 Hearing Statement clearly takes a much 
broader view of the strategic level ‘scenario testing’ that the Part 2 Growth Study should 
enable. Chiltern and South Bucks believe this will lead to options being considered across 
the wider ‘best fit’ Housing Market Area. 

2.14 The position of Chiltern and South Bucks would appear to indicate that the suitability of any 
such options will need to reconsider the strategic issues relevant to the constrained nature 
of the Plan area. They believe this will not be achieved until commencement of preparation 
of the Buckinghamshire Local Plan. It appears unrealistic to suggest this will commence for 
the new Unitary Authority in April 2020 when both the CSB Local Plan and VALP will be 
several months (at best) from adoption. 

2.15 There is clearly a substantial degree of difference between Slough, Chiltern and South Bucks 
Councils regarding the purpose and outputs of the Area Growth Study. However, as identified 
the Inspectors’ Matter 1 Issue 1 (Q6) the submitted Plan itself anticipates a need to consider 
an early review of the Plan and further future amendment of Green Belt boundaries. This 
represents an admission that the amendments identified through the submitted Plan will not 
endure beyond the plan period and the extent of Green Belt release may need to be 
reconsidered, particularly when any new Plan for the whole of Buckinghamshire would 
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include significant areas outside of the Green Belt. 

2.16 Paragraphs 5.86 and 5.88 of Slough’s Regulation 19 representations relate to a failure to 
make any progress through joint work on the Northern Expansion Area for Slough or at that 
time progress the Growth Study to explore cross-boundary opportunities to meet needs. The 
Beaconsfield Society submits that while these represent valid objectives to better understand 
strategic priorities from the perspective of housing need, work should not proceed in isolation 
from other matters. Therefore, if effective and ongoing engagement had taken place the plan-
making process would be more fully informed by a range of other issues and priorities – for 
example the Burnham Beeches SAC and infrastructure funding. 

2.17 There is merit to the response from Slough Borough Council to Matter 1 Issue 1 Q5 that 
testing of a Northern Expansion of Slough should assess its contribution towards meeting 
needs arising in Chiltern and South Bucks. This would obviate any suggestion that footnote 
6 to paragraph 11(b) of the NPPF2019 applies to prevent considering development of the 
site. 

2.18 However, The Beaconsfield Society does not seek to endorse specific options that other 
stakeholders state would represent alternatives to meeting needs under the Duty to 
Cooperate. Without clearly identifying relevant strategic priorities to be considered as cross-
boundary matters at a far earlier stage it is not possible to remedy these failures to maximise 
the effectiveness of the Local Plan as well as the soundness of individual policy topics. 

2.19 Slough Borough Council submits that future outputs from the Growth Study Part 2 support 
an immediate partial review of the Local Plan within six months from adoption to address 
unmet needs. This suggestion would mean 3 new development plans for Chiltern and South 
Bucks, in the space of less than 5 years; the submitted Plan, the ‘partial review’ plan and the 
Buckinghamshire Local Plan, which is required to be adopted by 2025. 

2.20 On behalf of The Beaconsfield Society we submit that any such approach will fundamentally 
undermine Government objectives with respect to plan making. As previously submitted, 
such a piecemeal approach to plan making will not deliver the objectives of national policy.  

2.21 This means effectively ‘restarting’ consideration of strategic priorities that have been omitted 
from the plan-making process and as part of testing reasonable alternatives.  

2.22 As stated above in relation to question 1, it is not appropriate to suggest that matters can be 
addressed through an immediate partial review as suggested by Slough Borough Council. 
This will not resolve immediate concerns with soundness of the Plan at its strategic level. 
Cross-boundary strategic matters need to be addressed now. Without doing so it is 
impossible to conclude that the spatial strategy of the plan is sound and the most appropriate. 

 

2.23 As highlighted in the Matter 1 Statement from Slough Borough Council, the ‘draft unsigned’ 
Statement of Common Ground produced by Chiltern and South Bucks Council effectively 
represents a backward step on strategic matters. There has been a failure to provide an 
update of outcomes (the schedule of meetings appended to the 9  December 2019 Draft 
SoCG (EXAM31) effectively shows no engagement from January 2018 to June 2019). it is 
significant that paragraphs 5.4 and 5.5 of the Draft SoCG refer to an event in November 2017 
regarding facilitation on Duty to Cooperation issues provided by Intelligent Plans and 
Experts. The date for a second session (22 December 2018) does not correspond with the 
schedule of meetings at Appendix 2 of the Draft SoCG (it may relate to the session listed on 
22 January 2018). The important point is that the strategic matters addressed in these 
sessions need to be fully reflected in the Area Growth Study as part of key outcomes. 

