
 

 

 

 

 

Chiltern and South Bucks 

Local Plan 2036 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Councils’ Written Representations on Matter 1, Issue 1  

Duty to Cooperate  

 

23 March 2020 



2 

 

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?  

 

1.1 In terms of providing for any identified unmet need from Slough supported by appropriate 

capacity assessments, there has not in fact been such a request. 

 

1.2  The factual position is that, within its Regulation 18 Local Plan Issues and Options and Green 

Belt Preferred Options representations, Slough included the following: 

 

“That the Councils (CSB) should be formally requested to consider the scope in the new 

Joint Local Plan for an urban extension of Slough in the form of a new ‘Garden Suburb’ 

which will help to meet the housing needs within the area”. 

 

“As you will be aware the main thrust of the Council’s response to the consultation is that 

the next stage of the Joint Plan should consider the option of having an urban extension 

of Slough in the form of a new ‘Garden Suburb’ which it considers to be the most 

sustainable way of meeting South Bucks and Chiltern’s housing needs. If the Joint Plan 

produces a strategy which can provide for these needs without having a northern 

expansion of Slough it is considered that this option should still be considered to meet 

Slough’s needs”.    

 

“As a result it is suggested that South Bucks and Chiltern Councils should develop a 

comprehensive strategic planning option which would consider a major urban expansion 

of Slough combined with selective growth around Taplow and Iver stations. This would 

complement a similar option which could be developed through the review of the Local 

Plan for Slough of having selective growth points around the other Crossrail stations at 

Burnham, Slough and Iver.” 

 

1.3 The request from Slough was, therefore, that the Councils (CSB) should:  

 

1) consider the option of a Garden Suburb to meet the needs of the Councils’ areas 

in the first instance (not those of Slough); 

2) that if the Councils’ needs could be met within its area without a northern 

extension, it should be considered as an option to meet Slough’s (unidentified) 

needs and that; 

3) were this to be an option, it would need to be considered in conjunction with the 

review of the Slough Local Plan (which, after slippage, is not anticipated to be 

adopted until 2023 - as confirmed by Slough BC in its hearing statement).  
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1.4 CSB has no record of receiving a specific request from Slough Borough Council advising that: 

 

a) following a capacity-driven assessment, there would be insufficient land within 

the Slough BC area to meet its Objectively Assessed Needs housing figure; 

b) setting out how many homes could actually be built within the borough of 

Slough, using identified sites and land and all necessary measures to maximise 

capacity within the built-up areas; 

c) thereby evidencing a clear shortfall, in the manner which would be understood 

by the Duty.  

 

1.5 A meeting was subsequently held between the Councils and Slough BC on 9 September 2016, 

at which a Northern Extension to Slough was one of the issues considered.   

 

1.6 At this meeting, CSB made it clear that the Northern Extension proposal required proper 

evidential support through an options appraisal process of precisely the kind represented by 

the Wider Area Growth Study (WAGS), including Duty to Cooperate discussions with the rest 

of Slough BC’s housing market area (i.e. East Berkshire), to demonstrate that such needs could 

not be met elsewhere, and that all available options should be tested. Minutes of the meeting 

are attached to this statement.  

 

1.7 At the time of the meeting in September 2016, Slough BC was planning to publish a Local Plan 

Preferred Options consultation in late summer 2017 and was content for the Northern 

Extension issue to be dealt through a review of the CSB Local Plan.  Minutes of this meeting 

are clear that its inclusion in the current CSB Local Plan was not anticipated.    

 

1.8 Subsequent to the meeting and without any prior discussion with the Councils, Slough’s 

Regulation 18 Plan of 2017 then proceeded to identify land within the South Bucks Green Belt 

to meet its ‘unmet housing need’ as an “Option J1”. There was no prior consultation or 

agreement from South Bucks District Council to do this. 

 

1.9  In terms of the process then followed, in CSB’s response to Slough’s Regulation 18 

consultation, Slough was advised that it was inappropriate to include an option for 

development beyond Slough’s boundaries without the support of the neighbouring authority 

given the deliverability issues it raised.  CSB also pointed out that their evidence base 

demonstrated that the Councils had unmet needs of their own. 

 

1.10 In early 2017, CSB became aware that Slough had commissioned Atkins to produce a report 

testing various growth scenarios for the “Northern Extension”.  The preface of Slough’s 

Northern Extension report notes how Atkins were commissioned “to produce a high level 

spatial plan to illustrate how a northern expansion could help re-balance Slough’s housing 

market and meet the potential shortfall of homes in the area over the Slough Local Plan period 
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to 2036”.  It goes on to state that “...the area proposed for the northern expansion is on land 

designated as Green Belt and so development cannot go ahead unless it can be demonstrated 

there are exceptional circumstances to alter the Green Belt boundary to accommodate it.  This 

document does not address the case for exceptional circumstances”. The Councils were not 

involved in the preparation of this document.   

 

1.11 When CSB received the draft Northern Extension report in July 2017, the Councils were 

concerned that its intended status appeared to be a Supplementary Planning Document for 

their area, rather than Slough’s.  The Councils were also concerned that the proposal was not 

adequately supported by an evidence base.  For example, Buckinghamshire County Council 

had not been involved in the transport modelling and there had been no adequate 

consideration of the effects of the proposal on the Burnham Beeches SAC and how, if at all, 

any adverse effects might be mitigated.  

 

1.12 Given the uncertain status of the Atkins work, CSB were particularly concerned that the public 

would be misled into believing that the proposal was one being made by the Councils, which 

would then confuse the consultation processes on the CSB Local Plan.   

 

1.13  In August 2017, CSB submitted comments to Slough BC on the draft Atkins Northern Extension 

document.  These comments noted that Atkins had been commissioned to prepare “a high 

level spatial plan” in relation to land in South Bucks District over which Slough BC had no 

jurisdiction. 

 

1.14  These comments also stated that, as no technical documents had been provided as 

background or evidence for the Atkins report, it was not clear on what basis propositions in 

the document were made or justified.   They also pointed out that Slough BC’s Issues and 

Options consultation (February 2017) resulted in an overwhelming imbalance of objection to 

the ‘Northern Extension’ compared to public support for it, therefore generating concerns that 

the principle of development had not been established. Furthermore, it did not set out the 

other technical work needed to establish the principle of development, such as sustainability 

appraisal, landscape assessment, infrastructure requirements or a viability assessment.  

