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1. Introduction
1.1

This statement has been prepared on behalf of our Client, IM Land, in relation to
Matter 1 of the Wycombe District Council (‘WDC’) Local Plan Examination.

1.2

Our Client has promoted ‘Land at Holtspur Avenue, Wooburn Green’ through the
emerging Local Plan and whilst we appreciate that the Inspector does not wish to
consider omission sites at this time, there are a number of issues which are pertinent
to considering whether the Local Plan meets the tests of soundness as required under
paragraph 182 of the Framework. We consider that our client’s site has not been
adequately considered or assessed by the Council, despite its merits.

1.3

Our Client has submitted representations to the AVDC Local Plan Examination on
account of number of matters being raised by the Inspector relating to the soundness
of the Local Plan. In particular he is raising questions regarding whether the level of
unmet needing to be accommodated within AVDC from the Buckinghamshire
Authorities is appropriate and justified. We would invite the WDC Inspector to liaise
with her colleague on this matter, given that the AVDC EiP will be held slightly in
advance and concurrent to that for WDC.

1.4

We do not repeat the detailed submissions made at Regulation 19 stage. This
statement specifically addresses Issues raised by the Inspector under Matter 1 of the
Hearing Timetable which relate to the Inspector’s questions associated with the Legal
Compliance and the Duty ‐ to‐ Cooperate.
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2. Matters to be examined
Issue 1 ‐ What are the relevant strategic matters in relation to the duty to cooperate?
2.1

The relevant strategic matters are contained within paragraph 156 of the Framework.
Of particular interest to our Client are the delivery of housing and ‘the conservation
and enhancement of the natural and historic environment, including landscape’
discussed below.
Issue 2 ‐ In preparing the plan did the Council engage constructively, actively and on
an on‐going basis with neighbouring authorities and other relevant organisations on
relevant strategic matters, in respect of the Duty‐to‐Cooperate? What was the
outcome of these discussions?
Issue 3 ‐ How has that cooperation been undertaken and have any formal
agreements or Memorandum of Understandings have been produced?
Housing

2.2

It is accepted that a number of Memorandums of Understanding (‘MoU’s) are in place
between WDC and a number of neighbouring authorities including those within the
Buckinghamshire “best fit” HMA. The appropriateness of the “best fit” HMA is being
questioned by the AVDC Local Plan Inspector (see Appendix 1), in light of the following:


The provision of unmet need proposing to be accommodated within AVDC for
Chiltern and South Bucks (5,725 dwellings) with the Chiltern and South Bucks
Joint Local Plan being at early stages;



The provision of unmet need from Wycombe which does not have a plan in
place (please see our Regulation 19 representations to AVDC enclosed at
Appendix 2);



AVDC is not proposing to assist Luton in meeting its current unmet need;



A large part of northern Aylesbury Vale lies within an HMA centred on Milton
Keynes; and



A greater part of South Bucks lies outside the Buckinghamshire HMA.

2.3

Our response to the AVDC Inspector’s question is enclosed at Appendix 3.

2.4

It is considered the above is relevant to the WDC Examination given whilst the
authorities within the ‘best fit’ HMA have agreed to AVDC assisting in meeting
Wycombe’s and Chiltern/ South Buck’s unmet need, there is insufficient evidence to
demonstrate how this position has been achieved, why they are the right numbers for
the ‘displaced’ numbers taking into account available and deliverable sites, and
whether this is consistent with achieving ‘sustainable development’. Whilst there is
evidence to demonstrate concerns from AVDC over the quantum of unmet needs,
these discussions never materialised to support the positioned now agreed within the
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MoU and it appears that AVDC agreed to taking WDC’s unmet need without
challenging these points. A summary of the position is below:
2.5

In 2016 AVDC prepared a Housing Capacity Review (August 2016) (EiP Doc Ref: HELS5)
on the basis that, at the time, WDC had a suggested unmet need of some 5,000
dwellings against an OAN1of 15,011. The AVDC Report sought to raise concerns over
the quantum of unmet need they were being asked to accommodate and sought
additional evidence from WDC ( in line with the PPG‐ add reference) that:


A rigorous land availability assessment is undertaken (para. 3.14);



A thorough assessment of site capacities;



Lack of justification within the SA of why higher levels of housing cannot be
accommodated;



Recognition through national policy for strong support again development
within the AONB (para. 3.24);



Sites within the HELAA identified for “further assessment” or where a “lack of
information” is identified from which to draw conclusions on develop ability/
deliverability (para.6.4);



Additional potential sites identified in the Plan, which sit adjacent to existing
urban areas, within Green Belt but within low performing parcels;
(para. 6.4)




High Wycombe could potential support further development potential up to
1,585 ‐ 1,985 dwellings (para. 6.5)

2.6

WDC issued a response in November 2016 (EiP Doc Ref: HELS6) which identified that a
reduction in the OAN resulted in a revised unmet need requirement of 2,900 dwellings.
This was based on WDC Regulation 18 Local Plan target of 10,000 dwellings over the
plan period.

2.7

In response, WDC undertook a further capacity review which considered the following
(paragraph 5.2):

2.8

1



Reviewing densities on proposed allocations including greenfield sites;



Reviewing Green belt sites being proposed ‐ old and new sites;



Review sites promoted at Regulation 19 Local Plan; and



Reviewing scope for development with on AONB.

As a result of the above, WDC identified a small increase in the housing capacity within
their District arising from the following:

Buckinghamshire HEDNA (2016)
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250 dwellings from reserve sites;



Additional 260 dwellings from Green Belt allocations;



Increase of 300 dwellings at Princes Risborough;



37% increase in the number of dwellings within Little Kimble; and



Stokenchurch reduced from 140 ‐185 to 45 dwellings (para. 13.3) (we
understand that this has not been carried forward into the Plan with an
allocation of 100 dwellings still proposed).

2.1

Following this report, the OAN subsequently increased to 13,200 (HEDNA Addendum
2017) and therefore the agreed unmet need was stated as 2,750 dwellings over the
plan period. The MOU’s have been prepared on this basis.

2.2

However, despite the additional increase in OAN, no further capacity testing was
undertaken and no formal response was issued by AVDC on the WDC report capacity
report. Of particular note is that there was limited response on the findings of the
Green Belt re‐assessments, and the ability of other Green Belt sites to come forward to
meet their needs. We have provided a response at Matter 6 where we state that we
consider that the findings of the Green Belt Assessment (Part 1 and 2) are inconsistent
neither do they align with the spatial strategy, nor the conclusions of WDC response to
the Capacity Report (Chapter 10). This has resulted in an unsound approach to DTC.

2.3

We note that WDC is seeking to deliver 10,925 dwellings, which is not significantly
higher than proposed in the Regulation 18 Local Plan. We do not consider WDC has
robustly tested all options in line with PPG (see responses to Matter 2,3 and 6 ). We
question how the position contained within the MoU was agreed which is not
supporting either the VALP or WDC’s Local Plan Examination. As such, we consider that
both authorities have failed under paragraph 181 of the Framework to ‘demonstrate
evidence of having effectively cooperated to plan for issues with cross‐boundary
impacts’.

2.4

It is also clear that on the basis on AVDC’s agreement to take WDC’s unmet need, that
other authorities, i.e. Slough Borough where there is a significant unmet need (approx
9,0002), have accepted this position given AVDC has merely accepted WDC’s position
with no further unmet need to be accommodated elsewhere. The inter‐relationship
between these authorities is continuing to evolve, and has become apparent recently
with the Western Berkshire authorities refusing to accommodate the needs of South
Bucks or Slough (see attached document at Appendix 4).
Major Development within the AONB

2.5

2

Paragraph 2.2 of the WDC Response to the Housing Capacity Review states that the
Council ensured ‘collaborative working with the AONB’. Despite this, the Chiltern
Conservation Board still object to the sites proposed for major development within the
AONB (Respondent No: 0618). It is considered that there may be opportunities for

Based on Issues and Options
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smaller scale development in the AONB subject to demonstrating that they are
appropriate through the Sustainability Appraisal and supporting evidence base.
2.6

As such, it is considered that in the case of a number of proposed allocations (i.e
Stokenchurch) WDC has failed to demonstrate compliance with paragraph 116 of the
Framework and on account of the objection will ‘cause significant harm to the
principles and policies of the Framework’ on account of undermining the strategic
matters associated with the conservation and enhancement of the natural
environment.
Issue 4: What outcomes have resulted from co‐operation with adjoining authorities
in relation to Housing; Gypsy and Travellers; Employment; and Infrastructure?

