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Comments on the Written Statements 

 
Matter 1: Issue 1 Duty to Cooperate 

 
Chiltern & South Bucks Local Plan Examination 

 
1.1 Pegasus Group are acting on behalf of Extra MSA Group (Extra). We are commenting 

on the written submissions made to Matter 1: Issue 1: Duty to Cooperate (DtC) of 

the Chiltern & South Bucks Joint Local Plan (JLP) Examination. Specifically, our 

comments are made in relation to the responses from Chiltern (CDC) and South Bucks 

District Councils (SBDC), and Turley on behalf of Woodlands Park Property Limited, 

which responded to the Inspector’s questions regarding infrastructure for transport. 

 

1.2 Extra are promoting land at Warren Farm, between Junctions 16 and 17 of the M25, 

for the development of a new Motorway Service Area (MSA). Extra currently has a 

live planning application with CDC for a new MSA on this land. 

 

1.3 Prior to the preparation of the new JLP, both CDC and SBDC were preparing separate 

new Local Plans. In early 2015, both Council’s had conducted their own Reg 18 

consultations regarding their separate Local Plans. In November 2015, the Council’s 

decided to prepare the JLP and a new Reg 18 consultation to the new JLP was 

undertaken in early 2016. 

 

1.4 Paragraph 1.4 of the ‘Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation (Reg 

18) Incorporating Issues and Options (2016)’, was clear that “representations 

submitted on the earlier Chiltern District Local Plan Regulation 18 Consultation 

(January to March 2015) and/or the South Bucks District Local Plan Regulation 18 

Consultation (February 2015 to April 2015) will not be able to be considered as part 

of the joint local plan moving forward. This is important as views may have changed 

or other matters of consideration may be raised in the context of a joint local plan.” 

 

1.5 As Turley correctly state, HE’s representation set out that one of the issues likely to 

have an impact on SBDC which will need to be considered in the Local Plan is the 

provision of motorway services on the M25. HE had stated that “an area of unmet 

need for motorway services has been identified on the west part of the M25. This has 

a history dating back to the 1980s, for which sites have been previously identified in 

South Bucks”. 

 

1.6 HE acknowledged the need for MSA provision on the western part of the M25 but did 

not put forward the view that a new MSA should be developed in the Green Belt off 

the M25 between the M40 and M4. The reference to previous sites identified in SBDC, 

in our opinion, provides the context as to why this issue will likely have an impact on 

SBDC. 

 

1.7 The JLP Initial Consultation Document 2016 was clear that previous representations 

received during the earlier separate consultations cannot be included as 

representations to the new JLP, as views may have changed, or other matters of 

consideration may be raised in the context of a JLP.  
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1.8 However, we do consider that HE’s comments recognising an area of unmet need for 

MSA provision on the western sector of the M25 remains applicable to the preparation 

of the JLP given it relates to the whole stretch of the M25 that is located within the 

administrative boundary covered by the new JLP. 

 

1.9 The ‘Draft Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Publication Version (June 2019)’ is 

currently silent regarding MSA provision. We agree with Turley that this is an 

important omission that needs to be addressed. 

 

1.10 In terms of the evidence regarding the DtC being conducted for the provision of MSAs, 

it is clear that CDC and SBDC have engaged with HE on this matter (as evidenced in 

their written statement to Matter 1: Issue 1). It is also noted that dialogue has been 

held between CDC/SBDC and Three Rivers District Council on this matter, notably an 

agreement between the various local authorities that the most appropriate 

mechanism for the delivery of MSAs being via the planning application process in 

accordance with the NPPF and DfT Circular 02/2013. Whilst we do not dispute that 

CDC/SBDC have engaged constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis with 

neighbouring authorities and HE, the outcome of these discussions is not 

appropriately translated into the preparation of the JLP. This is necessary to 

demonstrate how the DtC has been fulfilled with regards to this matter. 

 

1.11 Whilst the planning application process may provide an appropriate mechanism to 

address MSA provision, we consider that it is wholly appropriate for the JLP to do all 

it can and be positively prepared to support MSA development on the western M25. 

There is an urgent need for a MSA on the M25, with Footnote 42 of the NPPF setting 

out that “the primary function of roadside services should be to support the safety 

and welfare of the road user.”   

 

1.12 Our representations to the Reg 19 Joint Local Plan Consultation set out a number of 

appropriate measures for the JLP to address the provision of a MSA on the M25. This 

included a specific site allocation, a criteria-based policy and/or a strategic objective. 

 

1.13 We consider that the Joint Local Plan should include, at least, a strategic objective 

recognising the role of providing a MSA to address an existing need in provision on 

the M25. Such a strategic objective would appropriately recognise the collaborative 

discussions that have been held between the local authorities and HE, whilst 

demonstrating that the DtC has been fulfilled with regards to infrastructure for 

transport. 

 

30th March 2020 


