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2. MATTER 2 – Objectively assessed housing and employment needs 

Issue 1: Housing Needs 

2.1 QUESTION 1: 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 This is primarily for the Council to answer, however if a significant alteration was 

proposed to a policy within the Local Plan then this may require a Main 

Modification in order to comply with Paragraph 20. 

2.3 QUESTION 2: 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? 

2.4 The standard method has been correctly followed to calculate the minimum local 

housing need. The 2014 CLG household projections have been used as the 

baseline for the calculation. However, the affordability uplift is now out of date, 

taking the ratio from 2017. 

2.5 This means the housing need figures, prior to being capped, have increased since 

the affordability calculation was made in the 2019 Chiltern and South Bucks 

Housing and Economic Needs Assessment.  

2.6 The updated need figures now rise from 441 to 460 for Chiltern and from 535 to 

584 for South Bucks.  

2.7 The most recent strategic plan policies are more than 5 years old, the cap 

ensures that affordability uplifts that increase the baseline level of need by more 

than 40% are redundant in terms of the calculation. As such, the worsening 

affordability ratio has no effect on the final standard method figure.   



Februaruy 2020 | AP | P18-2331 
   

 

 
FEBRUARY 2020 | AP | P18-2331   
 

2.8 QUESTION 3: 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?  

2.9 The aforementioned planning policy guidance1 states that assessments covering 

more than one area should, as a minimum, determine need by each local 

authority covered and should total the sum of the area.   

2.10 The draft Chiltern and South Bucks Plan only specifies housing need by the two 

authority areas. It also identifies site specific housing supply contributions from 

various of the area’s settlements. This is essentially a bottom up approach which 

is appropriate for assessing and identifying site specific issues and capacities. 

On its own, a site by site approach to meeting need will always risk that need 

not being met in the absence of a strategic approach to first identify how many 

homes are needed in each HMA or key settlement to meet the overall 

requirement.  

2.11 There is little evidence however, of such a strategic approach having been used 

that would cover both authority areas and which could be based on key priorities 

such as accessibility and sustainability. This could be addressed by distributing 

the allocation in accordance with housing or functional economic market areas 

(HMAs and FEMAs) which are assessed in detail in the Plan’s evidence base2. The 

individual housing need requirements for the two districts are kept separate 

which limits the flexibility required to allocate need to the most appropriate 

locations.   

2.12 Chiltern and South Bucks are identified as part of the Central Bucks HMA. Within 

this, Chiltern is more closely aligned with Wycombe than South Bucks, while 

South Bucks is more closely aligned with Reading and Slough than Chiltern. 

Commuting data shows that Chiltern is heavily influenced by London, and South 

Bucks by the M4 corridor. Their rapid economic expansion of these regions has 

helped to drive extreme levels of house price inflation in both Chiltern and South 

Bucks such that both areas have affordability ratios above 18, making them 

 
1 Planning Policy Guidance Paragraph: 013 Reference ID: 2a-013-20190220 
2 HMAs and FEMAs in Buckinghamshire: Updating the Evidence (2016) 
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some of the most expensive districts to in the country. This is explained in the 

representations made at the Local Plan consultation.3 

2.13 In summary, any strategic assessment of need should take account of the effect of 

London on the areas of Chiltern that are most influenced by the capital’s economic 

geography, principally the district’s south east corner. This is included in the London 

travel to work area for high skilled workers for example4. High skilled workers from 

London’s workforce are among the highest earners in the country and this will 

inevitably add to pressure for housing and certain types of housing. There appears 

to be no strategic approach in evidence in the Plan for managing this kind of 

demand.  

2.14 Given the level of demand for housing, and the nature of that demand, planning 

for it across the area should remain as flexible as possible and not restricted by 

administrative boundaries. This means meeting housing needs by building homes 

in sustainable locations and settlements that facilitate links to key employment 

centres, even if this means building more homes in one area than may have been 

allocated in that district. 