2.7

As above, a MoU has been agreed between the Buckinghamshire authorities but there
is no justification or evidence to support the level of unmet need identified by 2,275
dwellings over the plan period.

2.8

Given the WDC EiP is being held at a similar time as the AVDC EiP, it is imperative that
there are on‐going discussions between the authorities to ensure effective and on‐
going joint work and strategic plan‐making, to ensure that both Local Plan’s meet the
tests of soundness and are deliverable over the plan period.

2.9

It is not considered appropriate to re‐distribute Wycombe’s housing need, when there
are clear opportunities to accommodate additional growth in sustainable locations
within the administrative boundary (see response to Matter 2,3 and 6) where it would
meet the needs of the High Wycombe and Amersham Local HMA ( as identified within
the HEDNA ‐December 2016).Rather than repeat them here, we have enclosed our
recent response to the AVDC Local Plan relating to the comments on the “best fit”
Housing Market Area at Appendix 3.
Issue 7: Is the Sustainability Appraisal adequate in terms of its assessment of the
likely effects of the Plan’s policies and the allocations and its consideration of
reasonable alternatives and have the requirements for Strategic Environmental
assessment been met?

2.10

Appendix 11 of our Regulation 19 Representations set out that we do not consider that
Sustainability Appraisal (‘SA’) is adequate and share the initial reservations set out by
AVDC through the Housing Capacity Review (August 2016). The significant concerns
with the SA relate to:


The Council has not followed the Spatial Strategy set out in draft Policy CP2 to
distribute housing and employment to the most sustainable (tier 1) locations
through the appropriate timing and use of SA within the plan making process;



Deficiencies with the process of selection and rejection of reasonable
alternatives within the Strategic Options to meet the housing requirements
within the District; and



A failure to recognise Land at Holtspur Avenue as an allocation to deliver much
needed housing land to help meet the OAN for growth within the District
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despite it being deliverable and located within a sustainable Tier 1 location,
performing strongly against the SA objectives.
2.11

Given WDC is proposing some Green Belt release on the basis of ‘exceptional
circumstances’, the SA is integral to ensuring that Green Belt release accords with
paragraphs 84 and 85 of the Framework.

2.12

WDC has only included sites within the SA which have been through the Green Belt and
(HELAA) process. It has failed to consider our clients site despite it being submitted for
assessment before the Regulation 19 stage. Despite their assertions in the revised SA
they have failed to robustly consider our clients submissions and response to the
earlier draft.

2.13

As such, the sustainability performance of reasonable alternatives has been given the
least weight for the purposes of site selection (See response to Matter 2). The
Inspector’s Interim Report to the Birmingham Development Plan confirmed that a
Green Belt Assessment is “not a sustainable appraisal” (paragraph 40). No reasoning
has been provided for the selection of Green Belt sites within the Sustainability
Appraisal.

2.14

Given WDC expect AVDC to take (despite our response to Issue 2) 2,750 dwellings of its
unmet, there will be an increase of in‐commuting to the High Wycombe area for
employment (given the findings of the HEDNA ‐ December 2016 where there are two
distinct local HMA’s and FEMA’s clearly defining north and south Buckinghamshire),
and therefore the SA should have considered the impacts upon transport and traffic
and climate change, with a focus on ensuring that new development is focussed
towards Tier 1 settlements.

2.15

The SA fails to meet the SEA/SA Regulations Schedule 2(8) with regard to an
‘assessment of reasonable alternatives and identify the reasons for selecting the
alternatives tested in light of the others available’.

2.16

Our Client’s site was submitted within the HEELA although not considered within the
SA despite a range of technical evidence (beyond what WDC has prepared for its
proposed allocations) to demonstrate suitability, availability and deliverability. The
Appendices to our Regulation 19 Representations (Appendix 5, 6, 7, 11 and 15) also
include our own SA Assessment in the absence of the Council’s to demonstrate our
position above.
Issue 10 ‐ Does the Plan include policies designed to ensure that the development
and use of land in Wycombe contribute to the mitigation of, and adaptation to,
climate change?

2.17

As per our response to Issue 7 above, WDC need to give greater consideration to how
the allocation of development sites will impact on climate change given the likely
increase of in‐commuting to the District ( see Appendix 11 of our Regulation 19
Representations)
Issue 12 ‐ Does the Plan comply with all other relevant legal requirements, including
those in the 2004 Act (as amended) and the 2012 regulations?
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As detailed above, we do not consider that the Council has prepared a plan which is in
line with the relevant legal requirements (including the duty to cooperate) and nor has
it met the tests of ‘soundness’ contained in the National Planning Policy Framework.
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Appendix 1:

AVDC Inspector’s Questions: Matter
2: Housing Market Area and Unmet
Need
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Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan 2013-2033
examination
Agenda Session 12 12 July 2018 Housing Market Area

Participants: Inspector, Council, 27525 Barwood Land, 27869 Crest
Strategic Properties, 29523 Gladman, 29947 Rectory Homes, 32193 Home
Builders Federation, 32204 Berkeley Homes, 32286 Richborough Estates,
32288 Inland Homes & West Mead Farms, 32305 Halsbury Homes, 32321
Hallam Land Management.
Summary of issues
My understanding of the thrust of the representations is that although the
decision to assess the OAN for an area neatly defined by local authority
boundaries is proportionately pragmatic, the considerable overlap of
Aylesbury Vale DC with the MK HMA (16.8% of AVDC’s population)
requires explicit consideration in the formulation of the plan (29523
Gladman/Regeneris pp 10-14, 32001 Arnold White Estates p17, 32326
Gallagher Estates, 32277 September Properties). The evidence of the
latest Travel to Work Areas has the same implication (30433 Newton
Longville Parish Council)
Research dating from 2010, validated in 2013, puts Aylesbury vale into a
Framework Housing Market Area with Luton, South Bedfordshire and
Milton Keynes (32287 South West Milton Keynes Consortium/SPRU, 30433
Newton Longville Parish Council)
Matters for discussion
1) Have I correctly understood the thrust of the representations?
2) In view of the fact that a large part of northern Aylesbury Vale lies
within an HMA centred on Milton Keynes and that a greater part of
South Bucks lies outside the Buckinghamshire HMA than within it, is
the “best fit” HMA identified for the purposes of the plan a sound
choice?
3) Is it appropriate to pay little or no heed to the needs of the MK HMA
within VALP?
4) Should recognition of the MK HMA have implications for the Spatial
Distribution Strategy for VALP?