  

1.15  In addition, Slough BC was reminded that it was not the relevant Local Planning, Highway  or 

Education Authority for the area; that those relevant authorities had raised concerns over the 

principle of development; that technical Green Belt Assessment work undertaken for CSB had 

concluded the area should remain in the Green Belt; that further Strategic Green Belt and 

detailed assessment work was underway; that the Northern Extension proposition was contrary 

to the National Planning Policy Framework; and that Slough BC had not provided evidence of 

its unmet housing need, had not tested all reasonable options to meet that need, and had not 

explored all alternative options, through the Duty to Co-operate, with all neighbouring 

authorities. 



5 

 

1.16  Because Slough BC was unable to identify the statutory power on which it relied to prepare 

the Atkins report and refused to a request not to publish the Atkins work in its original form, 

the Councils indicated that they would commence High Court proceedings to restrain Slough 

from publishing the Atkins work.  Happily, this did not prove necessary because Slough agreed 

to include a covering note in the final version of the Northern Extension report of September 

2017, signed by the Cabinet Members for Sustainable Development of both Chiltern District 

Council and South Bucks District Council, which confirmed the status of the document and 

CSB’s position in relation to it. 

 

1.17  Thereafter, with the need for cooperation impressed on Slough and, with the assistance of 

DCLG, from October 2017 onwards, significant and constructive progress has been made 

through joint working on the Wider Area Growth Study.  In consequence of this, there have 

been no further meetings since November 2017 (not September - as Slough noted in its 

hearing statement) with regards to the “Northern Extension”, which remains nothing more 

than a “concept”.  

 

1.18  The two-part Wider Area Growth Study (WAGS) was jointly commissioned by CSB, Slough and 

Windsor and Maidenhead Councils.  It is important to note that there has been a significant 

level of agreement within the WAGS work.  Part 1 of the Study deals with the “Demand Side” 

and was commissioned to deal solely with the identification of the area of search within which 

Slough and RBWM residents would typically regard as suitable to meet their need.  Part 1 

entirely sets aside supply side constraints, deliverability and policy considerations, which are 

to be the focus of the Part 2 Study.   

 

1.19  In this context, the Part 1 Study states: “Nothing in this report implies that specific sites, or 

indeed any sites, in the area of search, either can or should be developed to accommodate cross-

boundary unmet needs”. This is to be the focus of the Part 2 work. 

 

1.20  It is also important to note that the Part 1 Study, which has been agreed by each of the 

commissioning authorities, states that the purpose of the WAGS is to inform “future plan 

making” (paragraph 1.1).  It was always anticipated that its findings would not come in time to 

influence the content of the Councils’ Local Plan. 

 

1.21  The scope of the Part 2 Study has also been agreed between all the commissioning Councils 

as has the tender documentation.  The Part 2 Study will look at supply, capacity and constraints.  

In this context, the Part 1 Study expressly recognises that capacity constraints may require 

widening of the area of search through infrastructure (paragraph 7.20).  The new 

Buckinghamshire Council will be ideally placed to address issues such as this. 

 

1.22  A January 2018 exchange of emails between CSB and Slough saw Slough BC state “We have 

explained why we think that the proposed Northern Extension is our emerging preferred option 
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for meeting un met housing needs in Slough”, reaffirming that the project was intended to meet 

Slough’s needs (not joint needs, as subsequently claimed), and that no further work had been 

undertaken on the Northern Extension report, as it “remains a draft”.  

 

1.23  Slough BC produced an Interim Sustainability Appraisal of the Emerging Preferred Spatial 

Strategy – RLP 25 – February 2018.  The SA consultation took place from 13 June to 24 July 

2018.  It concluded that “the option to promote a northern expansion of Slough is considered to 

be preferable to the option of building elsewhere for delivering the Local Plan Objectives 

regarding the delivery of housing and for meeting SA Objectives 1 (transport and accessibility), 

5 (Health) and 7 (Housing)”.  When responding to the SA consultation, CSB made it clear that 

the proposition was located within Metropolitan Green Belt, and as such, was contrary to the 

NPPF, that there was no evidence of unmet needs or testing of all reasonable options to meet 

those needs through the Duty to Co-operate with a full range of authorities, and that 

development would negatively impact on the environment, biodiversity, landscape and 

transport.  The timing and validity of the Interim SA was also queried given that Slough, 

Windsor and Maidenhead, and CSB had just agreed to undertake the Wider Area Growth Study 

which would identify options for meeting Slough’s unmet needs. 

 

1.24  Both in meetings and correspondence, the Councils requested evidence to support Slough’s 

proposed “Northern Extension” option, but had not been provided with anything of substance.   

The Councils are therefore somewhat confused by Slough BC’s Matter 1 hearing statement 

claim that “it was not possible to understand what CSB’s objections to the proposed Northern 

Extension were until the response to the Inspector’s Initial Questions was published in December 

2019”, as the nature of CSB’s objections have been clear to Slough since at least September 

2016.  

 

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?  

 

2.1 There is no evidence based figure or range available. This will be part of the focus of the WAGS 

Part 2 Study.  The figures which are available vary, depending upon the document read. For 

example, Slough BC estimated a shortfall of 6,000 to 8,000 homes through its Regulation 18 

consultation draft Local Plan and supporting documents, while the 2017 Atkins Northern 

Extension report tested at least 5,000 dwellings “up to” 10,000.  As the work was undertaken 

in 2017, the figures may already be higher as a result of standard methodology changes in 

2018, and could be revised either up or down when Standard Methodology is reviewed again 

later this year.   

 

2.2 CSB do not know what the actual scale of unmet need is and, because it has not progressed 

its Local Plan since 2017, there is no reliable up to date, evidenced based figure.  Slough BC 
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has confirmed that it cannot evidence a figure at the present time through its hearing 

statement for this matter, and has not undertaken any studies to assess the issue, or the 

capacity of the borough to date. The WAGS Study Part 2 will fill this critical lacuna. 

 

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?  

