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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 is our response to the written submissions that have been received from other 
participants 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. The following sections respond to each of the submissions in turn. 

1.3 In addition to our earlier response to the Inspectors’ Matter 1 – Issue 1 (Duty to Cooperate) 
questions, SPRU have previously 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. 
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2.0 MATTER 1 – COMPLIANCE WITH THE ACT AND REGULATIONS 

a) Issue 1 – Duty to Cooperate 

i) Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) 

2.1 AVDC considers that the Memoranda of Understanding that are already in place between 
themselves, Chiltern and South Bucks Councils (CSB) and other authorities conform to the 
requirements of Statements of Common Ground, as set out in national planning guidance. 
We agree with the contents of this submission. 

ii) Barton Willmore on behalf of Catesby Estates 

2.2 The statement by Barton Willmore considers that there is agreement between CSB and 
Slough Borough Council (SBC) on how their unmet housing need is accommodated within 
South Bucks district. It argues that the recommendations of the Part 2 Wider Area Growth 
Study (WAGS) should be taken into consideration and form part of the evidence base for the 
plan. If this is delayed, the suggestion is that the CSB Plan should make allowance for an 
early review of the South Bucks area of the Plan.  

2.3 Whilst we agree that the strategic issue of meeting Slough’s unmet housing needs should be 
properly addressed, we are fundamentally opposed to 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 as the spatial implications for strategic allocations have not been tested in the 
context of the WAGS. Hence, whether the proposed strategic Green Belt releases are the 
most appropriate and are reasonably capable of being justified by exceptional circumstances 
is a matter that cannot be properly tested at this stage without recourse to the wider study. 
Furthermore, there is already a legal requirement for the new Buckinghamshire Council to 
have in place a new Local Plan, covering the new planning authority area, by no later than 
2025  

2.4 The appropriate solution in these circumstances would be to withdraw the Plan to address 
housing need and supply on the broader strategic level.  

iii) Brown Not Green Chesham Ltd 

2.5 The statement by Brown Not Green Chesham Ltd identifies a lack of effective and evidenced 
cooperation between CSB and SBC and other neighbouring authorities as part of the plan-
making process.  

2.6 We agree that the evidence provided by CSB to demonstrate their effective and ongoing 
engagement is lacking with some prescribed bodies, in particular the neighbouring 
authorities that lie outside the ‘best fit’ Housing Market Area for Buckinghamshire. As 
highlighted by Brown Not Green Chesham Ltd, there is a lack of evidenced engagement with 
the London Borough of Hillingdon, as well as with SBC as the draft Statement of Common 
Ground remains unsigned.  

iv) Chalfont Heights Road Committee 

2.7 We agree with the comments by Chalfont Heights Road Committee that the CSB Plan is 
premature, and that given the impending formation of the Buckinghamshire Unitary Authority, 
the Plan should be prepared on a Buckinghamshire-wide basis. This would enable the 
outstanding strategic issues that have not yet been fully resolved, such as the issue of 
meeting SBC’s unmet housing needs, to be properly considered.  

v) Chiltern & South Bucks Councils 

2.8 CSB state that no formal request was made by SBC for CSB to provide for their unmet 
housing need. We disagree with this statement as it is clear that CSB approved publication 
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of the Draft Plan for consultation in May 2019 despite requests having been 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.” 

2.9 CSB’s reticence to fully engage with SBC on this issue is evident of a lack of constructive, 
effective and ongoing cooperation between the two authorities, and demonstrates a wider 
failure by CSB to address strategic priorities and alternatives for significant housing growth 
within the draft Plan. 

2.10 CSB state that in September 2016 it was agreed that the Northern Extension option would 
be dealt with through a review of the CSB Local Plan, not in the current CSB Plan. CSB also 
state that decisions about meeting the needs of Slough will need to be made by the new 
Buckinghamshire Council, and that work will start on the new Buckinghamshire Plan almost 
immediately after the authority comes into being. This contradicts their earlier statement that 
the needs of Slough will be dealt with through a review of the CSB Local Plan. It is clear that 
the mechanism through which this unresolved issue will be dealt has not been fully 
considered by CSB. In any event, it is most unlikely to be satisfied through an early review 
given the imperative to provide a county wide plan.  

2.11 In their statement CSB also state that although the Local Plan does not accommodate 
Slough’s unmet needs, this does not mean that the Councils have failed to comply with the 
Duty to Cooperate. Whilst we agree that a lack of agreement between authorities is not 
sufficient to demonstrate a failure to comply with the Duty to Cooperate, there is however an 
absence of evidence of constructive, effective and ongoing cooperation between CSB and 
Slough BC, which indicates strongly that the Duty to Cooperate has not been satisfied. 

vi) David Lock Associates on behalf of Tarmac Trading Ltd 

2.12 We agree with comments by David Lock Associates that CSB have failed to comply with the 
statutory Duty to Cooperate in respect of their engagement with Slough BC, particularly given 
the lack of evidence that Slough BC’s request for assistance in meeting its unmet housing 
need had been properly considered by CSB and its relevant committees. 

vii) Dennis Elsey 

2.13 We agree with the comments made by Dennis Elsey that CSB have failed to maintain and 
demonstrate effective and ongoing cooperation with their neighbouring authorities, including 
those to the south of the plan area. We also agree that CSB have failed to properly take 
account of the implications that other strategic and planned developments outside the plan 
area would have upon the plan itself, such as the proposed Heathrow Expansion and the 
Oxford-Cambridge Growth Arc.  

viii) Home Builders Federation (HBF) 

2.14 We agree with the HBF’s comments that the Duty to Cooperate is not a requirement to agree, 
and that the key consideration is whether CSB have engaged constructively, actively and on 
an on-going basis with regard to strategic matters as part of the preparation of the local plan. 
We agree that the joint commissioning of the WAGS indicates that CSB have made some 
attempt to engage with Slough BC on the issue of meeting their unmet housing needs.  