P. W. Clark
Inspector

14.06.18

Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan 2013-2033
examination
Agenda Session 13 12 July 2018 Unmet Need

Participants: Inspector, Council, 27575 Barwood Land, 27869 Crest
Strategic Properties, 28198 Lands Improvement, 29523 Gladman, 29947
Rectory Homes, 32193 Home Builders Federation, 32202 Society of
Merchant Venturers 32247 IM Land, 32286 Richborough Estates, , 32305
Halsbury Homes,32314 Waldridge Garden Village Consortium, 32321
Hallam Land Management, 32407 Land and Partners.
Summary of issues
My understanding of the thrust of the representations is that
 Wycombe could meet more of its needs which therefore should not
be met within AVDC (32204 Berkeley Strategic, 30406 Winslow
Town Council, 32247 IM Land/Turley)
 Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plans are likely to be examined in
terms of the standardised methodology of the revised NPPF which
is likely to increase their scale of unmet need. (29523 Gladman,
28198 Lands Improvement Holdings, 32247 IM Land/Turley)
 In any event, the emerging Chiltern/South Bucks local Plan
provides for less housing than expected in the Buckinghamshire
Authorities’ Memorandum of Understanding. (28198 Lands
Improvement Holdings/Indigo)
 Luton’s Local Plan has been adopted with an identified unmet need
which is expected to be accommodated within Aylesbury Vale
(28198 Lands Improvement Holdings, 32277 September
Properties, 32314 Waldridge Garden Village Consortium, 32190
Revera Ltd, 32271 Cala Homes32315 Persimmon Homes and Cala
Homes/Turley, although the latter points out that the draft Central
Bedfordshire Plan and North Hertfordshire District Council between
them might accommodate all of Luton’s unmet needs)
 Milton Keynes is also likely to have unmet need (32277 September
Properties)
Matters for discussion
1) Have I correctly understood the thrust of the representations?
2) Is it sound to make provision for unmet need from Wycombe,
Chiltern and South Bucks which do not have adopted plans but fail
to make provision of unmet need from Luton which does have an
adopted plan?

3) Other matters arising from the representations

P. W. Clark
Inspector
14.06.18

Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan 2013-2033
examination
Agenda Session 14 12 July 2018 Demographics (OAN)

Participants: Inspector, Council, 32001 Arnold White Estates, 32260 GRE
Assets, 32277 September Properties, 32286 Richborough Estates, 32321
Hallam Land Management.
Summary of issues
1) In paragraph 35 of his report of January 2014 on the now
withdrawn Aylesbury Vale Local Plan, Inspector Kevin Ward
found that whilst an over-estimation of migration may play a
significant part in the Unattributable Population Change
component of the Mid-Year Estimates, there is insufficient basis
to conclude that it accounts for 100% of this figure. He found
that whilst the Council has concerns as to the assumptions
which underpin the projections, there was insufficient evidence
to conclude that they are inaccurate to the extent suggested.
My understanding is that the Council has made the same kind of
adjustment to the (now different) population projections
underpinning the presently submitted plan’s housing
requirements
2) My understanding of the thrust of the representations is that they
cast similar doubts on the adjustments made to the DCLG
household projections in terms of local demographic factors and
migration trends which is said to be at odds with the view
applied nationally to all other local authorities (27575 Barwood
Land, 32267 Careys New Homes, 32288 Inland Homes and
Western Mead Farms,32264 Persimmon Midland, 2953
Gladman/Regeneris pp14-24, 32001 Arnold White Estates,
29947 Rectory/Turley, 32321 Hallam/SPRU, which adduces
comparisons with GLA projections, 28198 Lands Improvement
Holdings/Indigo, 32326 Gallagher Estates/Barton Willmore,
32286 Richborough Estates/Barton Willmore, 27869 Crest
Strategic Projects, 32260 GRE Assetts/Lichfields, 3277
September Properties/SPRU, 32287SWMK consortium/SPRU,
23215 Persimmon Homes and Cala Homes/Turley (which also
sense-checks against GLA projections and an analysis based on
the POPGROUP model), 32198 Home Builders Federation, 32314
Waldridge Garden Village Consortium, who offer two scenarios
based on the Chelmer Model, 32190 Revera Ltd, 32271 Cala
Homes, 32319 Ainscough Strategic Land).
3) The adjustments made by ORS for Aylesbury Vale are said to be
inconsistent with its approach across the rest of the HMA (32260
GRE Assetts/Lichfields) and so, contrary to legal judgements

(32314 Waldridge Garden Village Consortium, 32190 Revera
Ltd, 32271 Cala Homes)
4) The housing requirement resulting from the calculated OAN is
inherently implausible in planning for a reduction in the rate of
housing development rather than a significant boost (27869
Crest Strategic Projects)
Matters for discussion
1) Have I correctly understood the thrust of the representations?
2) What has changed since 2014 which would lead me to a different
conclusion to that of Kevin Ward on the soundness of the
adjustments made to the demographic base of the housing figures?
3) The need to diverge from ONS projections (since the HEDNA June
2015 found no need)
4) The accuracy of census data
5) The approach to UPC
6) The use of the Patient Register to adjust migration figures
7) The significance of housing completions to substantiate increased
migration rates (Turley report)
8) Improvements in ONS data since 2008-2011
9) The use of ten-year rather than five-year migration trends
10)

Other matters arising from the representations

P. W. Clark
Inspector
14.06.18

Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan 2013-2033
examination
Agenda Session 15 12 July 2018 Market Uplifts (based on
employment projections and affordability indicators)

Participants: Inspector, Council, September Properties, 32260 GRE
Assets.
Summary of issues
My understanding of the thrust of the representations is that,


There is little or no justification for preferring lower OEM
employment forecasts over higher Experian forecasts. (27575
Barwood Land, 29523 Gladman/Regeneris pp24-31, 32321
Hallam/SPRU, 3277 September Properties/SPRU, 32287 South West
Milton Keynes Consortium)



in contrast to the arguments underlying the policies on employment
land provision, and in contrast to the HEDNA prepared for the
previous Aylesbury Vale Local Plan, the economic growth scenarios
used in identifying housing requirements do not anticipate any
effects from local economic drivers such as EZs, East-West rail link
or Oxford-Cambridge expressway (32286 Richborough Estates,
32264 Persimmon Midlands, 29523 Gladman/Regeneris p28, 32001
Arnold White Estates, 29947 Rectory Homes/Turley, 28198 Lands
Improvement Holdings, 27869 Crest Strategic Projects, 32265 FCC
Environment, 32260 GRE Assets/Lichfields, 32287 SWMK
Consortium, 32315 Persimmon Homes and Cala Homes/Turley,
32211 Thakeham Homes, 32198 Home Builders Federation, 32314
Waldridge Garden Village Consortium, 32319 Ainscough Strategic
Land).



There are unexplained discrepancies in job forecasts between the
HEDNA update of December 2016 and the HEDNA addendum of
September 2017 (27575 Barwood Land, 32001 Arnold White
Estates pp16-7)



The market uplift for affordability is inadequate (32288 Inland
Homes and Western Mead Farms, 29523 Gladman/Regeneris pp3236, 29947 Rectory/Turley,) does not bear comparison with
Eastleigh (32321 Hallam/SPRU), could be compared with
Canterbury or Mid-Sussex (32326 Gallagher Estates/Barton
Willmore, 32286 Richborough Estates/Barton Willmore) or a
national average of 16% (32260 GRE Assets/Lichfields) and should
follow the advice of the Local Plans Expert Group (LPEG) (27575
Barwood Land, 32321 Hallam/SPRU, 32277 September Properties
/SPRU, 32287 SWMK consortium/SPRU, 32326 Gallagher

Estates/Barton Willmore, 32286 Richborough Estates/Barton
Willmore, 32315 Persimmon Homes and Cala Homes/Turley).