2.15 Given the pressures for new housing, and a renewed focus on sustainability goals, 

we believe strategic approaches to the distribution of housing need will be 

necessary in the plan making process. The authors of the 2019 needs assessment, 

Opinion Research Services, have regularly used this approach in other housing need 

work, identifying housing needs by HMA, so it is a surprise that this has not been 

done for Chiltern and South Buckinghamshire.  

2.16 QUESTION 4: 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? 

2.17 The LHN figure has been established using the standard method applied to the two 

districts of Chiltern and South Bucks and applied to the twenty-year plan period. 

This produces a total requirement of 6,600 and 8,660 homes respectively and of 

 
3 Pegasus Group Housing Needs Analysis – Chiltern, South Buckinghamshire and 
Aylesbury Vale (July 2019)  
4 ONS Alternative Travel To Work Areas, via: 
https://ons.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapSeries/index.html? 

https://ons.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapSeries/index.html?
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15,260 homes, or 763 annually, over the two districts. The 2019 needs assessment 

that produces these figures makes clear that this is the minimum requirement for 

the area. There is also an acknowledgement of the government’s intention to review 

the standard method calculation later in 2020 and of the need to keep this 

requirement under review.  

2.18 Paragraph 65 of the National Planning Policy Framework states that policy should 

set a requirement for neighbourhood areas that “reflects the overall strategy for 

the pattern and scale of development.” Question 3 has addressed this aspect of 

local area delivery. Our conclusion is that the bottom up approach taken to 

allocations at site level inevitably means that they do not reach the level required 

to meet the overall housing need for the area, even against the capped requirement 

that we contest is, in itself, insufficient to meet the area’s needs. Against the 

requirement identified in the plan of 15,260, there remains a shortfall of over 4,000 

homes that has had to be identified in a neighbouring Local Plan.  

2.19 As such, consideration should be given to a policy that considers the strategic 

allocation of the Chiltern and South Bucks requirement across the area based on 

HMA or FEMA boundaries and, by extension, on sustainability factors. This is 

because allocating housing development in line with travel-to-work and economic 

geographies naturally addresses sustainability issues, provided the means of travel 

to work are themselves sustainable.  

2.20 Such a policy could consider making larger allocations, including Green Belt 

releases where appropriate, in well-connected, sustainable settlements. For 

example, Holmer Green and Iver Heath are allocated almost 700 homes in the plan, 

yet lack easy access to the area’s rail corridors and leave residents with little 

transport options other than the private car. Conversely, Chalfont St Giles offers 

easy access to Seer Green station and a sub half hour journey to London’s 

Marylebone station and under 15 minutes to High Wycombe. 

2.21 At present in the draft Plan, the sub-district allocations cannot be said to have been 

strategically considered, with workplace locations and sustainability in mind. This 

alone means that the plan is not fully meeting its stated strategic objectives to 

deliver sustainable development, effect behavioural change, address traffic 

congestion and to reduce infrastructure development impacts. Housing 

development in sustainable locations, that makes use of existing infrastructure, 
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reduces the need for new infrastructure remedies, allows for behavioural change 

and minimises congestion and environmental impacts while providing more people 

with the opportunity to live in a highly sought after location. 

2.22 QUESTION 5: 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? 

2.23 Yes. Our representations made to the Local Plan consultation (reference) spell out 

why this needs to be the case and spells out the factors that require various uplifts 

to the minimum figure to be applied. 

2.24 We would expect any final need requirement to be expressed as a net housing 

figure to account for any conversions, changes of use or such like that may result 

in loss of dwellings.  

2.25 QUESTION 6: 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? 

2.26 The draft plan has considered the need for more housing than the minimum amount 

required by the standard method. This takes the form of a calculation in the 2019 

HENA to determine the number of dwellings in the standard method calculation that 

might represent the uplift attributable to housing market pressures. The calculation 

is based on the difference between the demographic population projection and the 

final standard method requirement, less the small amount of housing need 

attributable to institutional residences. The result is an uplift figure of 167 homes 

per year or 3,345 homes in total.  