Chiltern and South Bucks Councils have not opted to document the findings of the Intelligent 



BU5243-1PS – Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Examination 
Matter 1 – Issue 1 Written Representations 
On Behalf of The Beaconsfield Society 

   
 

8 
 

03.18.JG.BU5243-1PS.Chiltern and South Bucks LP - Matter 1-1 DtC Written Representations.Final 

Plans and Examinations (IPE) ‘Advice Note regarding the Duty to Cooperate Meeting’ (17 
October 2017) between CSBC, Slough Borough Council and the Royal Borough of Windsor 
and Maidenhead (dated 21 November 20171) which was produced following the meeting. 
The requirement for a sub-regional strategic Green Belt Review and Growth Study is a 
particular outcome of the meeting. Page 4 of the meeting note explains the relevance of this 
in terms of taking a strategic level view on the need for development to inform any ‘bottom 
up’ field-by-field assessment. 

2.24 These issues are especially relevant to South Bucks Council (and by extension options for 
development at Beaconsfield) given the functional housing market links to these 
neighbouring authorities. It is important to note that page 4 of the IPE Report summarises as 
follows: 

“There are two significant related matters where there is evidently no common ground 
at present. These are the HMA geography and the possibility of expanding Slough to 
the north east. Both of these are unlikely to be resolved in the short term, but there is 
an incentive to identify and commit to longer term strategies whereby these can be 
properly considered. Authorities should reflect on the danger to the soundness of plan 
making in the area if the failure to agree on these points continues. In the event of the 
disagreement continuing there is no reason why parts of the Statement of Common 
Ground cannot include agreement between some but not all of the participating 
authorities.” 

2.25 Paragraph 1.2.4 of the ‘Strategic Role of the Metropolitan Green Belt in Chiltern & South 
Bucks’ (ARUP 2018) prepared to support the final Stage 2 Green Belt assessment 
specifically notes the failure to address function of the Green Belt as a strategic policy 
designation and pressure arising from growth in the Thames Valley.  

2.26 These issues are significant in the context of the draft Plan. There has been a failure to 
address strategic alternatives capable of enduring beyond the plan period which could 
include growth at the edge principal settlements outside of the plan area and reduce reliance 
on green bely releases. 

 
iv) 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?  

 

2.27 Paragraph 27 of the NPPF2019 attaches significant weight to the preparation of Statements 
of Common Ground in the context of ensuring compliance with the Duty to Cooperate. Their 
function, as prescribed in national policy and guidance, is to ensure clarity and transparency 
in recording constructive, effective and ongoing engagement. Their function provides a 
record of outcomes achieved as a result of cooperation between prescribed bodies, in order 
that any failure to agree relevant matters can be robustly assessed at Examination (ID: 61-
022-20190315). 

2.28 In terms of relevant cross-boundary matters the Councils’ documented record of engagement 
is substantially more limited for those neighbouring authorities outside of the ‘best fit’ Housing 
Market Area (HMA) for Buckinghamshire consisting of Aylesbury Vale, Chiltern, South Bucks 
and Wycombe Districts. However, in Figure 7 of the ‘HMAs and FEMAs in Buckinghamshire: 

 
1 

https://www3.rbwm.gov.uk/download/downloads/id/3550/20171017_advice_note_regarding_the_duty_t
o_cooperate_meeting.pdf 

https://www3.rbwm.gov.uk/download/downloads/id/3550/20171017_advice_note_regarding_the_duty_to_cooperate_meeting.pdf
https://www3.rbwm.gov.uk/download/downloads/id/3550/20171017_advice_note_regarding_the_duty_to_cooperate_meeting.pdf
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Updating the evidence’ report by ORS (June 2016), CSB are identified as being in the Central 
Buckinghamshire HMA and South Bucks is also primarily situated (61.1%) within the Reading 
& Slough HMA.  