But, for a contrary view, see 31936 CPRE



The uplift for previously suppressed demand/affordability is too
small (27575 Barwood Land, 32288 Inland Homes and Western
Mead Farms, 32326 Gallagher Estates/Barton Willmore, 32286
Richborough Estates/Barton Willmore))



The market uplift for affordability should not be subsumed within
the market uplift to support job creation (29523
Gladman/Regeneris p35) but the correct housing needs figure
would be sufficient to meet job creation needs (32321
Hallam/SPRU, 32326 Gallagher Estates/Barton Willmore, 32286
Richborough Estates/Barton Willmore, 32260 GRE Assets/Lichfields,
32287 South West Milton Keynes Consortium)

Matters for discussion
1) Have I correctly understood the thrust of the representations?
2) Is the preference of the OEM forecast over that of Experian
justified?
3) Should the effects of local economic drivers be factored in to the
calculations?
4) How are discrepancies between the two HEDNAs explained?
5) Should the uplift to match employment provision be greater?
6) Should the uplift for affordability (market signals) be greater? Is
Eastleigh a relevant parallel or should the uplift for market
demand/affordability be 20-25%?
7) Should the uplift for suppressed demand be greater?
8) Are the uplift for suppressed demand and the uplift for affordability
one and the same thing?
9) Should the uplift for affordability and the uplift to support job
creation be separately identified?
10)

Any other matter raised by the representations

P. W. Clark
Inspector
14.06.18

Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan 2013-2033
examination
Agenda Session 16 13 July 2018 Viability

Participants: Inspector, Council, 32193 Home Builders Federation, 28889
Phil Yerby.
Summary of issues
My understanding of the thrust of the representations is that


although the effects of individual policies have been tested but not
always at the levels of the submitted plan, their cumulative effect
has not. (32193 Home Builders Federation)



The requirement of policy H6 for the provision of extra care units
has not been tested in the Viability Assessment (32291 Edward
Ware Homes, 29482 Bovis)

The Council’s response to my question 7 addresses this issue.
Matters for discussion
1) Have I correctly understood the thrust of the representations?
2) Council’s response
3) Any further matters arising from the representations

P. W. Clark
Inspector
14.06.18

Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan 2013-2033
examination
Agenda Session 17 13 July 2018 Deliverability and Five-year HLS

Participants: Inspector, Council, 28889 Phil Yerby, 29224 David Vowles,
29523 Gladman, 29947 Rectory Homes, 32001 Arnold White Estates,
32315 Persimmon Homes and Cala Homes, 32319 Ainscough Strategic
Land.
Summary of issues
My Q8 asked for evidence to show that the part of the south Aylesbury
allocation which included land not formally promoted to the Council was
deliverable
My understanding of the thrust of the representations is that
 The housing requirement represents a delivery rate of 1405 pa
which is a challenging uplift from the recent average of 1231 and
unlikely to be delivered (32204 Berkeley Strategic, 32247 IM
Land/Turley).
 The concentration on large sites in and around Aylesbury of almost
60% of the total level of growth proposed raises questions of buildout rates and market saturation (32204 Berkeley Strategic, 32249
Guinness, 27661 Persimmon North London, citing Lichfield
research that sites of 2,000 plus only deliver 2.5 times as many
homes as sites of 500, 29523 Gladman, 29947 Rectory/Turley,
32260 GRE Assets/Lichfields, 32247 IM Land/Turley, 32287 SWMK
Consortium, 32315 Persimmon Homes and Cala Homes/Turley,
32302 Bellway, 32319 Ainscough Strategic Land).
 Strategic allocations at south and south-west Aylesbury rely on key
infrastructure projects such as rail line crossings and HS2, timings
of which may delay projects beyond the plan period (27575
Barwood Land, 32204 Berkeley Strategic, 32249 Guinness, 27661
Persimmon North London, 32001 Arnold White Estates pp 22-6,
32315 Persimmon Homes and Cala Homes/Turley, 32319
Ainscough Strategic Land).
 The allocations at Buckingham would exceed market saturation
(27869 Crest Strategic Projects)
 The allocations in the plan would not support a Five-year Housing
Land Supply (27575 Barwood Land, 32249 Guinness Para 3.37,
27761 Persimmon North London paras 3.40-3.51, 32001 Arnold
White Estates p19, 29947 Rectory, 28198 Lands Improvement
Holdings/Indigo, 32260 GRE Assets/Lichfields, 32190 Revera Ltd,
32271 Cala Homes,32319 Ainscough Strategic Land) in part
because, after adoption, the District would have a persistent record
of under-delivery and so require a 20% buffer and partly because

the risks of delays to the large sites on which the plan depends
would push them outside the five-year supply.
 The allocations in the plan do not provide a supply for the later
years of the plan (29224 David Vowles)
 A provision of a 5.2% buffer in excess of requirements would be
insufficient to guarantee deliverability. 10-20% is justified by
reference to DCLG data (29523 Gladman, 32319 Ainscough
Strategic Land)
 Deterioration in water quality would prevent deliverability (29506
Environment Agency)
Matters for discussion
1) Have I correctly understood the thrust of the representations?
2) What puzzles me about representations which argue that the
housing requirement cannot be delivered is that they are often
accompanied by representations to the effect that the housing
requirement is set too low and that additional housing allocations
should be made, implying a requirement for an even higher delivery
rate. If the delivery rate which the Council is proposing is too
challenging, how would an even higher delivery rate be a sound
solution?
3) What is a reasonable delivery rate to assume?
4) Whether the omission of sites for later years of the plan makes it
unsound?
5) Whether the plan would identify a supply of specific deliverable
sites sufficient to provide five years’ worth of housing against the
requirements of the plan
6) The Environment Agency’s concerns
7) Other maters raised by the representations

P. W. Clark
Inspector
14.06.18

VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN EXAMINATION
Inspector: Paul Clark BA MA MRTPI
Inspector’s Questions to the Council:
Q29-30

Q29 I’ve now finished looking at the representations made on chapter one of the
submitted plan. These cover wider areas of the plan than just chapter one and so
I have begun to get a feel for what might constitute matters and issues for
discussion at the hearing sessions.
No doubt this understanding will be widened as I read more of the representations
but, based on what I have read so far, I would appreciate the Council’s response to
the following points raised in some of the submissions related to housing targets,
the spatial distribution strategy, housing mix and affordable housing.
(1131 Ainscough Strategic Land, 1199 Mike Galloway for Newton Longville PC,
1096 Laura Humphries and David Hutchinson of Pegasus Group on behalf of Cala
Homes, 1917 Renshaw Watts and Rob Riding of Pegasus Group for Revera Ltd, 292
Neil Salisbury for CPRE, 1128 Neil Tiley of Pegasus Group on behalf of Waldridge
Garden Village Consortium, 1909 Mark Behrendt of HBF, 1020 Judith Onuh of
Thakeham, 1525 and 1724 Christopher Roberts of Turley Associates on behalf of
Bellway Homes, Persimmon Homes and Cala Homes, 2274 Brian Flynn of Carter
Jonas on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium, 1082,Hannah Bowler
of Turley Associates on behalf of I M Land, Ed Norris of DLP planning Ltd on behalf
of September Properties, Geoff Culverhouse of North Bucks Parishes Planning
Consortium, 1041 Portia Banwwell of Alder King on behalf of Minton Health Care
(Bucks), 1873 Myles Smith of Lichfields on behalf of GRE Assets, 2651 Joanna
Berlyn of Sirius Yorkshore on behalf of FCC Environment, 1089 John Gately of
Savills on behalf of Crest Strategic Projects (particularly his Appendices 5 and 6),
Dr Sean Carolan of Winslow Town Council, Michael Knott of Barton Willmore on
behalf of Gallagher Estates Ltd)
I appreciate that the points may be answered simply by my looking at the
evidence base, in which case it will be enough for the Council to point me to the
relevant part of the evidence base but, where the evidence base does not provide
the answer to the point, the Council may wish to take this opportunity to provide
me with more information, rather than wait for the hearing sessions themselves.
The papers submitted by Neil Tiley of Pegasus Group, by Christopher Roberts of
Turley Associates, by Brian Flynn of Carter Jonas, by Geoff Culverhouse of North
Bucks Parishes Planning Consortium, by Myles Smith of Lichfields and by Michel
Knott of Barton Willmore are particularly strongly argued.
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i.
Whether it is justified to base the housing requirement for VALP solely on an
analysis of the “best fit” HMA for the four Buckinghamshire authorities, bearing in
mind that Aylesbury Vale itself is fairly evenly split three ways between the Oxford,
Milton Keynes and South Bucks HMAs, has a significant relationship with the Luton
HMA and directly borders the developed area of Milton Keynes.
ii.
Whether it is justified for VALP to make provision for a defined quantity of
housing demand displaced from Wycombe, Chiltern and South Bucks in advance of
adopted Local Plans for those areas defining the quantity of unmet need to make
no provision for unmet need displaced from Luton when there is an adopted plan
for that area which defines the quantity of displacement which Aylesbury Vale is
likely to experience.
iii.
Whether it is justified to adjust the demographic base on which the housing
demand is predicated to such an extent that population growth and housing
demand counterintuitively projects a downward trend both in opposition to DCLG’s
upward trend and in contrast to the levels of housing delivery recently achieved in
AVDC. (points made concern migration rates, UPC rates, household formation rates
and commuting ratios)
iv.

