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Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Examination 

 

Matter 2 - Objectively Assessed Housing and Employment Needs 

2.1 This statement provides responses to the Matter 2 Issues and Questions following the 

Pre Submission consultation response submitted by Berkeley in August 2019. 

Issue 1- Housing Needs 

Q1. In response to the Inspectors’ Initial Questions the Councils confirmed that the 
Plan should have a strategic policy which sets out the housing requirement and how 
this need will be met. Is a Main Modification required for effectiveness and 
consistency with paragraph 20 of the Framework? 
 
2.2 We consider that a Main Modification is required to introduce a specific policy. However, 

we also believe that the housing requirement figure itself should be reviewed as set 

out below. 

 Q2. In determining the housing requirement, has the Local Housing Need (‘LHN’) 
assessment been carried out correctly, and conducted using the standard method as 
required by the Framework and the PPG?  
 
2.3 We consider that the LHN has been calculated correctly according to the standard 

method but further consideration should be given to the NPPF’s clear direction in para 

60 that the standard method calculation provides a minimum figure. 

Q3. Where plans cover more than one area, the PPG states that it will be for the 
relevant strategic policy-making authority to distribute the total housing requirement 
across the plan area. How have the LHN assessments for Chiltern and South Bucks 
been distributed across the plan area? How was this decided? 
 
2.4 The LHN for each area has been calculated separately for each area then combined. 

In this sense the requirement has not been distributed.  

 

2.5 As set out below we believe the requirement should be increased in South Bucks, 

where there are several sustainable sites that could come forward for development 

such as Berkeley’s site at Farnham Common. 

 

2.6 As set out in our Matter 3 Statement, the distribution of the supply to meet the current 

requirement is in any event currently imbalanced with a significant bias towards the 

north of Buckinghamshire and insufficient supply provided within South Bucks and 

south of the M40 motorway.   

Q4. How has the LHN figure been translated into a housing requirement for the Plan 
period? For effectiveness and consistency with paragraph 65 of the Framework, 
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should the Plan include a specific policy setting out the housing requirement for the 
whole plan area? 

 

2.7 Table LPb shows that the combined LHN figure has been used to generate the housing 

requirement which is then reduced in stages by the commitments and various sources 

of supply to arrive at a shortfall.  

 

2.8 The requirement should be tested in relation to higher alternatives (see below) and it 

would be a better for the Local Plan to clearly set out the total housing requirement in 

a specific policy then subsequently show the different sources of supply required to 

meet that figure, including the amount to be met within each district area.  

Q5. The PPG states that the standard method can be used to calculate the minimum 
annual local housing need figure. Should the housing requirement be expressed as a 
minimum, and is it a gross or net figure?  
 
2.9 As highlighted in representations previously submitted, the NPPF 2019, paragraph 60 

states that the housing need figure should be expressed as a minimum using the 

standard method.   

 

2.10 This does not simply mean that the figure in the plan should be expressed as a 

minimum but that the Council should assess through its evidence base reasonable 

alternative approaches that include higher levels of housing need.  

 

2.11 In this instance there is no evidence that the Council has considered high levels of 

need through the Local Plan preparation process and therefore this should be 

addressed through undertaking further work. 

 

2.12 We believe the housing requirement figure should a net figure, therefore taking account 

of any losses in dwellings from the equation.  

 
Q6. The PPG also states that the Government is committed to ensuring that more 
homes are built and supports ambitious authorities who want to plan for growth. It 
confirms that there will be circumstances where it is appropriate to consider whether 
the actual housing need is higher than the standard method indicates. Have the 
Councils considered whether the need for housing is higher in Chiltern and South 
Bucks, having particular regard to issues around affordability? How have these 
considerations informed the plan-making process?  
 
2.13 As stated earlier Berkeley considers that the local housing need figure should be a 

minimum figure as stated in the NPPF at paragraph 60.  
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2.14 With the standard method LHN figure as a starting point, we believe the Council should 

assess alternative growth scenarios based on an increased housing requirement for 

South Bucks for the following reasons: 

 

i. The housing needs of Slough cannot be met in full within Slough’s own area 

and so in line with the NPPF requirement, and the recommendations of the 

Wider Area Growth Study (PBA, June 2019) it is a sensible approach that a 

proportion of this unmet need is addressed within the same Housing Market 

Area, within South Bucks. 