 

3.1 The purpose of Part 2 of the WAGS is to look at supply, capacity and constraints within the 

areas of search (expanded as necessary to reflect constraints).  It will identify the potential 

locations that could accommodate the future housing need growth of the Slough and Windsor 

and Maidenhead core, in line with the NPPF position on strategic matters. 

 

3.2 The WAGS Part 2 Study is not expected to be completed until October 2020 at the earliest. As 

the agreed Part 1 Study indicates, the intent is that the Study will inform a future review of the 

Councils’ Local Plan, which, given the timescale, will now be the responsibility of the new 

Buckinghamshire Council.  In effect and substance, the Part 2 work will inform the new 

Buckinghamshire Local Plan. 

 

3.3 It is solely for this reason that it is not possible for CSB to commit to Slough’s suggestion of 

“bringing forward an immediate partial review of the Local Plan commencing no later than 6 

Months from adoption of the Local Plan. This will bring forward proposals to meet unmet housing 

needs in Chiltern, South Bucks and Slough taking into account the results of the Wider Area 

Growth Study”. This is a commitment which must be made by the new political administration. 

 

3.4 Given the progress of the WAGS and the timescales which Slough BC is working to (adoption 

in 2023), this matter can only be properly considered by the Buckinghamshire Council Local 

Plan.  The Buckinghamshire Council Local Plan will be able to respond to Slough’s housing 

evidence, to the outcomes of WAGS and address any potential changes following the 

Government’s review of the Standard Methodology later this year.  Paragraph 33 of the NPPF 

requires local plans to be reviewed to assess whether they need updating at least once every 

five years, and work is intended to start on the Buckinghamshire Local Plan almost immediately 

after the authority comes into being.   

 

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? 

 

4.1 CSB has Statements of Common Ground in place with the neighbouring authorities of 

Hillingdon (London), and with Dacorum and Three Rivers (Hertfordshire).  In addition to 
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signing SoCGs with Hertfordshire and Buckinghamshire County Councils, a Bucks Authority 

Memorandum of Understanding was agreed with neighbouring Aylesbury Vale and Wycombe 

districts.  A specific SoCG was also agreed between AVDC and CDC/SBDC in January 2018, 

which refers to the potential for 1000 dwellings to be provided at RAF Halton to meet 

CDC/SBDC needs – ‘That the proposal to allow brownfield land within the Green Belt at RAF 

Halton to be redeveloped as housing together with supporting facilities to help meet housing 

and employment land needs including unmet need from CDC/SBDC is supported in principle.’ 

 

4.2 The SoCGs were published on the Councils’ websites shortly after they were signed, so it is 

considered they have been made available as required by paragraph 27.  

 

4.3 Whilst CSB had several discussions with Slough BC from April 2019 to February 2020, Slough 

felt unable to sign the draft SoCG which is available on CSB’s Examination websites [EXAM31]. 

This does, however, provide a record of engagement between the authorities.    

 

4.4 The Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead (RBWM) considered that it would be 

appropriate to enter into a tri-authority SoCG following completion of the WAGS Part 2 work.  

However, the study will not be completed until late 2020. As CSB noted in response to the 

Inspectors’ Initial Questions [EXAM2], a draft Statement of Common Ground was submitted 

to RBWM on 3 September 2019.  Whilst CSB sent several follow-up emails, no substantive 

response on the draft statement was received from RBWM.  

 

4.5 NOTE:  These documents were not included in CSB’s formal evidence base; however, mentions 

were made of them within their Initial Questions response.  Links are therefore provided for 

the Inspectors’ convenience: 

 

CSB Response to Slough BC’s Regulation 18 Local Plan: 

https://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/9241/Chiltern-and-South-Bucks-Councils-Response-

to-Slough-Borough-Local-Plan-Issues-and-Options-Regulation-18-Consultation-24th-

February-2017-

/pdf/Chiltern_and_South_Bucks_Response_to_Slough_BC_Reg_18_Feb_2017.pdf 

 

Slough Northern Extension report:   

http://www.slough.gov.uk/moderngov/documents/s48633/Slough%20Northern%20Exn%20R

eport.pdf  

 

CSB comments on the Northern Extension report: 

https://www.chiltern.gov.uk/media/11499/Chiltern-and-South-Bucks-Officer-Comments-on-

the-Slough-Northern-Extension-Atkins-Report-July-2017-

/pdf/CDC_and_SBDC_Officer_Comments_on_the_Slough_Northern_Extension.pdf?m=636420

231723200000  

https://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/9241/Chiltern-and-South-Bucks-Councils-Response-to-Slough-Borough-Local-Plan-Issues-and-Options-Regulation-18-Consultation-24th-February-2017-/pdf/Chiltern_and_South_Bucks_Response_to_Slough_BC_Reg_18_Feb_2017.pdf
https://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/9241/Chiltern-and-South-Bucks-Councils-Response-to-Slough-Borough-Local-Plan-Issues-and-Options-Regulation-18-Consultation-24th-February-2017-/pdf/Chiltern_and_South_Bucks_Response_to_Slough_BC_Reg_18_Feb_2017.pdf
https://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/9241/Chiltern-and-South-Bucks-Councils-Response-to-Slough-Borough-Local-Plan-Issues-and-Options-Regulation-18-Consultation-24th-February-2017-/pdf/Chiltern_and_South_Bucks_Response_to_Slough_BC_Reg_18_Feb_2017.pdf
https://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/9241/Chiltern-and-South-Bucks-Councils-Response-to-Slough-Borough-Local-Plan-Issues-and-Options-Regulation-18-Consultation-24th-February-2017-/pdf/Chiltern_and_South_Bucks_Response_to_Slough_BC_Reg_18_Feb_2017.pdf
http://www.slough.gov.uk/moderngov/documents/s48633/Slough%20Northern%20Exn%20Report.pdf
http://www.slough.gov.uk/moderngov/documents/s48633/Slough%20Northern%20Exn%20Report.pdf
https://www.chiltern.gov.uk/media/11499/Chiltern-and-South-Bucks-Officer-Comments-on-the-Slough-Northern-Extension-Atkins-Report-July-2017-/pdf/CDC_and_SBDC_Officer_Comments_on_the_Slough_Northern_Extension.pdf?m=636420231723200000
https://www.chiltern.gov.uk/media/11499/Chiltern-and-South-Bucks-Officer-Comments-on-the-Slough-Northern-Extension-Atkins-Report-July-2017-/pdf/CDC_and_SBDC_Officer_Comments_on_the_Slough_Northern_Extension.pdf?m=636420231723200000
https://www.chiltern.gov.uk/media/11499/Chiltern-and-South-Bucks-Officer-Comments-on-the-Slough-Northern-Extension-Atkins-Report-July-2017-/pdf/CDC_and_SBDC_Officer_Comments_on_the_Slough_Northern_Extension.pdf?m=636420231723200000
https://www.chiltern.gov.uk/media/11499/Chiltern-and-South-Bucks-Officer-Comments-on-the-Slough-Northern-Extension-Atkins-Report-July-2017-/pdf/CDC_and_SBDC_Officer_Comments_on_the_Slough_Northern_Extension.pdf?m=636420231723200000
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Appendix 1 – Minutes of CSB/Slough DtC meeting, 9 September 2016 