Whether the market uplift for affordability should be 10% or higher.

v.
Whether likely delivery rates overall and the delivery rates achievable by a
concentration on large allocations around Aylesbury represents a deliverable and
therefore effective strategy
vi.
Whether and how the strategy of allocation to smaller settlements by
capacity is justified
vii.
Whether the requirement for affordable housing should be varied
between different parts of Aylesbury Vale
viii. Whether policy H6 requirements for special needs housing take
adequate account of the critical mass required for such provision.

Q30 My earlier Q6 raised the question of the soundness of delegating substantial
provisions of the plan to Supplementary Planning Documents. In addition to the
examples listed in that question, representations made have brought me to the
realisation that policies T1 and T3 may effectively delegate the formulation of
transport policies and proposals to the Buckinghamshire Local Transport Plan and
impose a planning requirement for development proposals to comply with that plan
and so, in effect by-pass the statutory requirements for affording the opportunity
to make representations on the policies and proposals concerned.
I would
therefore appreciate receiving the Council’s observations on the soundness of this
approach.
4th April 2018
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Appendix 2:

Turley Representations to VALP
(Regulation 19) Consultation

14 December 2017
Delivered by email

Planning Policy
Aylesbury Vale District Council
The Gateway
Gatehouse Road
Aylesbury, Bucks
HP19 8FF

To whom it may concern
REPRESENTATIONS TO SUBMISSION VERSION OF AVDC LOCAL PLAN
We are writing on behalf of our Client, IM Land, who is actively promoting sites across the
Buckinghamshire authorities for residential development. These representations seek to raise concerns
over the approach not only being taken to the preparation of the Aylesbury District Local Plan but all Local
Plans within the Buckinghamshire Housing Market Area (Wycombe District, South Bucks, Chiltern District)
with regard to addressing housing needs over the plan.
We understand the a Memorandum of Understanding (July 2017) has been signed between these
authorities on the basis that approximately 8,000 dwellings of unmet need from Wycombe, South Bucks
and Chiltern Districts will be accommodated within Aylesbury District over the plan period, apportioned as
follows:

We feel that it is appropriate at this time to highlight the significant concerns with the strategy being
adopted by these Authorities and feel it prudent to raise reservations over whether the position has been
informed by all information that has been available to support the Local Plan process. We further question
the appropriateness for AVDC to agree to assisting in accommodating 5,725 dwellings of South Bucks

The Pinnacle
20 Tudor Road
Reading
RG1 1NH
T 0118 902 2830 turley.co.uk
Registered in England Turley Associates Limited no. 2235387. Registered office: 1 New York Street, Manchester, M1 4HD

and Chiltern’s unmet need at this time, particularly when there has been a significant delay on account of
the on-going discussions between these two authorities, and an unidentified and unmet requirement to
assist in meeting the needs of Slough Borough.
Our principle comments relate to the following:







Is it appropriate for AVDC to accommodate approximately 2,200 dwellings of Wycombe’s unmet
needs when there are suitable, available and deliverable sites within Wycombe’s own
administrative boundaries- based on its own evidence;
On account of the requirement (including unmet needs of) at least 1,370 dwellings per year (which
AVDC has only achieved once in the last five years) - is this robust and deliverable?
Given the apparent intention for AVDC and WDC to rely on a 5 year review of both Local Plans,
how will this proceed with the Standardised OAN Methodology, the significant infrastructure
enhancements envisaged within AVDC (Oxford to Cambridge Arc) alongside WDC appearing to
propose a further review of the Green Belt boundary within 5 years contrary to the requirements of
the Framework for such boundaries to endure beyond the plan period;
Is it appropriate for AVDC to commit to delivering 5,725 of South Bucks and Chiltern unmet
housing need when the Joint Local Plan is at a much less advanced stage and there is a lack of
agreement between South Bucks and Slough Borough on meeting the latters unmet need.

We have sought to provide a short commentary of each of the above to inform the consultation process.
Is it appropriate for AVDC to accommodate approximately 2,200 dwellings of Wycombe’s unmet
needs when there are suitable, available and deliverable sites within Wycombe’s own
administrative boundaries- based on its own evidence;
Turley has submitted substantial representations to the WDC Publication Local Plan (enclosed at
Appendix 1) in relation to a site in Wooburn Green (adjacent to a higher tier settlement for the purposes
of the WDC Publication Local Plan) which seeks to demonstrate its suitability, availability and deliverability
for residential development - a site that in our view is considered suitable and appropriate for Green Belt
release and certainly performs better than a significant number of sites proposed for allocation within the
VALP.
We do not consider that WDC has gone far enough in seeking to meet its own housing needs within the
Publication Version of the WDC Local Plan in light of the land being promoted and the findings of its own
evidence base to justify the approach being taken within the signed MoU, when there remains appropriate
sites within WDC to assist in meetings its OAN. The Framework requires that ‘joint working should enable
local planning authorities to work together to meet development requirements which cannot wholly be met
within their own areas- for instance, because of a lack of physical capacity or because to do so would
1
cause significant harm to the principles and policies of this Framework’ . Whilst the MoU has been signed
by the Buckinghamshire Authorities, the associated evidence bases to the Local Plan’s do not indicate
that either of the two points above have been addressed and we do not consider that there is a sound
basis for AVDC to be proceeding on this basis.
We note that AVDC provided an initial review of the content of the Draft WDC Local Plan (2016) through
the - ‘New Local Plan: Aylesbury Vale housing capacity review’ - in August 2016. Since this time there is
little evidence to suggest that WDC has reviewed its housing capacity with further questions raised over
the inconsistent application of the Councils own Green Belt Assessment (Part 2) to promoted sites
alongside the failure to consider all reasonable alternatives within the Publication version Sustainability
1

2

Paragraph 179 of the Framework

Appraisal. In our view, this casts considerable doubt over the soundness (as required under paragraph
182 of the Framework) of the Local Plan. Despite this position, we have not seen any subsequent review
by AVDC, prior the Publication Version consultation in October/November 2017 to suggest that these
concerns have been addressed. We consider this is integral to not only understanding the premise for
AVDC agreeing to the MoU but also to evidence that in AVDC’s view, WDC has addressed the concerns
highlighted by the neighbouring authority prior to its Examination.
The Review concluded that there was a ‘requirement for a more thorough and rigorous assessment of
2
land availability’ . It stated that ‘in our experience, areas with constrained land supply and an unmet need
can expect to have the land supply interrogated hard through a local plan examination’. Given these
comments, and those within our representations to WDC, we consider that there are additional sites within
Wycombe District that would be appropriate for Green Belt release and will deliver sustainable
development at the higher tier settlements, especially around High Wycombe. As noted above, no
updated capacity assessment of available sites in Wycombe has been prepared since the previous draft
plan has been prepared.
We question the efforts that have been made by WDC to identify further sites and have criticised the
approach taken and the findings of Wycombe’s Sustainability Appraisal. As such, we consider that
insufficient evidence has been prepared to justify the 2,200 dwellings of unmet need that have been
identified by WDC within its Publication Version of the Local Plan and the justification to support the
position of the MoU.
Further to the above, we do not consider this position is solely limited to the site assessment process of
the WDC emerging plan, and in fact the concerns extend further into the appropriateness for such a
significant proportion of housing need (a total of 8,000 from the southern authorities - Wycombe, Chiltern
and South Bucks) to be redistributed to the north (AVDC) on account of the joint evidence base supporting
the Buckinghamshire Authorities Local Plans, in addition to the potential increase in OAN in the early parts
of the plan periods (especially relevant to AVDC and WDC given anticipated Local Plan timescales).
In this context, the ‘Housing Market Areas and Functional Economic Market Areas in Buckinghamshire
and the surrounding areas’ Report (March 2015) discusses that ‘whilst we would recommend that the
Aylesbury town and High Wycombe/ Amersham areas could be considered as separate local housing
market areas (or housing sub-markets); they are probably not strategic housing market areas in the
3
context of the NPPF’ .
This is particularly relevant given the very different characteristics of the northern and southern areas of
the HMA and question whether the approach being taken will address the high demand for housing and
affordability issue within the authorities to the south of the HMA. AVDC has already been subject to
significant housing development, and re-directing at least 8,000 further new dwellings from the south of
the HMA to the north is likely to further exacerbate these delivery issues, and appears unjustified given the
availability of suitable and deliverable sites within these southern authorities.
This position is further reiterated within the Housing Delivery Report (August 2017) which states that
‘Chiltern, South Bucks and Wycombe face their own challenges on bring forward enough land to make a
substantial contribution to the OAN for Buckinghamshire. In these authorities demand is strong; the
4
challenge is bring forward development sites to meet demand’’ In addition, the report concludes that the
2

