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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 
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Background 

1.1 Slough Borough Council (SBC) has submitted representations to the Chiltern and 

South Bucks Local Plan (CSBLP) consultations (Regulation 18 and Green Belt 

Preferred Options) and through Duty to Co-operate engagement for a Northern 

Expansion of Slough (NES) in South Bucks District in the Metropolitan Green Belt in 

order to accommodate part of SBC’s anticipated unmet housing needs to 2036. 

 

1.2 It is understood that SBC’s anticipated unmet need is up to 8,000 dwellings to 

2036 and that SBC are seeking provision of 5,000 dwellings in South Bucks District.  

This position was set out in SBC’s recent Issues and Options Consultation (SBC 

I&OC) however as part of SBC’s Draft Transport Strategy published as part of its 

evidence base for the SBC I&OC consultation considers a potential growth of up to 

12,500 dwellings, possibly over a longer period.   

 

1.3 The Buckinghamshire authorities responded to the SBC I&OC but have not to date 

had a response from SBC.  WDC have made clear in their response that they do 

not have capacity to accommodate unmet needs from Slough and provided 

evidence on capacity including the joint work between WDC and AVDC on the 

capacity of the District that resulted in the MOU between the two authorities in 

December 2016. WDC have sought confirmation from SBC that they will not be 

looking to accommodate unmet needs in Wycombe District but no confirmation 

has been received. 

 

1.4 It is also understood that SBC propose to meet all of its employment needs within 

SBC boundaries, despite not being able to meet all of its Objectively Assessed 

Housing Need (OAHN). 

 

1.5 SBC have submitted representations to Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) as 

part of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) consultation summarised as AVDC 

shouldn’t take so much of South Bucks unmet housing need because some of it 

can be accommodated in the Green Belt north of Slough. 
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1.6 SBC did not respond to the consultation on the draft Wycombe District Local Plan 

last summer. 

 

1.7 SBC did not respond to the Buckinghamshire County Council County Replacement 

Waste and Minerals Local Plan Issues and Options consultation in Spring 2015.  

 

1.8 The Buckinghamshire authorities are undertaking a Green Belt Review as part of 

the emerging local plans, the methodology for which SBC was involved in helping 

establish through the Duty to Co-operate.   The Bucks Green Belt Review has been 

undertaken by testing defined parcels in the Green Belt against four of the five 

Green Belt purposes set out in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), 

excluding the purpose relating to regeneration which was screened out in Part 

One and Part Two of the Green Belt Assessment. 

 

1.9 SBC have commissioned Atkins to prepare a Master Plan for their proposed NES.  

Chiltern District Council and South Bucks District Council (CDC/SBDC) consider this 

commission to be premature as it is seeking to provide a level of detail before the 

principle of development has been established while the commission also ignores 

Green Belt considerations.  CDC/SBDC have considered SBC’s NES proposal, but 

have not taken this forward in its preferred Green Belt options due to a considered 

unacceptable impact on the Green Belt in line with the Green Belt Assessment Part 

1 prepared by Arups and the CSBLP draft Green Belt Assessment Part 2.    

 

1.10 It is understood that the work undertaken by Atkins to-date will refine the area for 

the proposed NES which are currently unclear. 

 

1.11 CDC/SBDC and Wycombe District Council (WDC) have been seeking for some 

time now to enter into memorandums of understanding with SBC however these 

have failed to be progressed to-date by SBC and it is unclear what timetable SBC 

are working on to try to move these to a resolution. 

 

1.12 The Buckinghamshire authorities are progressing their plans based on an evidence 

base position which defines functional housing and economic market areas and 

refines these to best fit local plan areas.  This defines a Buckinghamshire Housing 

Market Area (HMA) and Buckinghamshire Functional Economic Market Area 

(FEMA) to comprise Aylesbury Vale, Wycombe, Chiltern and South Bucks districts.  

This evidence base work also concludes a single Berkshire HMA and single FEMA 



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

comprising the six Berkshire authorities.  The Berkshire authorities have not defined 

functional housing market areas affecting Berkshire but have taken an approach to 

define Eastern and Western HMAs based on best fit local authority areas while 

defining three Berkshire FEMAs again based on local authority best fit areas. There 

is some significant Berkshire best fit FEMA overlap and the Eastern HMA and FEMA 

includes South Bucks District.   CDC/SBDC have formally asked under the Duty to 

Co-operate on several occasions for the Berkshire authorities to re-define their 

best fit HMAs and FEMAs to take account of local plans rather than districts and to 

define the Berkshire East and West functional HMAs but the Berkshire authorities 

have collectively declined to do so. 

 

Buckinghamshire Authorities and LEPs Collective Position 

The following are key areas of concerns to the Bucks authorities and Bucks LEP but 

these should not be interpreted as being the only areas of concern or matters that 

the Bucks authorities and Bucks LEP would like considered.   In addition there may 

be other key areas of concern to SBC which are not recorded. 