 
Chiltern and South Bucks District Councils and Slough Borough Council Duty to Cooperate meeting 

on Emerging Local Plans. 
 

Friday 9th September 2016 9.30-11.30 

South Bucks District Council offices Denham 

Present: Graham Winwright (GW), Alison Bailey (AB), Jane Griffin(JG) from CDC/SBDC and Paul 

Stimpson (PS) and Pippa Hopkins (PH) from SBC. 

1. Timetable –  

PS explained that SBC have yet to do an LDS, waiting to hear from 
DCLG/PINs due to uncertainty regarding a decision on Heathrow.  

Issues and Options consultation should be agreed by Cabinet in 
November with a consultation programmed for January 2017.  SBC 

are almost at Preferred Options due to drip feeding sites through 

the Planning Committee.  This consultation is planned for late 
summer 2017.  SBC will then pause until Heathrow expansion is 

clarified and then a timetable will be set.  They have full support 
from their members and a critical friend in Lee Shostak. 

 
If SBC need CDC/SBDC to accommodate their needs in a northern 

expansion within South Bucks they would want an early review of 
the Joint Local Plan and a conjoined examination.  

 
GW pointed out that there was a stage before that.  The 

conversation with DCLG needs to be based on agreement with 
CDC/SBDC.  An MOU is critical.  CDC/SBDC is on target on our 

LDS.  Report to Cabinet 12/10 and public consultation starting 
31/10 on GB Preferred Options. However the LDS may be 

reviewed if there is a delay (e.g. caused by processing no. of 

responses) before March 2017. September may be more likely 
avoiding elections and summer holidays.   GW also needs to speak 

to PINs re notice of timing of examination.  PS said that they 
would have got to Preferred Options by then. MOU needed before 

CDC/SBDC’s consultation period.  It would help shape reps. from 
SBC.   

 

2. Feedback from Sloughs Planning Committee 7/9 meeting 

Planning committee is pro-growth.  New leadership – political and 

administrative – inexperienced.  Although Members are not afraid 
of difficult issues.  Full cross party support.  Call for sites 90 reps.  

Paul had relayed the points expressed by GW before the meeting 
to the Committee. 
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3. DtC Discussions 

GW expressed concern that SBC seemed solely wedded to 

northern extension without the evidence to support this and not all 
available options having been tested.  SBC want all OAN 

accommodated in Slough as close to Slough as possible plus all of 
the 16,000 jobs in Slough.  Locations: Slough town centre; 

Langley Hub; ICI site – east of town centre; canal basin and estate 
renewal (1000 additional) also GB release around Colnbrook/Poyle 

for Heathrow related use and Market Lane for housing. SBC would 

like 7000 dwellings in an urban expansion in South Bucks. 
GW asked about the rest of Berkshire – could they take some of 

the need?  PS view was that the SA should consider whether it is 
better to build on the GB rather than on parkland or contaminated 

land.  GW felt the SA should also test a range of alternative 
options including scope within the western Berkshire authorities. 

Slough considers that family and affordable housing can only be 
delivered in the GB.  GW asked if employment was driving the 

housing need?  PS confirmed that it was a natural housing growth 
due to a young population; overcrowding issues inc. beds in sheds 

and the large size of the private rented sector.  GW felt a view 
needs to be taken of Slough’s strategic role. Should growth be 

constrained or accommodated and implications beyond 2036?  A 
clear evidence base needs to justify a northern extension including 

DtC conversations with the rest of Berkshire.  A Berkshire 

authorities Development Plans Group meet every 6 weeks.  The 
officer view is OANs will be met within each of the Berkshire HMAs 

which will include a new settlement option in WB.  GW expressed 
concerns that the functional market relationship between east and 

west Berkshire means that DtC discussions on unmet needs from 
Slough and W&M should be occurring with the West Berkshire HMA 

defined authorities.  The boundary between East and West 
Berkshire HMA is best fit with an actual funactional market area 

significant overlap which is why the Bucks position is that this is 
one HMA and not two. 

 
W&M has issues and it can only accommodate 80% of its OAN 

(600 p.a. incl. golf course).  It has recently received a 30 page 
advice note from a QC regarding following correct policy 

formulation.  They have failed so far in their DtC.  The meeting on 

21/9 will determine whether they publish or go back 6 months to 
correct omissions.  GW asked if W&M can accommodate some of 

SBC’s housing need.  PS explained the issue of affordable housing 
– politicians are against providing any affordable housing for rent, 

pushing all those in need who can’t afford shared equity towards 
Slough.  The private rented sector in Slough is 2X bigger than 

what it should be. To the south of the M4 there are physical 
constraints apart from one site which has noise and AQ issues.  
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W&M say that the site is not deliverable.  W&M still needs to 
publish crucial evidence however.   A bottom up approach through 

neighbourhood plans is not delivering the sites needed or a clear 
spatial distribution.  DM policies on density are throttling delivery.  

Slough will fight.  Position paper from Slough and SBDC/CDC could 
force W&M‘s hand.  DCLG is now involved. 

 

4. Slough response to Aylesbury Vale 

Slough raised the concern that AVDC were planning to meet part 

of Chiltern and South Bucks needs in their response to AVLP.  PS 
considers that the need in Burnham cannot be met by Aylesbury.  