 

ii. The economic growth and transport investment associated with the future 

expansion of Heathrow will create further need for housing in the area and 

further upward pressure on house prices; again this is likely to be most 

significant in the south of South Bucks district.  

 

iii. The opening of Crossrail in 2020 is likely to create additional need for housing 

and additional upward pressure on house prices; this will be most acute in the 

south of South Bucks district in and around settlements close to the Crossrail 

stations at Iver, Langley, Slough and Burnham, including Farnham Common.  

 

2.15 Accordingly we consider that an increased housing requirement for South Bucks in the 

south of the district, which is well related to Slough, should be considered. An interim 

agreement could be reached with Slough Borough Council for South Bucks to provide 

additional housing for meeting Slough’s housing need, similar to the approach taken 

in Oxfordshire, with a clear commitment to reconsider the issue in an early Local Plan 

review. 

 

2.16 In the Oxfordshire example neighbouring districts, e.g. Vale of White Horse, agreed to 

an increased housing requirement to help address Oxford’s unmet need. Agreements 

were reached prior to the adoption of Oxford’s Local Plan and so it is not a valid 

approach in this case for the Councils to simply say the level of unmet need is not clear 

and defer the whole issue for a later date with no clear commitment or timescale. 

 

2.17 In terms of the amount of additional housing that should provided as part of this Local 

Plan consideration should be given to the uncapped LHN figure as set out in the 
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HEDNA as this would be the level that could help to address the acute local housing 

affordability issues and could act as an interim figure to contribute to meeting a 

proportion of Slough’s unmet need. The uncapped figure for South Bucks is 535 homes 

per year an increase of 102 homes per year over the capped LHN figure or 2,040 

additional homes over the plan period. 

Q7. What is the justification for including an additional 10% to account for the 
potential non-delivery of homes from the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan? 
  
2.18 We consider that it is appropriate to apply a buffer to the LHN to provide flexibility and 

help to ensure delivery of the LHN as a minimum, although as set out above we 

consider that there are other reasons beyond flexibility why the housing requirement 

figure should be higher, in particular in South Bucks. 

 

2.19 Table LPb shows that the Council has added a 10% buffer to the LHN figure, taken 

from the AVDC Local Plan and this buffer (1,526 homes) would all be delivered in 

AVDC. There is a risk of under delivery due to market saturation in Aylesbury and the  

Councils do not appear to have added a buffer to provide flexibility for the housing to 

be met within Chiltern and South Bucks and further consideration should therefore be 

given to whether this is a valid approach. 

Q8. Does the Plan set out a housing requirement for designated neighbourhood areas 

which reflects the overall strategy for the pattern and scale of development and any 

relevant allocations, as required by paragraph 65 of the Framework? 

2.20 No comments. 

Issue 2 - Affordable Housing Needs  
 
Q1. What is the annual net need for affordable housing? For clarity to decision-
makers, developers and local communities, and consistency with the Framework, 
should the need for affordable housing be set out in a strategic policy?  
 
2.21 We do not comment on the level of affordable housing need separately from the overall 

housing need figure except to say that the affordable housing need is clearly very 

significant and in settlements within the Green Belt such as Farnham Common there 

have been no new affordable homes delivered in recent years. 

 

2.22 Affordable housing needs could be better addressed in settlements where there has 

been no recent delivery though making additional allocations. 
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2.23 Berkeley’s site at Farnham Common could provide circa 100 new homes, 40 of which 

would be of affordable in line with the draft policy requirement. These new homes could 

provide much needed and previously under provided affordable homes in a 

sustainable location. 

 
Q2. Has the affordable housing need been correctly established, and is it based on 
up-to-date information? How does it compare to the LHN? 
 
2.24 No comments. 

Q3. What is the justification for requiring at least 40% affordable housing on 
qualifying sites? What is this based on, how was it calculated and what alternatives 
were considered?  
 
2.25 No comments. 

Q4. How does this compare to the identified need?  
 
2.26 No comments. 

Issue 3 – Employment Needs  
 
2.27 No comments 