Paragraph 6.1 of the New Local Plan: Aylesbury Vale housing capacity review
Paragraph 7.13 of The Housing Market Areas and Functional Economic Market Areas in
Buckinghamshire and the surrounding areas (March 2015)
4
Paragraph 9.28 of the Housing Delivery Report (August 2017)
3

3

local authorities include Wycombe District ‘will have to demonstrate that they made every effort to bring
5
forward sites for housing development, despite the constraints of AONB and Green belt designations’.
WDC should also be considering the potential future implications on the Local Plan process arising from
the draft standardised OAN findings. Whilst we appreciate these are only in draft form, and WDC and
AVDC both intend to submit their plans before the end of March 2017 in order to avoid taking any changes
into account within the emerging Local Plan, the potential uplift in housing need not only within Wycombe
District but across Buckinghamshire cannot be ignored.
On the basis of the draft standardised OAN methodology, the housing needs of Wycombe District could
increase from 13,108 dwellings to 2033, to 15,840 (+ 2,732 dwellings). As such, if WDC and AVDC are to
commit to early reviews, there are concerns over how either authority would intend to address this
potential significant uplift in housing given the position’s being put forward by each authority. WDC
consider it has robustly considered all reasonable alternatives (including Green Belt releases) to deliver
housing within its boundaries, resulting in its unmet need of 2,275 dwellings to 2033. On this basis WDC
consider that no further development can be accommodated before then, whilst AVDC accept that the
housing target currently proposed will be a ‘step change’ in delivery over what has previously been
achieved with its own evidence base advising of this position.
In this context, WDC has already identified an unmet need of 2,200 dwellings to 2033, which will be further
exacerbated if the OAN methodology were to be adopted by approximately a further 2,732 additional
dwellings. We question whether it is WDC’s intention for AVDC to further assist in meeting this new unmet
need? We consider that this emphasises the importance of ensuring that the WDC new Local Plan
identifies as much housing towards its own OAN at this time and take a proactive approach to the
preparation of the Local Plan in light of the information available and limit as far as possible the
requirement of an early review in this Green Belt authority.
On the basis of the above, we consider that WDC has not robustly reviewed all the suitable, available and
deliverable sites within the District that could contribute towards meeting its existing OAN to 2033. We
consider that by ensuring the WDC has fully considered all reasonable alternatives consistent with the
Framework this will assist AVDC in meeting its current projected needs by providing certainty that it can
retain a five year supply and discharge the Duty to Co-operate in doing so.
On account of the requirement (including unmet needs of) at least 1,370 dwellings (which AVDC
has only achieved once in the last five years), is this a sound basis on which to proceed with a
Local Plan?
The Framework requires that ‘local planning authorities should ‘positively seek to meet the development
6
needs of their area’ incorporating ‘sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid change’. Whilst we appreciate that
the efforts that have been made to increase the housing delivery proposed since the Vale of Aylesbury
Local Plan was withdrawn in 2014, the approach being taken whilst aspirational is unlikely to be realistic
given the historic delivery rates within the District.
It is accepted that AVDC is the least constrained authority in the County by virtue of Green Belt and AONB
considerations within the wider HMA albeit, as demonstrated above, there are opportunities for WDC to
identify additional appropriate sites for Green Belt release that align with its emerging Local Plan strategic
objectives, and would assist in reducing the level of unmet need arising from Wycombe.

5
6
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Paragraph 9.20 of the Housing Delivery Report (August 2017)
Paragraph 14 of the Framework

The HEDNA clearly identifies that there are two distinct local housing market areas as noted above
(Aylesbury Town and High Wycombe/ Amersham local housing areas) on account of the very different
locational constraints and accessibility of the north and south of the County alongside the relationship with
strong functional links with Milton Keynes to the north and the Thames Valley to the south. We do not
consider it appropriate for such a significant quantum of development to be allocated to AVDC when there
is a real and significant need for homes within southern part of the HMA which cannot be simply relocated
to the north of the HMA. This in turn raises significant questions over the delivery of 1,370 dwellings a
year, which is over 400 dwellings more per annum above AVDC’s own OAN figure of 970 dwellings per
annum.
With reference to ‘Housing Delivery Study for Buckinghamshire (August 2017)’, that Study looks at
specifically whether there is a ‘limit’ on the number of the number of new homes that AVDC can
realistically deliver over the plan period. The study identifies that the delivery requirement increases to
1,405 dwellings per annum on account of previous under delivery across the District. When considering
Table 7 of the VALP Submission Local Plan (November 2017), is recognises that between the years of
2013/2014 and 2017/2018, the Council has only exceeding the new delivery requirement of 1,405
dwellings per annum- a single time in 2014/2015. In fact the year 2017/2018 is projected to only deliver
1,289 dwellings per annum - a shortfall of 638 dwellings - and this is at a time when the Council’s previous
strategic allocations are being approved, built out and delivering on the ground. The Council recognises in
the Plan that ‘achieving this level of delivery is ambitious and will be a significant increase on past rates’.
With regard to the strategic approach being taken to housing delivery, the Study (August 2017) recognises
7
that ‘the appetite of private sector developers to build at this scale in one location is largely untested’ with
reference that ‘to deliver the emerging Plan numbers will be challenging’. This is not solely on account of
the sheer quantum proposed but also the sites that have been put forward as available with ‘a heavy
8
concentration of proposed housing development in Aylesbury - 51% of planned housing delivery’ .
This figure has been further increased through the Submission Local Plan equating to 8,588
9
completion/commitments and 7,810 allocations - circa 60% of the overall housing delivery within the
District.
We challenge the stated position that AVDC considers it is a 5% buffer authority as required by the
10
Framework . A recent appeal decision at Land North of Aylesbury Road, Wendover (Appeal Reference:
APP/J0405/W/16/3158833) highlights this position, with paragraph 129 of the decision noting that “there
remains a record of persistent under-delivery at this point in time such as to justify the application of a
20% buffer.” This position will need to be reviewed at the point of Examination of the Local Plan.
AVDC state that ‘the emerging Local Plan is expected to deliver an increased number of delivery points/
11
sales outlets’. . We consider that this is unlikely given the reliance historically on such a large proportion
of strategic sites which take many years to begin delivering - a similar situation is likely to arise through
the new Local Plan. There is a significant risk of market saturation especially around Aylesbury with a
strong reliance on the public and private sectors working together to deliver in line with the trajectory. This
trajectory is back loaded given the quantum of large allocations proposed raising questions about the
ability for AVDC to maintain a five year supply. The conclusions of the study (paragraph 9.14) highlight the
following:
7

Paragraph 9 of the Housing Delivery Report (August 2017)
Paragraph 3.12 of the Housing Delivery Report (August 2017)
9
Table 2 of the VALP Submission Local Plan (November 2017)
10
Paragraph 3.8 of the VALP Submission Local Plan (November 2017)
11
Paragraph 4.4 of the Housing Delivery Report (August 2017)
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5

•

It will take time to build the volume of housing completions in Aylesbury Vale from their
current level;

•

Focus on those sites where developers are keen to take developments forward, as well as
ensuring that action is being taken on the key sites that require significant preparatory work
to get them to a point where they will deliver in the Plan period.