GW responded that we will be releasing GB for development close 
to Burnham and that housing needs and delivery is much more 

complicated that this.  Growth areas like Aylesbury are needed to 
balance the more constrained authorities. Sloughs objection has 

caused problems in Bucks. SBC will consider withdrawing it subject 
to the MOU with CDC/SBDC.  PS said that with Crossrail and 

WRLtH, Slough’s growth will continue.  You can’t turn off 
population growth.  Slough’s employment base is also attractive 

for growth. 
 

5. Slough’s strategy is: 

 Increase density to a 25 storey limit 

 Release town centre sites 

 Release GB sites 

 Look beyond it’s boundaries. 

The natural process in Slough is that upwardly mobile move out of Slough and into 

surrounding areas.  A garden suburb is needed.  GW repeated his concern that SBC appear 

to be jumping straight to this conclusion without testing all options, wider DtC discussions 

and without a clear concluding evidence base. 

6. MOU 

GW considered the CDC/SBDC Pre-requisites to be – full options 
appraisal needed; all practical options need testing; look at 

opportunities in the wider area; advantages and disadvantages of 
meeting needs; testing impact on Green Belt; and infrastructure 

implications.  PS will write down his thought process.  
 

The MOU would need to be agreed by both Cabinet member leads 
at SBDC/CDC.  Slough has already spoken to their Leader and 

there is a Cabinet meeting in November.  Slough need to provide 
the evidence that the unmet need of 7000 can only be provided in 

South Bucks.  When would it need to be delivered?  Slough need 
to make clear if they want to object to the Plan on the basis of 

unsoundness. Or allow the Joint Local Plan to go ahead with an 
early review to look at merits of northern extension if this is 
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justified.  No excuse for not going through a full testing and 
options appraisal process and this is unlikely to get support from 

South Bucks members if this does not occur.  PS not happy with 
HMA approach.  AB said do not take pressure off W&M by only 

looking at northern expansion.  Shuffling need along Berkshire to 
the west is a legitimate solution.  PS pointed out W&M’s 

constraints in terms of GB, floodplains; SPAs etc.  However he will 
keep the pressure on.  W&M need to meet their OAN in full or pass 

it on to another part of the HMA.  AB pointed out that eastern 
grouping should knock on door of western grouping to release 

pressure as well.  Need to get a Berkshire strategy in writing.  Paul 
is orking with developers and may be able to call them off to give 

us breathing space.   
GW will draft MOU with a draft by end of September.  PS will sign 

up to fighting battle with other Berkshire authorities.  Meeting with 

W&M on 21/9 will explore options.   
 

London?  GLA steering groups carrying out high level consultations 
in the Autumn with a meeting with Bucks on 13/10.  No 

mechanism for taking London’s need and political discussions re. 
not releasing land from the GB within London.  Heathrow Strategic 

Planning Group is another forum to look at Airport related 
pressure.  PS/PH advised that it might be worth the Berkshire 

authorities setting up a meeting with GLA. 
 

7. Sustainability Appraisal 

Discussion on what is scoped in for Sloughs SA?  JG view that 
Slouhg can’t assess impact of development options Slough are 

wanting to test within South Bucks?  This is a role for the 
CDC/SBDC SA work.   Can SA area look wider than Slough – yes 

for impacts but not for development proposals outside the area?  
Advantages between increasing density and expansion.   But as 

Burnham Beeches and other SPAs are beyond boundary it is 
legitimate to look at the wider area and test zone of influence.  BB 

has a 5km buffer zone agreed by NE.  So joint HRA scoping 
working with Slough, South Bucks and potentially Wycombe need.  

JG to take forward.  Energy from waste plant in Colnbrook if 
demolished by Heathrow will be replaced on airport land. 
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Appendix 2 – email correspondence with Slough Borough Council 

From: Stimpson Paul <paul.stimpson@slough.gov.uk>  

Sent: 19 January 2018 10:27 

To: Graham Winwright <GWinwright@chiltern.gov.uk> 

Cc: Alison Bailey <Alison.Bailey@SouthBucks.gov.uk>; Hopkins Pippa 

<PhillipaPippa.Hopkins@slough.gov.uk> 

Subject: FW: Slough Borough Local Plan Preferred Options, Heathrow Consultation and the Northern 

Extension to Slough [OFFICIAL] 

Importance: High 

Graham 

I still haven’t had time to go through everything in your Log but can provide a quick update as to 

where we are. 

You have a number of questions about the Atkins study. We are not currently doing any work on this 

which remains a Draft. We also haven’t done anything following the Landowners Workshop apart 

from belatedly sending out a note of the meeting which you were copied into. You have made a lot 

of comments about the process but we would still welcome any detailed comments that you have 

about the content of the Study and the development principles behind it. The existence of Grade 1 

agricultural land will be a factor to be considered but we need more information about this, since 

much of the land has been dug and filled and so we don’t know what quality it actually is. 

We have not had any contact with DCLG since the meeting. The main action, which was to have a 

Growth Study, has been taken forward through the joint bid. We have explained why we think that 

the proposed Northern Extension is our emerging preferred option for meeting un met housing 

needs in Slough and expect that one of the main purposes of the Growth Study will be to test this, 

along with all other reasonable options. 

As I have explained we will not be seeking to agree the Preferred Spatial Strategy at the Planning 

Committee in February. We will be providing an update which will include additions to our evidence 

base. 

I don’t have anything to add about the meeting with Iver Parish Council. It was their meeting and 

they set the agenda and so I suggest that you ask them about it. 

I have seen from other correspondence that there was a MoU signed by the Berkshire authorities in 

2014. I can’t remember this and don’t know what it was about. 

I haven’t had a chance to look at the Water Quality Assessment in any detail yet but I was wondering 

if it would be possible to provide a map showing the catchment areas of the various sewage works. 

This would help me to understand, for example, why nothing from South Bucks feeds into Iver 

South. 

My understanding of the debate in Parliament was that there are concerns about proposed 

development in the Chilterns AONB and questions about the ability of the northern part of 

Buckinghamshire/Milton Keynes to accommodate the scale of growth that is envisaged. I would 

suggest that these are issues that need to be addressed in the Chiltern/South Bucks Plan. I’m not 

sure what new factors you expect us to consider in Slough as a result of Berry’s statement. 