2.15 HBF goes on to recommend inclusion of a policy commitment within the CSB plan that the 
new Buckinghamshire Council will submit a plan within three years of adoption of the CSB 
plan that will address some of Slough’s long-term development needs. We do not agree with 
this as an approach as it could not be concluded with any reasonable certainty that the 
proposed changes in the CSB Plan would endure for the long-term, which is contrary to 
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national planning policy.  

2.16 The suggestion by HBF that a third of Slough’s unmet needs should automatically form part 
of the housing requirement of the new Buckinghamshire Council should such a plan not be 
submitted by the proposed date is not a sound approach to plan-making, as it would not 
enable a strategic approach to the allocation of sites for housing to meet the unmet needs of 
Slough to be properly considered and tested through a plan-making process. 

ix) Lachlan Robertson on behalf of the Society of Merchant Venturers 

2.17 We agree with Lachlan Robertson that the evidence presented by CSB regarding their 
engagement with Slough BC throughout the plan-making process has been insufficient, as 
the evidence lacks clear publication of the minutes and outcomes of discussions between 
the two authorities. 

x) Land & Partners 

2.18 We agree with the comments of Land & Partners that CSB have failed to sufficiently 
recognise the functional relationship between South Bucks, Slough and the other Berkshire 
authorities. For example, it is noted in the Appendix to the ‘Duty to Cooperate: SHMA 
Methodology – Memorandum of Understanding between the Berkshire authorities’ (July 
2018) that CSB raised issue with the Berkshire SHMA on the grounds that it incorrectly 
included South Bucks District in the East Berkshire HMA. This issue appears to remain 
unresolved. 

2.19 In addition, 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)). This recognition that South Bucks District lies partly within the functional 
Berkshire HMA does not appear to have been fully taken into account in the preparation of 
the CSB Plan and the level of productive engagement that has taken place between CSB 
and the Berkshire authorities, including Slough BC. 

xi) Slough Borough Council 

2.20 Slough BC confirm that they ‘formally requested’ that CSB should consider meeting the 
unmet needs of Slough BC within both their Regulation 18 and Green Belt Preferred Options 
consultation responses, and that there appears to have been little engagement under the 
Duty to Cooperate from CSB’s members. There is clear evidence to suggest that in failing to 
acknowledge this request and take steps to engage in discussions with Slough BC on this 
matter, CSB have failed to demonstrate that they have engaged in constructive, effective and 
ongoing cooperation on the strategic matter of the unmet housing needs of Slough BC. 

2.21 We also agree with Slough BC’s comments that even before Slough’s unmet needs are taken 
into account, there is already evidence of a deficiency of supply in the southern area of South 
Bucks district due to the lack of proper distribution of housing across the plan area. As we 
stated in our response, 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 
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a more fragmented and dispersed approach to GB releases (including SP BP9) with obvious 
implications for the exceptional circumstances test. 

2.22 We agree with Slough BC that their unmet housing needs are likely to remain a significant 
number which should have been considered through the Duty to Cooperate process in the 
CSB plan. 

2.23 We disagree however with Slough BC’s suggested inclusion of a new policy that commits 
CSB to bring forward an immediate partial review of the Local Plan within 6 months from its 
adoption. We are opposed the use of an early partial review as a means of dealing with what 
are fundamentally strategic priorities that need to be properly considered at the outset. The 
appropriate solution in these circumstances would be to withdraw the Plan to address its 
identified failings. 

xii) Sworders on behalf of Curson Rochford LLP 

2.24 We agree with Sworders comments that Slough BC’s 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 formally presented to CSB elected members for 
consideration. This demonstrate a lack of compliance with the Duty to Cooperate. 

2.25 We also agree that the findings of the Part 1 WAGS should have been taken into 
consideration in the preparation of the CSB Plan, including the identification of a shortage of 
4,300 new homes in the southern part of South Bucks district. This would have helped to 
better inform the strategic spatial options and reasonable development alternatives that were 
considered as part of the plan-making process. 

2.26 We agree with Sworders’ recommendation that the CSB Plan should be withdrawn so that 
these outstanding strategic issues can be properly addressed. 

xiii) Troy Planning on behalf of Chalfont St Peter Parish Council 

2.27 We agree with comments made by Troy Planning that there is no record of active, ongoing 
or constructive cooperation by CSB with Slough BC to address the matter of Slough’s unmet 
housing needs. We furthermore agree with Troy Planning that this is an important cross-
boundary strategic matter that has not been adequately addressed through a legally 
compliant Duty to Cooperate process. 

xiv) Turley on behalf of Woodland Park Property Ltd 

2.28 We have no comments on this response. 

xv) Urbana Town Planning on behalf of Raans Estates Ltd 

2.29 We agree with Urbana Town Planning’s comments that there is a lack of evidence to 
demonstrate that CSB have appropriately engaged with Slough BC on the fundamental 
strategic matter of their unmet housing needs, and as such the Duty to Cooperate has not 
been met. 

2.30 We agree that the deferral of this issue to an immediate partial review is not an appropriate 
approach as this is contrary to Planning Practice Guidance which reaffirms that key strategic 
matters should be addressed through effective joint working and not deferred to subsequent 
plan updates. 
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