2.27 This is a highly misleading calculation that might lead to the assumption that the 

uplift identified represents the level of additional need required, over the 

demographic baseline projection. Indeed, question number 6 should rightly 
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assume, if it asks whether the need should be higher, that there is an appropriate 

attempt to identify the level of additional need required.  

2.28 The figure of 167 homes attributed ‘market pressures’ can in no way be claimed to 

be the level required to respond to market pressures. This is because the uplift 

figure is calculated on the final capped standard method figure. The cap is applied 

to deliberately limit the extent of additional housing required to address 

affordability issues in an area. The cap is in no way related to or connected to the 

calculation to determine the affordability uplift. To identify the additional housing 

required from the affordability uplift step of the standard method, the calculation 

should obviously be made using the uncapped figure rather than the artificially 

constrained capped figure.  

2.29 When this is done correctly, we find that the affordability uplift rises to 8,058 homes 

in total or 403 per annum. This is the figure that can be said to represent the full 

extent of the affordability uplift requirement. The huge difference in the two figures 

merely reflects the extraordinarily high affordability ratio of over 18 for both 

districts and confirms without doubt that the housing need is substantially higher 

than the minimum figure produced by the standard method.  

2.30 Further to this and as set out in our previous representations to the Local Plan 

consultation5, we consider the chronic affordability pressures, the resulting 

unbalancing effects on the local economy and associated adverse environmental 

impacts, to necessitate the ‘exceptional circumstances’ for Chiltern and South 

Bucks to meet its ‘uncapped’ housing need of 1,044 homes per year. This is in line 

with paragraph 60 of the NPPF and is the only remedy for addressing actual housing 

need in the District. 

2.31 QUESTION 8: 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? 

2.32 See question 4. 

 
5 Pegasus Group Housing Needs Analysis – Chiltern, South Buckinghamshire and 
Aylesbury Vale (July 2019) 
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3. ISSUE 2 – Affordable Housing 

3.1 QUESTION 1: 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? 

3.2 The identified affordable housing requirement is 4,251 homes, amounting to 28% 

of the total identified requirement or around 213 homes per year. This figure is 

calculated on a district wide basis. For reasons set out in response to question 2, 

there is a strong case for a strategic affordable housing policy that is able to 

addresses the need for affordable housing on a neighbourhood basis. 

Neighbourhood Plans such as that for Chalfont St Giles identify affordable housing 

as a key priority in the Parish. A housing needs survey carried out in the Parish by 

ARC4 on behalf of Paradigm Housing identified a need for 42 affordable homes per 

year. 

3.3 Compared to the area wide requirement of 213 homes, we find this requirement in 

one small Parish represents 20% of the entire affordable housing requirement 

across both districts. As such, we can reasonably expect that the total of all 

neighbourhood areas across both Chiltern and South Bucks will almost certainly far 

exceed the need identified in the 2019 HENA. 

3.4 Of course, the methodology is entirely different, however a housing needs survey 

is a more robust means of identifying affordable housing need at Parish level. 

Furthermore, a housing survey is a stated requirement in the draft plan to 

demonstrate affordable housing need.  

3.5 The term ‘affordable housing’ is used 37 times in the draft and policies have been 

developed that require new developments to allocate affordable housing. Despite 

this however, there is little or no means of knowing how or if the plan will seek to 

ensure that identified affordable housing needs are met. A strategic policy would 

be the place to do this.  

3.6 The large divergence between the example of affordable housing need calculated 

at Parish/Neighbourhood level and the overall affordable housing requirement in 

the 2019 HENA raises questions about how robust that overall requirement really 

is.   
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3.7 There are also serious concerns about the approach used to determine the 

affordable housing need as part of the total housing requirement. This is addressed 

in detail in question 2.  

3.8 QUESTION 2: Has the affordable housing need been correctly established, 

and is it based on up-to-date information? How does it compare to the 

LHN? 

3.9 No. There is a particular concern that the affordable housing and care home needs 

have been identified within the housing requirement of 15,260. If affordability 

uplifts are to be identified within the total requirement (rather than be added to 

the baseline demographic projections), this must be applied to the total 

requirement. That is, the total with the standard method affordability uplift applied, 

not the capped requirement as the cap is an artificially applied constraint that is 

entirely separate from the calculation of affordability adjusted need. 