Hopefully this answers some of your questions. I will try to catch up on some of your other emails if I 

get time today.  
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Paul Stimpson 

Planning Policy Lead Officer  

Planning and Building Control Service 

Slough Borough Council 

Tel: 01753 875820 

Fax: 01753 875869 

www.slough.gov.uk 

From: Graham Winwright [mailto:GWinwright@chiltern.gov.uk]  

Sent: 18 January 2018 10:02 

To: Stimpson Paul 

Cc: Hopkins Pippa; Jane Griffin; Alison Bailey 

Subject: Slough Borough Local Plan Preferred Options, Heathrow Consultation and the Northern 

Extension to Slough [OFFICIAL] 

Importance: High 

Paul 

You will now of course be aware that Heathrow Airport Limited has published their consultation on 

Heathrow expansion and will note HAL proposals for South Bucks District. Clearly there are conflicts 

between the Atkins/Slough Borough Council proposals for the Northern Expansion of Slough and 

environmental/hydrology etc needs for Heathrow to expand. I also think there is an issue for the 

integrity of the Colne Valley Regional Park if both the HAL proposals go forward and the Northern 

Extension to Slough proceeds as per the Atkins/SBC document. 

I appreciate your Council’s Planning Committee in February expect to be considering its Preferred 

Options on the emerging Slough Local Plan. Can I please check that the conflict between the Atkins 

document and HAL proposals and potential impact on the CVRP will be drawn to your Planning 

Committees attention and that the officer recommendation to the Planning Committee will take 

HAL’s position into account? 

I have previously asked how your Council can be considering Preferred Options in advance of the 

Sub-Regional Growth Study (now the subject of a joint bid for funding between ourselves and 

RBWM) is determined and the now published proposals of HAL must surely create a further question 

on appropriateness/timing for your Preferred Options for a Northern Extension to Slough?  

There is also the context of the Ministers statement in Parliament recently on the approach he 

considers Slough Borough Council should be taking for meeting its anticipated unmet needs. It 

appears to me that your Councils approach is not following the Ministers statement? Clearly your 

Councils approach is a critical Duty to Co-operate issues for our authorities and something I have 

consistently been raising (e.g. Bucks Position Statement) which mirrors the Ministers view.  

Because of these reasons I have asked for early sight of your evidence to support your Preferred 

Options recommendations (at the last Planning Committee that considered the emerging Preferred 

Options and new evidence up to February) and repeat the request again for the opportunity to 

understand this before seeing your February Planning Committee public report. 

Other factors that I would expect your Preferred Options to take into account are: 

http://www.slough.gov.uk/
mailto:GWinwright@chiltern.gov.uk
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a) The Berkshire May 2017 Memorandum of Understanding which your Council has signed but 
only last week came to my attention as part of Reading Borough Councils published 
documents 

b) The outcome from the Northern Extension of Slough Landowner/Developer Workshop and 
risks for delivery/timing of delivery generally but also for your plan period as set out to you 
as part of my ‘observations’ from the Workshop. 
 

It would be helpful to understand how you propose to proceed in February in the response to and 

taking into account the above matters.  

I have also requested a follow up member meeting before your February meeting so that your 

Planning Committee can take into account my members views. As I have not heard back on this can I 

also repeat this request should your intended Preferred Options Planning Committee decision is still 

to go ahead. 

Finally I attach the second edition of our Log of outstanding matters under the Duty to Co-operate 

with your Council which I hope is helpful as reminders for you and also as part of the Duty to Co-

operate evidence between our authorities. It would be helpful to get your response to the above 

and attached items on the Log.  

As I am referring to Heathrow expansion, I am also copying in Jane and Joe as our respective leads 

on Heathrow. 

Please let me know if you would like to discuss further. 

Regards 

Graham Winwright 

Planning Policy Manager, Chiltern and South Bucks District Councils 

Tel 01494 732269 (Chiltern) 

Tel 01895 837298 (South Bucks) 
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Infrastructure for Transport 

 

Is the provision of roadside services a strategic matter for the purposes of subsection 

(4)(a) of Section 33A of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004? 

 

5.1 No.  Section 33A (1) requires cooperation to maximise the effectiveness of plan preparation.  

The duty relates to strategic matters which, by definition, have a significant impact on at least 

two planning areas. Whether a development or use of land would have a significant impact on 

two planning areas is a matter of planning judgment and what the duty requires in any given 

case is an evaluative judgment giving the relevant local planning authority a substantial margin 

of appreciation (Trustees of Barker Mills Estate v Test Valley BC [2016] EWHC 3028). 

 

5.2 Following engagement with Highways England and its Regulation 18 representation advice 

that consideration should be given in the preparation of the Local Plan to the need for 

additional services on the M25 West, the Councils gave consideration to whether it would be 

appropriate to include a MSA policy within the Local Plan. At this time there was an assessment 

of all parcels of land within the Buckinghamshire Green Belt in terms of their Green Belt 

purposes [Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment Part 1 CSBLP15.7]. This study did not 

examine the merits of any MSA proposal as that was not its remit. However, it set an important 

guiding context and principles for considering site–specific proposals or representations, and 

was followed by the Part 2 Green Belt Assessment [CSBLP15.3].   

 

5.3 The advice contained in Annex B of DfT Circular 02/2013, ‘The Strategic Road Network and the 

Delivery of Sustainable Development’, is that all roadside service facilities will be considered in 

the context of the NPPF (paragraph B2).  Whilst spacing guidance is given, with a maximum 

spacing of 28 miles/30 minutes, there is no prescribed minimum spacing with the appropriate 

spacing being governed by a myriad of factors including junction spacing and congestion.   

 

5.4 Importantly, and recognising the variety of factors which will inform the identification of an 

appropriate site, paragraph B9 of the DfT Circular states that it will be for the private sector to 

promote such facilities. 

 

5.5 All of the M25 within the Plan area lies within the Green Belt and there was not sufficient 

evidence before or available to the Councils from any MSA promoter in the responses to the 

Regulation 18 consultation (January 2016)  and the Green Belt Preferred Options Consultation 

(October 2016), nor the responses to the Councils’ Call for Sites for the update to the Housing 

and Economic Land Availability Assessment, that a robust and acceptable exceptional 

circumstances case could be made for the release of land within the Green Belt for this purpose 

in the context of the Councils’ Green Belt evidence.   
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5.6 Further, there was no evidence that any such proposal would be located on land in more than 

one planning area or would have a significant effect on more than one area.  That remains the 

case with regards to the advice on the scope of the evidence requirements for the Local Plan 

from HE and in relation to the submissions of any promoter.  In line with the DfT Circular, the 

Councils concluded that the advice in the NPPF and the DfT Circular provided an adequate 

policy framework within which any such MSA proposal which comes forward in the plan period 

can be considered. 

