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Chiltern and South Bucks (CSB) Local Plan Examination 

1. This statement by Berkeley Strategic provides input to the Chiltern and South Bucks 

Local Plan examination in relation to the Duty to Cooperate. It should be read in 

conjunction with our Hearing Statement for Matter 1 previously submitted and the Pre 

Submission consultation response (August 2019).  

 

2. In summary we do not consider that it would be helpful to abandon the draft Local Plan 

on the basis of a failure to comply with the Duty to Cooperate. We consider that the 

disagreement between CSB and Slough Borough Council (SBC) over the issue of 

Slough’s unmet need could be remedied by two modifications to the submitted Local 

Plan to ensure its soundness: 

 

i. Identify more land for housing development from the Council’s existing evidence 

base in the south of South Bucks that is within the same housing market area as 

Slough; and 

 

ii. Commit to an early Local Plan review with 3 years to include planning to meet the 

full unmet needs of Slough. 

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? 

3. It is understood that Slough Borough Council (SBC) first made representations in 2016. 

Therefore the issue of unmet need from Slough is not new and there has been plenty of 

time to enable a solution to the issue of unmet need be reached, had the Councils been 

more willing to work together constructively.  

 

4. The process as described by Chiltern and South Bucks (CSB) has not been ideal.  

CSB’s entrenched opposition to meeting Slough’s unmet needs and objection to the 

work that SBC undertook to examine the potential for an urban extension outside of its 

administrative area in South Bucks has clearly impacted the potential for agreement.  

 

5. However, the fact that there is disagreement between the authorities does not 

necessarily mean the Duty to Cooperate has not been met. Although no satisfactory 

solution has yet been reached in relation to the unmet need, it is evident that discussions 

have taken place.  Berkeley is concerned that if the Duty to Cooperate is found not to 
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have been met, the draft plan, much of which is sound, would have to be abandoned. 

Apart from major cost implications the effect of this would be significant delay and 

uncertainty, along with worsening housing supply and affordability issues.  

 

6. Berkeley would therefore like to propose a two-fold approach which involves modifying 

the submitted plan to achieve soundness in relation to the issue of Slough’s unmet need.  

 

7. The first area of modification should be to identify additional land for development in the 

south of South Bucks, i.e. within the same housing market area as Slough. Additional 

land could be identified from the Council’s existing evidence base including Green Belt 

evidence, the HELAA and the list of omission sites. The level of additional development 

to be provided for at this stage would be capacity-led and it is likely that it would address 

only part of Slough’s unmet need. It would therefore be an interim step. 

 

8. The review should include the land Berkeley is promoting on the east side of 

Beaconsfield Road, Farnham Common (Rep ID: 1224969), which could be developed 

without prejudice to the purposes of the Green Belt or causing undue impact on the 

Burnham Beeches SAC (the majority of the site is beyond 500m from the SAC). This 

land could be brought forward on its own on in conjunction with adjacent land which is 

also being promoted. 

 

9. Without undertaking this, the Local Plan would be deferring the issue for consideration in 

a subsequent plan contrary to the PPG (Para: 022 Reference ID: 61-022-20190315). 

Meanwhile the backlog of unmet housing need would become worse. 

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? 

10. It is understood that the level of unmet need is likely to be between 5,000 and 10,000 

homes. However, uncertainty about the exact figure should not be a reason to ignore the 

issue in this Local Plan. In Oxfordshire for example, a working assumption for Oxford’s 

unmet need of 10,000 homes was successfully used to inform emerging Local Plan for 

the neighbouring districts. 

 

11. Berkeley’s suggested approach outlined in this statement would enable a more precise 

unmet need figure to be assessed and agreed in due course as part of an early Local 

Plan review. 
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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? 

12. The Wider Area Growth Study is intended to inform an approach to planning for the 

future needs of Slough and Windsor and Maidenhead on a cross boundary / sub-regional 

basis.  

 

13. Berkeley considers that the implications of the Wider Area Growth Study for this Local 

Plan are a need for a firm commitment to addressing the full unmet needs from Slough 

as part of an early Local Plan review. Alongside this, to achieve soundness, this Local 

Plan should include the interim step as set out above of identifying additional land for 

development within South Bucks that is well related to Slough. 

 

14. This two-fold approach would help to address the issue of unmet need sooner rather 

than later in the right location, ensure there is a more comprehensive long term solution 

in due course and it would enable this Local Plan to proceed undue cost and delay.  

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 publically available throughout 

the plan-making process as required by paragraph 27 of the Framework? 

15. Berkeley considers that the Councils are best placed to answer this, although it is noted 

that there is no agreed Statement of Common Ground with SBC. 

 