3.10 As such, calculating the affordable housing requirement as a proportion of the total 

housing requirement assumes that the affordability uplift applied by the standard 

method takes account of all the various market pressure uplifts that would 

ordinarily be applied in an objective assessment of need (OAN). It also means, with 

regard to affordable housing, that the proportion of need identified relative to 

market housing, is in fact a substantially lower proportion of the total (uncapped) 

housing need requirement. This is set out in the Table 1 below. This shows how the 

true proportion of need, as identified in the 2019 HNA, represents just 20% of the 

total, uncapped housing need. 

3.11 It is unquestionably misleading to suggest the affordable housing need identified 

amounts to 28% of total need, as is the impression created in the 2019 HNA due 

to using the artificially capped LHN number. This would also strongly support the 

suggestion that the level of need identified is too low.  

 
Affordable 
Housing Need Capped LHN Total LHN 

Chiltern  2068 6600 9,200 
South Bucks 2183 8660 11,680 
Area Total 4251 15260 20880 

AFFORDABLE PERCENTAGE  28% 20% 
Table 1: Affordable Housing as a Proportion of Total vs Capped Need 
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3.12 The authors of the 2019 HENA (ORS) are well used to carrying out OAN 

assessments and conducted many prior to the introduction of the standard method. 

In these, a variety of ‘market pressure’ uplifts are applied to the baseline 

demographic projection that also forms the baseline for the standard method. 

Taking an example OAN assessment by ORS6, uplifts are applied to the baseline 

projection for second homes, suppressed household formation, balancing jobs and 

workers and housing backlogs.  

3.13 The approach used for the current draft plan of identifying need within the capped 

requirement, assumes that all other relevant uplifts are accounted for within the 

final capped housing requirement of 15,260. This is an assumption that simply 

cannot be made without at least testing it, particularly in an area such as Chiltern 

and South Bucks, where affordability issues are well known to be so acute.  

3.14 This raises serious questions as to the appropriateness and robustness of the 

affordable housing need numbers used in the draft Plan. 

3.15 QUESTION 3: 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?  

3.16 QUESTION 4: How does this compare to the identified need? 

3.17 The affordable housing requirement identified amounts to 28% of the total housing 

requirement arising from the standard method. However, there are question marks 

over the methods used to calculate the affordable housing need as set out in 

question 2.  

3.18 Furthermore, there is a clear indication from the Chalfont St Giles Housing Needs 

Survey that, when identified at neighbourhood level, affordable housing needs are 

in fact considerably higher than when calculated at district level. 

3.19 In its current form, the draft Plan leaves itself open to having the 40% affordable 

housing level challenged when the affordable housing calculation amounts to only 

28% of the overall need.  

 
6 Wiltshire and Swindon Strategic Housing Market Assessment 2017, Figure 69 
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3.20 In summary, there appears to be a mismatch between the stated intentions in the 

local plan, including the numerous references to addressing affordable housing, 

and the appropriate strategic and practical policy steps required to achieve a 

genuine and much needed step-change in the delivery of affordable housing.  

3.21 The extent of that step change required is laid bare by Chiltern’s delivery record of 

all housing, and particularly, affordable housing. In the 12 years to 2018 (from the 

start of the current plan period), Chiltern averaged 172 completed dwellings per 

year against a target of 316, of which just 38 (22%) were affordable homes. This 

is less than the number of affordable dwellings identified as being needed annually 

in Chalfont St Giles alone (42), as shown in the Housing Needs Survey carried out 

for that neighbourhood.  

3.22 The suggestion in the draft plan, after a period of under delivery when affordable 

housing was delivered at 22% of a total that was itself 46% below target, is that 

the affordable housing requirement need now only be raised to a level that amounts 

to 28% of total need.  

3.23 The aspiration in the policies for 40% is noted, but, given historic delivery, the plan 

in its current form fails to convince that it has done enough to a) robustly identify 

need, and b) to be able to meet that need.    
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