 

5.7 Following the initial references by Highways England to consideration being given to MSA 

provision for the Local Plan in 2016, the Councils have been very heavily engaged with the 

effect of the Plan’s proposals on the M4, M25 and M40.  At no stage has it questioned the 

approach of the Councils in relation to MSA provision as part of, or in correspondence relating 

to, the three Local Plan evidence studies for these motorways. These studies are all published 

on the Councils’ websites [CSBLP45] and the Phase 2A and 3A modelling reports involved 

close consultation and advice from Highways England about their scope, methodology and 

consideration of findings. Moreover, a Statement of Common Ground was concluded with 

Highways England and will be effective in relation to matters within its remit. The Publication 

representation reference 1224616 from Heather Archer on behalf of Highways England is also 

an important confirmation of the Councils’ Local Plan and its evidence. Highways England has 

been contacted to provide a statement to assist the Inspectors with their Duty to Co-operate 

questions about Infrastructure for Transport and their response has been added as Appendix 

1 to this statement. 

 

5.8 It is acknowledged that paragraph 4.13.3 of the Duty to Co-operate Statement [CSBLP12] 

could be interpreted to read that the issue of MSAs continued to be pursued actively 

throughout the Local Plan engagement with Highways England. This was not the case as this 

later engagement solely related to the modelling of the impacts of Local Plan proposals.  

 

The Council’s Duty to Cooperate Statement refers to discussions with Highways England 

and the need to consider, amongst other things, motorway services on the M25. How 

have the Councils engaged constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis with 

neighbouring authorities in the preparation of the Plan, so far as it relates to the 

provision of motorway services? 

 

6.1 In the light of the above, it was not necessary for the Councils to engage specifically with 

neighbouring authorities on the issue of MSA provision.  

 

6.2 Proposals can come forward and be assessed as part of the planning application process. For 

example, there is a current planning application in Chalfont St Peter for a MSA between 

junctions 16 and 17 of the M25, which is being considered by Chiltern District Council 
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(application reference PL/19/2260/OA). This is an illustration of the general process whereby 

roadside services can be considered and assessed, without requiring specific local allocations. 

 

6.3 This situation would be applicable to any future proposals for MSAs, such as referred to in the 

list of omission sites [EXAM5], should they come forward as planning applications (e.g. 

representation 1210946 by Turley’s for Woodlands Park Property Ltd relating to a MSA  

proposal between junctions 15 and 16 of the M25, and the Axis proposal between junctions 

15 and 16 of the M25 which was submitted in response to the Councils’ Call for Sites in 2018). 

There is also a MSA proposal in Three Rivers District the subject of a current planning 

application reference 19/0646/OUT between junctions 19 and 20 of the M25. Given the 

proximity of the various MSA proposals, the advice of the public body with responsibility for 

the strategic road network, Highways England, is critically important and Highways England 

has not required there to be a MSA policy or allocation in the Local Plan. 

 

6.4 Three Rivers District Council has been contacted in relation to this Inspectors’ question 

because there are current planning applications in Three Rivers District and in Chiltern District. 

It is supportive of the approach of Chiltern and South Bucks District Council to this matter and 

its letter is attached as Appendix 2 to this Statement. 

 

Appendix 1 – Recent Correspondence with Highways England 

 

Email from Highways England 23.3.2020 in reply to email from CSB 17. 03. 2020 

 

Appendix 2 – Correspondence with Three Rivers District Council  

Letter from Three Rivers District Council 23.3.2020 in reply to email from CSB 17. 

03. 2020  

 

 



From: Burgess, Janice
To: Helen Harding; WALKDEN, NIGEL; Archer, Heather
Cc: David Waker; John Cheston; Simon Meecham
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: Duty to Co-operate request to Highways England for Chiltern and South Bucks Examination
Date: 23 March 2020 15:44:12
Attachments: image003.png

image004.png
image006.png

Helen,
Many thanks for your emails.

I have talked this through with Nigel. 

We are content with the section of your email that says;

Our view is that this was not needed. This is in the light of our close co-operation with Highways England
since 2016 for the Local Plan evidence base regarding the junctions of particular concern on the M4, M25
and M40. Also that roadside services can come forward via the planning application process in accordance
with the NPPF and DfT circular 02/2013

But I note that your Duty to Cooperate Statement does say that motorway services
is one of the items that had been referenced in discussions and this has been
noted by the Inspector. But your response statement is correct.

Regards,

Janice

Janice Burgess, Spatial Planner  
Highways England Company Limited
Bridge House, 1 Walnut Tree Close, Guildford, Surrey, GU1 4LZ
Registered in England and Wales No. 9346363

Direct Tel: 0300 470 1055 | Mobile: 07834 333782
www.highwaysengland.co.uk

From: Helen Harding [mailto:Helen.Harding@buckinghamshire.gov.uk] 
Sent: 23 March 2020 08:53
To: Burgess, Janice <Janice.Burgess@highwaysengland.co.uk>; WALKDEN, NIGEL
<Nigel.Walkden@highwaysengland.co.uk>; Archer, Heather
<Heather.Archer@highwaysengland.co.uk>
Cc: David Waker <David.Waker@buckinghamshire.gov.uk>; John Cheston
<John.Cheston@buckinghamshire.gov.uk>; Simon Meecham
<Simon.Meecham@buckinghamshire.gov.uk>
Subject: FW: Duty to Co-operate request to Highways England for Chiltern and South Bucks
Examination 
Importance: High

Appendix 1
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Dear Janice, Heather and Nigel

I apologise for pressing you about a reply in these difficult times but please could you let me know if you
will be able to reply to the email below today please

I need to finalise my statement for PINS by 5pm and a reply would be very helpful

Many thanks

Helen Harding
Principal Planner (Planning Policy)
Tel: 01494 732271
Email Helen.harding@chilternandsouthbucks.gov.uk

I work on a part time basis (from Monday mornings to noon on Wednesdays)

From: Helen Harding 
Sent: 17 March 2020 15:21
To: Burgess, Janice <Janice.Burgess@highwaysengland.co.uk>; WALKDEN, NIGEL
<Nigel.Walkden@highwaysengland.co.uk>; 'Archer, Heather'
<Heather.Archer@highwaysengland.co.uk>
Cc: John Cheston <John.Cheston@chilternandsouthbucks.gov.uk>; Simon Meecham
<Simon.Meecham@chilternandsouthbucks.gov.uk>; David Waker
<David.Waker@chilternandsouthbucks.gov.uk>
Subject: Duty to Co-operate request to Highways England for Chiltern and South Bucks
Examination 
Importance: High

Dear Janice, Heather and Nigel

I hope you are well.

The Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan hearings which were due to start this week have been postponed.
However the Inspectors are now seeking to resolve key Duty to Co-operate matters as written
representations.

They have asked a question about whether Chiltern and South Bucks have had duty to co-operate
discussions with other LPAs with regards to roadside services.

Our view is that this was not needed. This is in the light of our close co-operation with Highways England
since 2016 for the Local Plan evidence base regarding the junctions of particular concern on the M4, M25
and M40. Also that roadside services can come forward via the planning application process in accordance
with the NPPF and DfT circular 02/2013.  

It would be extremely helpful if you could reply to this email to confirm that you are in agreement with our
position set out above.
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We are due to  reply to the Inspectors by 5pm on Monday 23rd March and so if you could reply before
then please it would help us with our case. If that is not possible the Inspectors will be giving the
opportunity for further comments on participants statements before 5pm on 30th March.

More information about the hearings is published here https://www.chiltern.gov.uk/media/15706/Hearing-
Agenda-Day-1v2/pdf/Hearing_Agenda_Day_1v2.pdf?m=637200400048330000

Many thanks

Helen Harding
Principal Planner (Planning Policy)
Tel: 01494 732271
Email Helen.harding@chilternandsouthbucks.gov.uk

I work on a part time basis (from Monday mornings to noon on Wednesdays)

Disclaimer 

Any views expressed in this email are those of the individual sender and are not necessarily those of the Council unless explicitly
stated.

This email and any attachments may contain confidential or privileged information and is intended solely for the use of the individual
or entity to whom it is addressed. Any confidential, sensitive or protectively marked material must be handled accordingly. 

If you are not the intended recipient you must not disclose, distribute, copy, print or rely on any of the information contained in the
email or attachments, and all copies must be deleted immediately.  If you do receive this email in error please notify the sender
immediately and note that confidentiality or privilege is not waived or lost.  

The Council may monitor the contents of emails sent and received via its network for the purposes of ensuring compliance with
relevant legislation and the Council’s policies and procedures. All such monitoring will take place in accordance with relevant
legislation including privacy and data protection legislation. For details of how the Council uses personal information please see the
Council’s website.

This email and any attachments have been scanned for viruses. But the Council does not accept any responsibility for viruses once
this email has been transmitted.  You should therefore carry out your own anti-virus checks before opening any documents.

This email may contain information which is confidential and is intended only for
use of the recipient/s named above. If you are not an intended recipient, you are
hereby notified that any copying, distribution, disclosure, reliance upon or other
use of the contents of this email is strictly prohibited. If you have received this
email in error, please notify the sender and destroy it.

Highways England Company Limited | General enquiries: 0300 123 5000
|National Traffic Operations Centre, 3 Ridgeway, Quinton Business Park,
Birmingham B32 1AF | https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/highways-
england | info@highwaysengland.co.uk

Registered in England and Wales no 9346363 | Registered Office: Bridge House,
1 Walnut Tree Close, Guildford, Surrey GU1 4LZ 

Consider the environment. Please don't print this e-mail unless you really need to.
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Three Rivers District Council 
Three Rivers House 

Northway 
Rickmansworth 
Herts WD3 1RL 

Tel: (01923) 776611 

Mr John Cheston 
Planning Policy and Economic Development 
Manager 
Chiltern District Council and South Bucks 
District Council 
King George V Road 
Amersham 
Bucks HP6 5AW 

My Ref : 
Your Ref : 

Date : 
Contact : 
Tel No : 

Email Add : 
Department : 

MK/CM/MSA 
CSB 
18 March 2020 
Claire May 
01923 776611 
claire.may@threerivers.gov.uk 
Planning Policy & Projects 

Dear John 

RE: Chiltern Council and South Bucks Council Local Plan Examination – duty to cooperate in 
relation to motorway service areas 

I write further to your email dated 17 March 2020 referring to the proposals for motor way service 
areas in Three Rivers and Chiltern & South Buckinghamshire.  

There has been ongoing and active engagement between Three Rivers District Council and Chiltern 
& South Bucks District Councils in relation to both parties Local Plans and we are of the opinion that 
Three Rivers District Council has no outstanding Duty to Co-operate issues with Chiltern and South 
Bucks District Councils, as established in the Statement of Common ground between the Councils for 
the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan. 

In terms of the Local Plan Duty to Co-operate process, the Councils have not engaged on the matter 
of motorway service areas.  

Three Rivers District Council are aware that there are proposals for motorway services in Chiltern and 
South Bucks, in particular subject of Chiltern District Council planning application PL/19/2260/OA at 
Chalfont St Peter between junctions 16 and 17 of the M25 and that the authorities are engaging in the 
appropriate way with regards to this application through the development management process. 
Appropriate engagement is also taking place as part of the Three Rivers District Council planning 
application 19/0646/OUT between junctions 19 and 20 of the M25. 

Three Rivers District Council do not consider the provision of motorway services as “infrastructure 
that is strategic and has or would have a significant impact on at least two planning areas” as set out 
in subsection (4)(a) of Section 33A of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. As such, the 
provision of motorway services is not considered a duty to co-operate issue. 

Three Rivers District Council are of the view that the most appropriate mechanism for the delivery of 
motorway services proposals is via the planning application process in accordance with the NPPF 
and DfT circular 02/2013, which advises that this is a matter for private promoters. 

Yours sincerely 

Claire May 
Head of Planning Policy & Projects 

Appendix 2
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