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CHILTERN AND SOUTH BUCKINGHAMSHIRE LOCAL PLAN 

EXAMINATION 

 

Matter 2 – Objectively Assessed Housing and Employment Needs  

 

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?  

 

Yes, a main modification is required to establish the housing requirement for C&SB. At 

present it is unclear as to what the Council considers the housing requirement for this 

local plan taking into account the number of homes AVDC have committed to deliver. 

This is essential in order to calculate the five-year housing land supply for C&SB. It 

would appear from CSBLP19.014 that the housing requirement being proposed in this 

local plan is 426 dwellings per annum (dpa). This is calculated on the basis that 336dpa 

(5,725/19 years) will be delivered in AVDC which when subtracted from C&SB’s Local 

Housing Needs Assessment (LHNA) of 763 dpa results in an annual requirement of 

427 dpa. However, we would disagree with this assessment. The 5,725 homes are 

being provided to meet the needs of C&SB over their plan period. Therefore, 

annualising the figure on the basis of AVDCs plan period is incorrect. If 5,725 homes 

are being provided in AVDC then the remaining number of homes to be delivered in 

C&SB between 2016 and 2036 is 9,535. This is a minimum annual requirement of 477 

dpa. 

 

However, there is also an argument that 1,520 of the homes being delivered in AVDC 

are a buffer against under delivery and as such they should not form part of C&SBs 

requirement. For example, if C&SB where meeting needs in full and included a 10% 

buffer then that buffer, whilst important and necessary, would not be included within 

the housing requirement. It could therefore be argued that the housing requirement for 

C&SB is in fact 11,015 homes – (i.e. the shortfall between supply and needs as set out 

in CSBLP19.014). It is also worth noting that the Housing Delivery Study for 

Buckinghamshire (August 2017) considers that delivering the level of housing being 

proposed in AVDC will be challenging, a consideration we would agree with. Given this 
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concern it may be more appropriate to consider the buffer to form part of the homes 

delivered in AVDC rather than in C&SB with the requirement for the C&SB local plan 

being 11,015 homes. 

 

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?    

 

We would agree with the Councils’ determination that the minimum number of homes 

required to be provided using the standard method is 15,260. 

 

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?    

 

No comment 

 

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, 

should the Plan include a specific policy setting out the housing requirement for the 

whole plan area?    

 

As we state in our response to question 1 their must be a strategic policy setting out 

the minimum number of homes that will be delivered over the plan period both within 

the area covered by this local plan and the number of homes that will be delivered 

elsewhere.   

 

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?    

 

Housing requirements should always be expressed as a minimum to indicate that this 

is not a ceiling on the amount of development within an area. It is also necessary for 

LPAs to plan beyond the minimum requirement in order to ensure that minimum needs 

are met. It is rare for any development to progress as predicted. The start date is likely 

to be delayed as a result of a range of factors such as approval of pre-commencement 

conditions and delivery rates being far less consistent than is set out in the Council’s, 

often ambitious, housing trajectory. Therefore, in order to ensure that needs are meet 

in full LPAs must plan to deliver more homes than the minimum number required.  

 

The requirement should be a net figure and should recognise where units have been 

demolished on any development site.  

 

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?    

 

As set out above and the LHNA as calculated using the standard method is the 

minimum number of homes needed for an area. However, both the NPPF and PPG do 

outline that there are circumstances where Council’s can plan for more growth. Firstly 

paragraph 60 of the NPPF states that in addition to local housing needs any need that 

cannot be met in neighbouring areas should also be taken into account when 

establishing the amount of housing to be planned for. As we set out in our response to 

question 5 in matter 1 the Council do not dispute that there will be unmet housing 

needs in Slough during this plan period the only contention would appear to be where 

within the scale of 5,000 and 8,000 homes these needs will fall. The Council state that 

they have considered these needs but that the application of paragraph 11 footnote 6 

means that they cannot address the unmet needs of any other Borough. The Council 

interestingly state in paragraph 14.12 of EXAM2 that footnote 6 lists: 

 

 “… the areas where the NPPF would provide strong reason for restricting 

overall scale, type and distribution of growth”.  

 

We consider this to be a misinterpretation of the NPPF. Paragraph 11 states that the 

needs of neighbouring areas should be met unless: 

 

“The application of policies in this Framework provide a strong reason for 

restricting the overall scale, type or distribution of development in the plan 

area” 

 

As such the areas in footnote 6 do not in themselves provide a strong reason for 

restricting growth it is for the Council to determine whether there is strong reason why 

the application of these policies should prevent it from meeting the needs of 

neighbouring areas. The Council’s interpretation would appear to be that the presence 

of these areas automatically means that there are strong reasons why the needs of a 

neighbouring area cannot be met. This is not the case. The Council would need to 

consider whether the application of policies in the NPPF provide strong reason for 

restricting development. In relation to Green Belt this would include for example 

considering whether there are any exceptional circumstances relating to the specific 

situation faced by Slough that would support the allocation of sites to meet the unmet 

needs of their neighbour. As we set out in matter 1 there may be exceptional 

circumstances relating to the needs of Slough that warrant further amendments to 

Green Belt boundaries. 