 

Berkshire Housing and Economic Market Areas 

2.1  The Bucks authorities and Bucks LEP are concerned that a fundamental platform 

for sound plan-making, defined and supported HMAs and FEMAs, being used in 

Berkshire is flawed:   the Berkshire HMAs functional areas are not defined and so 

the extent of overlap between East and West is not known;   the best fit areas are 

not suitable for planning making purposes (in not recognising the joint CSBLP);    

the conclusion that there are two Berkshire HMAs is not supported by Berkshires 

own evidence;  and the Berkshire evidence used to define the best fit areas may 

now be out-of-date.   

2.2 In particular the degree of overlap between East Berkshire and West Berkshire 

HMAs should be identified to assist Duty to Co-operate discussions between 

Slough and the Berkshire authorities on housing unmet needs.  For the avoidance 

of doubt the Bucks authorities and Bucks LEP consider the overlap is so significant 

that in effect there is one and not two Berkshire HMAs.  Also for the avoidance of 

doubt applying best fit principles to define HMAs should exclude South Bucks 

District from any Berkshire HMA and FEMA.   The refusal from the Berkshire 

authorities to undertake this review represents a failure in the Duty to Co-operate 
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to-date by the Berkshire authorities and remains an on-going duty to co-operate 

issue that the Berkshire and Buckinghamshire authorities should seek to resolve.   

2.3 The Bucks authorities and Bucks LEP are concerned that SBC in accepting the 

collective Berkshire position on the HMA and FEMA definitions is not fully 

considering the implications/risks for the soundness of its emerging Local Plan or 

the duty to co-operate implications with Buckinghamshire.   Therefore irrespective 

of the collective Berkshire position on HMA and FEMA definitions, each Berkshire 

authority, particularly Slough in having a significant anticipated unmet housing 

need and in terms of its aspirations for a NES, will need to consider whether the 

East and West Berkshire HMA definition is an appropriate position to take forward 

a sound Slough Local Plan. 

2.4 For the avoidance of doubt, the best-fit approach to defining market areas does 

not change the functional relationship between parts of South Bucks and Berkshire 

but seeks to arrive at a pragmatic position to enable the effective preparation and 

delivery of local plans. 

 

 Need for a Comprehensive and Transparent Slough Local Plan Options Appraisal 

2.5 The Bucks authorities and Bucks LEP consider that a fundamental issue affecting 

the principle of a NES is the need to undertake a sound and comprehensive 

options appraisal with the full involvement of the Buckinghamshire local planning 

authorities under the Duty to Co-operate before SBC undertake detailed Master 

Plan work on a NES, and provided the options appraisal conclusion is to support 

the principle. The following are considered essential to test the principle of a NES: 

a)  clear and robust assessments of housing and employment need and supply 

in Slough  - this has not been provided by SBC to-date 

b) evidenced testing of a full range of options taking a sequential approach 

namely; 

i) options within Slough Borough, including the scope for employment 

conversion to residential in Slough and estate renewal 

ii) meaningful and on-going Duty to Co-operate discussions with all 

local planning authorities within an appropriately defined HMA with 

Slough 
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iii) meaningful and on-going Duty to Co-operate discussions with all 

other local planning authorities where there is a clearly defined and 

strong functional housing relationship 

iv) meaningful and on-going discussions with all other local planning 

authorities that have a duty to co-operate relationship with Slough 

- points b) i) to iv) have not been demonstrated by SBC to-date. 

c)  a Green Belt assessment with relevant local planning authorities for all 

options requiring release of land from the Green Belt – SBC has specifically 

excluded Green Belt considerations from the NES Master Plan commission 

with Atkins. 

d) a Sustainability Appraisal and Habitat Regulations Screening Assessment to 

assess all options – the scope for this has not been made clear by SBC. 

 

Green Belt 

2.6 The Bucks authorities and Bucks LEP consider the impact of the NES proposal on 

the five purposes of the Green Belt will be a critical issue that should be addressed 

through the Duty to Co-operate and evidence base work in advance of any 

detailed Master Planning work by SBC.   It is surprising that the Atkins Master Plan 

brief excludes consideration of Green Belt matters.  In response to this CDC/SBDC 

will be commissioning Arups to undertake a Strategic Review of the Green Belt 

including to the north on Slough, taking account of relevant Green Belt evidence 

base work to-date but also considering the implications of a NES within the wider 

regional/sub-regional context, other relevant evidence and testing against all five 

purposes of the Green Belt in the NPPF.  SBC are requested under the Duty to Co-

operate to engage in this work so that SBC evidence and views can be fully taken 

into account and recorded in a final evidence base document.  It is also requested 

that this document forms part of the Slough Local Plan evidence base, given that 

the SBC I&OC includes the NSE as a specific but untested option. 

  

 Transport and Other Infrastructure 

2.7 The Buckinghamshire authorities and Bucks LEP are concerned that they are not 

being included in considerations/evidence base work emerging as part of the 

Slough Local Plan in relation to transport matters that directly and could indirectly 
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impact on Buckinghamshire (e.g. Slough Park and Ride proposals and transport 

thinking/modelling linked to work on the NES).  Equally, they are concerned that 

SBC has not engaged appropriately in work already undertaken to understand the 

potential transport impacts of SBDC and CDC proposals and may not be engaging 

in a timely manner with other key transport stakeholders like Highways England.  