•

Ensure robust assessment based on the best information available of when sites allocated
in the Plan will come forward; and

•

The current development model where delivery is dominated by large housebuilders is
unlikely to deliver the quantum of new homes required in Aylesbury Vale.

We support the above approach and AVDC need to robustly evidence and be realistic about the specific
delivery of sites over the plan period, especially based on Council resources to determine future planning
applications for sites which are integral to the retention of a five year supply over the plan period. Overall,
paragraph 9.26 of the study states that ‘the task of moving from a certain level of housing delivery to a
permanently higher level of delivery is a major challenge given the complexity of the housing development
process and the number of different parties involved. Aylesbury Vale’s Local Plan is planning for a step
change in housing delivery.’
This position is without considering the implications of the proposed standardised OAN, nor the impacts of
the Oxford to Milton Keynes to Cambridge Growth Corridor, which are likely to have significant growth
opportunities for Aylesbury District. As such, this is not a case of challenging the housing figures required
by AVDC itself, but raising awareness that on the basis of the –the above basis the early review is likely to
have a significant impact on increasing housing numbers for the District - far beyond what has been
agreed through the MoU. AVDC need to focus on a realistic and achievable housing target which assists
in benefitting the District and building upon its own economic opportunities (i.e. Oxford to Cambridge
Growth Corridor) early in the plan period.
As part of these representations, our Client has instructed a Housing Needs in Aylesbury Vale - Review
and Critique of the Evidence Base (December 2017)(Appendix 2) which concludes that ‘the full need for
12
housing in Aylesbury Vale is higher than that concluded within the HEDNA.’ It further reiterates that ‘the
technical review undertaken within this report indicates that the full need for housing in Aylesbury Vale is
higher than that concluded within the HEDNA, and an upward adjustment to the level of housing provision
proposed within the VALP is therefore necessary. Meeting the district’s higher need for housing limits its
scope to contribute towards accommodating unmet housing need originating from the rest of the HMA’
(para.7.6) This position has not currently been considered by the Buckinghamshire Authorities.
We do not consider that by taking on approx. 8,000 dwellings of unmet need (where there is little evidence
to justify it) will allow for any flexibility for AVDC to address the change to needs anticipated early in the
plan period, and in fact will stifle the District ability to deliver sustainable economic growth to 2033.
Given the apparent intention for AVDC and WDC to rely on a 5 year review, how will this proceed
with the Standardised OAN Methodology, the significant infrastructure enhancements envisaged
within AVDC (Oxford to Cambridge Arc) alongside WDC appearing to require a further review of
the Green Belt boundary within 5 years contrary to the requirements of the Framework;

12

Paragraph 7.6 of the Housing Needs in Aylesbury Vale - Review and Critique of the Evidence Base
(December 2017)
6

There appears to be a reliance on an early review by both WDC and AVDC as part of the Local Plan
preparation - likely within 5 years of adoption - to account for a number of changing circumstances that are
already anticipated towards the start of the plan period. Whilst the Framework makes allowance for such
an approach at paragraph 152 - ‘this can be reviewed in whole or in part to respond to changing
circumstances’, we do not consider in light of the information currently available that indicates a significant
increase in the need for housing and employment land, that this approach is appropriate or justified and
13
should be taking into account longer term requirements .
At present, AVDC considers that it has a requirement of 27,400 deliverable dwellings over the plan period
(incorporating unmet needs). This housing requirement is likely to increase within the next 5 years stating
that ‘the Plan will need to be reviewed soon after adoption. Regional, national and intentional connectivity
schemes such as the Oxford-Cambridge Expressway, and Heathrow Expansion will potentially have a
14
significant impact on the district in the future, and there will inevitably influence future planning’ .
This position applies equally to all the Buckinghamshire Authorities especially given the Heathrow
Expansion is more likely to impact on the demand for housing and employment within the southern
authorities (Chiltern, South Bucks and Wycombe), especially given the proximity to the strategic road
network (M40, M4 and A404) - a matter which WDC has failed to address within its emerging Local Plan.
For AVDC, the Housing Delivery Report (August 2017) identifies that ‘an early Local Plan Review is
anticipated, once the route of the East-West Expressway is determined, since is of key significance to any
15
proposed for development a new settlements’ which is further reiterated at Paragraph 3.15 of the VALP
Submission Local Plan (November 2017). Furthermore, no reference is made to the further implications of
the draft standardised OAN which could itself require a further 10,000 dwellings to be accommodated
within its boundary - in addition to any unmet housing needs from the neighbouring Buckinghamshire
Authorities which may also arise. For AVDC, this could increase the housing requirement from 19,285
dwellings to 2033 to 29,980 dwellings (+ 10,695 dwellings) and for WDC could increase from 13,108
dwellings to 2033, to 15,840 (+ 2,732 dwellings). This is a significant increase for these local authorities
over the plan period, and one which both authorities should be alive to as part of this Local Plan
preparation process.
Given the housing numbers in question, we consider that this is relevant to the emerging Local Plans and
understanding if this figure were to be the new OAN for the two authorities, how both authorities would
intend to address the uplift in housing in terms of housing distribution within the first 5 years of the Local
Plan period. This is particularly relevant given the potential for an additional 10,500 dwellings (Approx.)
within AVDC which is more than the 8,000 dwellings agreed through the Duty-to-Cooperate between the
Buckinghamshire Authorities. As it stands, it is clear that there are already questions raised by AVDC
themselves over the ability to deliver the proposed plan target without this projected increase which would
be required to meet its own additional needs to 2033.
For WDC given it is a Green Belt authority who has committed to undertaking a Green Belt review as part
of its new Local Plan, we do not think it appropriate to rely on a 5 year review given the requirements of
the Framework and on account of suitable sites that have been overlooked by WDC in the Publication
Local Plan. The Framework requires that when defining Green Belt boundary ‘where necessary, identify in
their plans areas of ‘safeguarded land’ between the urban area and the Green Belt, in order to meet
longer-term development needs stretching well beyond the plan period’.
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Paragraph 157 of the Framework
Paragraph 3.77 of the VALP Submission Local Plan (November 2017)
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Paragraph 3.9 of the Housing Delivery Report (August 2017)
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As it currently stands, with a lack of rigorous site testing that has been undertaken by WDC and the
findings of the SA, we consider that WDC should have robustly tested all sites within their Green Belt as
part of this emerging Local Plan - bearing in mind the likelihood that need for the revised boundaries are to
sustain beyond the plan period. In addition, in the knowledge that the standardised OAN may further
increase the housing requirements, no consideration has been given to the inclusion of safeguarded sites
on the basis that WDC has exhausted the majority of its previously developed sites through the new Local
Plan. No provision has been made as to how future needs could be met which is contrary to the
requirements of the Framework.
Is it appropriate for AVDC to commit to delivering 5,000 dwellings of South Bucks and Chiltern
unmet need when the Joint Local Plan is a much less advanced stage and there is a lack of
agreement between South Bucks and Slough Borough on its unmet needs.
The HMAS and FEMAS in Buckinghamshire: Updating the evidence (June 2016) recognises that South
Bucks should be considered within the “best fit” for Reading & Slough HMA. This said, South Bucks has
been considered both within the Buckinghamshire and Berkshire HMA given it is in the process of
preparing as Joint Local Plan with Chiltern District. The HMA and FEMAs in Buckinghamshire: The Impact
of a Joint Plan for Chiltern and South Bucks states that ‘regardless of the final groupings, the more
important issue will be the need for Chiltern and South Bucks to maintain dialogue with the other
Buckinghamshire districts as well as with Reading, Slough and Windsor and Maidenhead’.
This position has been recently highlighted, despite a MoU being signed between the Buckinghamshire
Authorities, by the publication of a formal request from Slough Borough Council for South Bucks to assist
in meeting 8,000 dwellings of its unmet housing need - despite the Buckinghamshire MoU agreement for
AVDC to accommodate 5,725 dwellings of Chiltern and South Bucks unmet need.
In this context, the Housing Delivery Report (August 2017) identifies that the sites currently identified by
Chiltern and South Bucks in its emerging Local Plan are preferred options and as such the sites ‘may not
be taken forward in the emerging Local Plan and the details provided in this section about site capacity
16
17
etc, may be subject to change’ . As detailed above, the agreement for AVDC to take 5,750 dwellings of
Chiltern and South Bucks unmet needs is premature and based on an incomplete evidence base
alongside no formal outcome of the duty to co-operate with neighbouring Berkshire authorities with regard
to unmet needs.
As such, we consider that limited weight can be attached to the MoU on the basis that there is a lack of
evidence to support the figures contained within it with regard to the apportionment of unmet need with a
lack of consideration of the implications arising from the 5,725 dwellings identified by Chiltern / South
Bucks prior to the outcome on discussions with the Berkshire authorities.
SUMMARY
Our Client is actively promoting sites within the other Buckinghamshire Authorities (Wycombe, South
Bucks and Chiltern) through the respective Local Plan processes, and consider that the sites being put
forward are suitable, available and deliverable within the Plan period and can contribute towards meeting
the respective authorities OAN.
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Paragraph 5.2 of the Housing Delivery Report (August 2017)
As identified at draft policy S2 (Spatial strategy for growth) - VALP Submission Local Plan (November
2017)
17