 

Similarly, the need for higher growth to address the affordability concerns in C&SB 

should have informed the Council’s consideration as to the number of homes it should 

be looking to deliver within the local plan area. This part of Buckinghamshire is one of 

the least affordable parts of the Country and with London failing to meet its own needs 

and the improving transport links between this area and the capital with the opening of 



 

 

 

Crossrail will increase demand and place further pressure on house prices. Notably 

this pressure will be greatest in the south of the plan area around Slough. Given these 

concerns the Councils should have given more consideration as to whether it was 

appropriate to maintain the cap on the standard method.  

 

Paragraph 2a-007 of PPG states that the cap is used as a means of ensuring the LHNA 

arising from the application of the standard method is “as deliverable as possible”. 

Essentially the cap is about ensuring deliverability. However, where there are no 

deliverability issues in achieving the higher figure than consideration should be given 

to applying an uncapped LHNA. PPG goes on to state in this paragraph that: 

 

 “the cap reduces the minimum number of homes generated by the 

standard method but does not reduce housing needs itself. Therefore, 

strategic policies adopted with a cap applied may require an early review 

and updating to ensure that any housing need above the capped level is 

planned for as soon as is reasonably possible” 

 

Where an early review may be required, as is the case in C&SB, PPG suggests that 

consideration can still be given as to whether a higher level of housing need could be 

delivered to prevent an early review of relevant policies. No such considerations 

appear to have informed the Councils approach. The Council should have 

contemplated allocating further sites to deliver beyond the capped level of housing as 

established using the standard method recognising the concerns regarding the 

affordability of market housing in the Borough. 

 

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?  

 

Such a position takes account of the fact that development is unlikely to be delivered 

as expected by the Council and the requirement in paragraph 11 of the NPPF for 

Councils to prepare flexible plans that can take account of rapid changes. If the plan 

is to achieve its housing requirement it stands to reason that additional supply, whether 

this is in AVDC or C&SB, is essential to enable the local plan’s development 

requirements to be surpassed. However, we would suggest that a 10% buffer is 

insufficient to take account of slow delivery rates and would recommend a higher buffer 

of 20% over its housing requirement to ensure its housing requirement is met. 

 

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?    

 

No comment 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

Issue 2 - Affordable Housing Needs  

 

Q1. What is the annual net need for affordable housing?  For clarity to 

decisionmakers, developers and local communities, and consistency with the 

Framework, should the need for affordable housing be set out in a strategic policy?    

 

Yes.  

 

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?  

                

No comment 

                         

 Q3. And Q4. 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? How does this compare to the identified need?    

 

The Council’s decision to apply a 40% affordable housing requirement on all sites of 5 

or more dwellings is based on the need to deliver 3,211 affordable units in C&SB over 

the plan period. However, we do not consider the Councils to have adequately justified 

the need for 40% of homes to be provided on sites that are not considered to be major 

development. As set out in our representations the requirement for the delivery of 

affordable housing on these sites is inconsistent with paragraph 63 of the NPPF and 

should be deleted. The Council argue that these sites form an important element of the 

Council’s housing supply and as such should provide much needed affordable 

housing. However, delivery from such sites will be relatively minimal at around 130 

across the whole plan period.  If these homes were removed from the 3,380 affordable 

homes expected to be delivered within C&SB then the Council would still deliver more 

affordable houses than the 3,211 units the Council state should be delivered within 

joint plan area.  

 

In addition, the Council have stated that Aylesbury Vale will provide 4,161 homes to 

meet the needs of C&SB rather than the 5,725-home commitment made in the 

Aylesbury Vale Local Plan. If, as the Council has done in the topic paper, it is assumed 

that 25% of the home being delivered in AVDC are provided as affordable units then 

the number of affordable units to be provided in C&SB reduces from 3,211 to 2,821. 

This would then see the Council delivering some 451 affordable homes more than is 

required. If the number of affordable homes already delivered in the first 2 years of the 

plan period (116 units) are also included then there is a surplus of more than 550 

homes over the plan period. Whilst it cannot be assumed that all development in AVDC 

will deliver 25% of their units as affordable housing we would expect it to be higher 

than the 1,040 units included in table 3 of the Affordable Housing Topic Paper. 

 

Mark Behrendt MRTPI 

Planning Manager – Local Plans SE and E 