This is a particular concern as transport infrastructure proposed by SBC to be in 

South Bucks District and NES would be expected to have significant cross border 

implications which the Bucks authorities need to understand for their emerging 

local plans (and to allow BCC to discharge its responsibilities as Highway 

Authority).  This could include impacts on infrastructure and other mitigation 

requirements, but also negative effects on the transport network, communities and 

the environment. Given the intensity of growth pressures within South Bucks from 

national infrastructure projects and construction impacts during the plan period, 

any impact would need particularly careful management. Careful consideration of 

phasing and deliverability of sites would be required in order to mitigate 

unacceptable, cumulative impacts and sensibly plan for this part of the County. 

  

Economic Development 

2.8 The Bucks authorities and Bucks LEP are concerned that SBC appear to be 

planning to meet in full its employment needs while failing to meet its housing 

needs and the implication this may have for adjacent areas (e.g. encouraging 

traffic movements, adjacent areas planned levels of employment space) and also 

whether this is a failure by SBC to test all options to meet its housing needs (e.g. 

ability to covert ‘surplus’ employment space to housing).   Further clarification on 

this and how this is being considered as part of the Slough Local Plan Sustainability 

Appraisal would be welcomed under the Duty to Co-operate. 

  

Minerals and Waste 

2.9  Bucks County Council highlight potential minerals and waste issues as waste is 

currently imported into Bucks from Slough. Future housing growth proposed by 

SBC could have minerals and waste management implications for Bucks County 

Council which need to be understood. Bucks County Council is currently preparing 

a Draft Bucks Minerals and Waste Local Plan, public consultation is expected over 

the summer.  Bucks County Council welcomes discussion with SBC on minerals and 

waste matters arising from growth in Slough. 
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 Memorandums of Understanding 

2.10 WDC is seeking to agree this summer their Regulation 19 plan for publication and 

progress their local plan to submission by the end of  2017 and would like to have 

a MofU in place with SBC asap that is clear on the issue of unmet needs. 

2.11 CDC/SBDC are seeking to progress their draft Local Plan in 2017 and would also 

like to have in place a MofU with SBC asap for this reason but also to ensure that 

work on testing SBCs proposed NES can be carried out on an agreed basis to 

ensure sound comprehensive testing in a logical manner and avoid 

misunderstanding, abortive work or evidence base gaps. 

2.12 AVDC is also seeking to progress their draft Local Plan in 2017. 

 

 Bucks Sought Outcome following Slough Borough Council consideration of this 

Position Statement 

2.12 The Bucks authorities and Bucks LEP collectively request the following actions by 

SBC: 

i)   General comments on this Position Statement and in particular whether or 

not there is any other key areas of concern that SBC would like to raise 

from a Slough or wider Berkshire or Duty to Co-operate perspective.   

(Please note this Position Statement is also shared with the other Berkshire 

local planning authorities and LEP as the implications are considered wider 

than SBC – similarly a response from the wider Berkshire authorities and 

Berkshire LEP would be welcomed). 

ii)    Irrespective of the collective Berkshire authorities positon on the HMAs and 

FEMAs affecting Berkshire, whether SBC will be prepared to re-test these 

definitions in relation to their local plan and importantly to assist Duty to 

Co-operate discussions with CDC/SBDC, WDC and Buckinghamshire 

County Council. 

iii) For SBC to 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. 
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iv) To set out how SBC intend to address the Bucks authorities and LEP 

concerns in relation to Option Appraisal testing (para 2.5 above) and to 

what timetable 

v) A commitment in principle from SBC to engage on the Strategic Green Belt 

Review to be commissioned by CDC/SBDC with the objective of agreeing 

the outcome or where agreement cannot be reached to clearly set out the 

full reasons why agreement has not been able to be reached.  Also to 

commit to include this review as part of the Slough Local Plan evidence 

base. 

vi) A SBC commitment to fully engage the Bucks authorities and LEP on SBC 

evidence base work for NES and others where relevant.  SBC to also set out 

details of SBC intended evidence base work and timetable for bringing 

forward. 

vii) A timetable to enable SBC to respond to CDC/SBDC and WDC requests for 

MofUs that can meet the Bucks authorities local plan timetables. 

viii) SBC to identify any other matters it would like the Bucks authorities and / or 

LEP to consider / respond to. 

 

Councillor Nick Naylor, Cabinet 

Member for Sustainable 

Development, South Bucks District 

Council 

 

Councillor David Johncock, 

Cabinet Member for Planning and 

Sustainability, Wycombe District 

Council 

 

 

Councillor Peter Martin, Cabinet 

Member for Sustainable 

Development, Chiltern District 

Council 

 

 

Councillor Carol Paternoster, 

Cabinet Member for Growth 

Strategy, Aylesbury Vale District 

Council 
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Andrew Smith, Chairman, 

Buckinghamshire Thames Valley 

LEP 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