2.29 Other local authorities identified as being fully or partially situated within the Central Bucks 
HMA and Reading & Slough HMA include those listed below. For some authorities, there is 
no evidence of cooperation having been undertaken.  

Reading & Slough HMA 

Slough 

2.30 The unsigned 9 December 2019 Draft SoCG between Slough Borough Council and CSB 
(EXAM31) has only recently been made publicly available. Those matters where there is no 
agreement are summarised as: 

• The calculation of housing needs for CSB and the failure of CSB to meet is housing 
need in full; 

• The failure to consider a northern extension to Slough as a reasonable alternative 
and as part of the site selection process; 

• The relationship between functional Housing Market Areas and specifically South 
Bucks’ relationship with the Eastern Berks ‘best fit’ HMA in the context of potential 
contributions towards Slough’s unmet needs 

• The quantity of Slough’s unmet needs including the proportion that should be met by 
RB Windsor and Maidenhead. 

2.31 CSB agreed a joint Position Statement with the other Bucks authorities and Bucks Thames 
Valley LEP on the emerging Slough Local Plan (July 2017) and the northern extension of 
Slough proposal. In this position statement the Bucks authorities requested that Slough 
Borough Council “agree that the functional HMA in relation to South Bucks District is as set 
out by ORS as part of the CSBLP evidence base, essentially that 50% of South Bucks is part 
of the functional Berkshire HMA and 50% is part of the Central Buckinghamshire HMA” 
(paragraph 2.12(iii)). 

Royal Borough of Windsor & Maidenhead (RBWM) 

• CSB have collaborated with RBWM on the Wider Area Growth Study, Stage 2 of which 
has not yet reported, so the issue of how future housing need will be dealt with across 
the wider study area remains unresolved. Paragraph 4.7.7 of the DtC Statement states 
that “The Councils are aiming to reach agreement on a detailed Statement of Common 
Ground”, however such an agreement has not yet been reached. 

Reading, Bracknell Forest and Wokingham 

• No evidence of cooperation is presented in the DtC Statement (September 2019) with 
the exception of attendance by these authorities at one sub-regional DtC meeting in 
June 2016 (see paragraph 4.7.9 of the DtC Statement). 

South Oxfordshire 

• No evidence of cooperation presented in the DtC Statement (September 2019). 

West Berkshire 

• CSB raised issue with the Berkshire SHMA on grounds that it incorrectly included 
South Bucks District in the Eastern Berkshire HMA, as stated in the Appendix to the 
‘Duty to Cooperate: SHMA Methodology – Memorandum of Understanding between 
the Berkshire local authorities’ (July 2018). This issue appears to remain unresolved. 
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Basingstoke & Deane 

• No evidence of cooperation presented in the DtC Statement (September 2019). 

Wiltshire 

• No evidence of cooperation presented in the DtC Statement (September 2019). 

Central Bucks HMA 

Aylesbury Vale, Dacorum and Three Rivers 

• The above authorities have a signed MoU or Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) 
in place. 

• Signed MoU (January 2018) confirming AVDC is able to accept 5,725 dwellings of 
unmet need in CSB. 

Wycombe District Council (WDC) 

• Both the Duty to Cooperate (DtC) Interim Position Statement (November 2017) and the 
final DtC Position Statement (September 2019) state that the issue of housing was 
raised with WDC at the Reg.18 Issues and Options stage, and that “in exploring unmet 
housing needs strategic options should be explored and there was unlikely to be any 
scope for Chiltern/South Bucks unmet needs to be met in Wycombe District” (DtC 
Statement, September 2019, paragraph 4.2.4). However, no evidence is subsequently 
provided to demonstrate that such ‘strategic options’ have been fully explored., that 
CSB has explicitly asked WDC whether they could assist in meeting their unmet 
housing needs, and if so, what WDC’s response was to such a request. 

South Oxfordshire 

• No evidence of cooperation presented in the DtC Statement (September 2019). 

Dacorum 

• The signed Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) (October 2019) states that both 
CSB and Dacorum would not be able to accommodate any of each other’s unmet 
housing need. 

Three Rivers 

• The signed SoCG (August 2019) states that both CSB and Three Rivers would not be 
able to accommodate any of each other’s unmet housing need. 
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