8

On the basis that questions are being raised over whether there is a demonstrable requirement for AVDC
,to plan and deliver for such a significant number of new homes above its own OAN, we consider that the
southern authorities should be requested to demonstrate robustly that it has exhausted all opportunities
for accommodating development with their own boundaries especially given there is considerable
evidence (both our Client’s and the Council’s own evidence in some cases) to demonstrate that there are
additional sites that could be allocated to reduce the quantum of unmet need.
Whilst the South Bucks and Chiltern Joint Local Plan has been delayed, the Wycombe District Local Plan
is progressing alongside the same timescales of the Aylesbury Vale District Local Plan. As such it is
important that this matter is addressed prior to submission to the Secretary of State in order to ensure that
both authorities meet the tests of soundness identified with paragraph 182 of the Framework.
Yours sincerely

Hannah Bowler
Senior Planner
hannah.bowler@turley.co.uk
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Appendix 3:

Turley Response to AVDC
Inspector’s Question: Matter 2:
Housing Market Area and Unmet
Need

VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN 2013 – 2033 EXAMINATION
MATTER 2c JOINT POSITION STATEMENT
1.0

Joint Position Statement on Housing Need, Matter 2c, Demographic Need

1.1

In his questions to the Council (Inspector’s document ED8), the Inspector identified several
parties who submitted ‘particularly strongly argued’ representations concerning Aylesbury
Vale’s objectively assessed housing need. Said parties included the following:

1.2

•

Barton Willmore on behalf of Gallagher Estates;

•

Lichfields on behalf of GRE Assets and CEG;

•

Pegasus Group on behalf of Waldridge Garden Village Consortium

•

Regeneris on behalf of Gladman Developments;

•

Strategic Planning Research Unit on behalf of South West Milton Keynes Consortium;

•

Turley on behalf of IM Land, Persimmon and Cala Homes.

The following statement sets out the agreed position of the above-named parties in respect of
Aylesbury Vale’s demographic starting point and demographic need. Directly addressing the
third of eight housing related issues identified by the Inspector in his questions to the Council.
Namely, ‘ whether it is justified to adjust the demographic base on which the housing need is

predicated.’
1.3

This statement is also endorsed by Home Builders Federation; Savills on behalf of Crest
Strategic Projects; Pegasus Group; Chilmark on behalf of LaSalle Land Limited Partnership;
Turley on behalf of Bellway, Barton Willmore on behalf of Richborough Estates.

2.0

Joint Position on Aylesbury Vale’s starting point estimate of housing need

2.1

In line with the Planning Practice Guidance (ID2a 015), it is our view that the starting point
for assessing housing need in Aylesbury Vale is the official household projection, namely the
2014-based household projection which is for c22,000 dwellings (1,100 per annum) in
Aylesbury Vale over the plan period.

2.2

For Aylesbury Vale, we find no justification whatsoever for demographic need to fall below the
level of need identified by the 2014-based household projections.

2.3

However, there is clear and robust justification to set demographic need above this level. As
representations prepared by the parties to this statement show, alternative household
projections based on migration estimates observed over a ten-year period, published by ONS,
suggest demographic need of up to c24,000 dwellings (1,200 dwellings per annum).
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3.0

Joint Position on Demographic Need in Aylesbury Vale

3.1

A range spanning the official 2014-based starting point estimate of need for 22,000 dwellings
and an alternative of up to 24,000 dwellings based on official estimates of migration observed
over a ten-year period presents an appropriate and robust basis for estimating demographic
need in Aylesbury Vale.

That is, housing need before consideration of the further uplifts

necessary to address suppressed household formation and worsening market signals, as
addressed below.
4.0

The Council’s Assessment of Demographic Need in Aylesbury Vale

4.1

According to the Buckinghamshire Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment
Update 2016 (HEDNA Addendum Report (September 2017); page 42, figure 122), the Council
calculates demographic need to be 17,600 dwellings (880 dwellings per annum), significantly
below the household projection based starting point for 22,000 dwellings (a difference of 4,400
homes).

4.2

The Council’s demographic need assessment is significantly below the official household
projection based starting point because it is based on lower estimates of past net migration
into Aylesbury Vale than the official estimates produced by ONS, official estimates that provide
the basis for the official national and sub national population projections.

5.0

Why this Joint Position on demographic need should be preferred to the Council’s
assessment of demographic need

5.1

The Council mistrusts and rejects the ONS migration estimates as a basis for calculating
demographic need. At the core of the Council’s case is the discrepancy between two different
ways of calculating population change between 2001 and 2011.

5.2

The first based on subtracting the 2011 Census estimate from the 2001 Census estimate. The
second based on population change estimated by ONS in their mid-year estimates, which use
administrative data (e.g. GP registration and de registration) in place of data collected on
Census day.

5.3

The mid-year estimates arrive at a population that is 5,855 persons greater in 2011 than
population change calculated by subtracting the 2001 Census estimate from the 2011 estimate.
This discrepancy is known as un-attributable population change.

The difference of 5,855

amounts to only 3.3% of the population in 2011.
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5.4

Despite the difference being un-attributable to either Census or mid-year estimate, the Council
seeks to attribute it to one and the other giving rise to alternative estimates of annual
population change to the carefully prepared and quality assured estimates of ONS.

5.5

By doing so, the Council’s approach immediately steps outside of the quality assurance
framework that envelops the official ONS estimates and enters an arena of huge uncertainty.
Its adjusted estimates should be treated accordingly.

They are, at best, ifs and maybes;

guestimates with no assurance whatsoever that they are better estimates than the rigorously
quality assured estimates that are carefully prepared by ONS.
5.6

Nevertheless, the Council concludes that the 2001 Census population estimate count
overestimated population change by around 3,400 persons, accounting for most of the unattributable 5,855 and reducing the difference in 2011 between the mid-year estimate based
population count and the 2011 Census based estimate to an insignificant 1.4% or around 2,400
persons.

5.7

The Council assumes that the remaining 2,400 discrepancies is a consequence of the mid-year
estimates overestimating international migration, finding it to be inconsistent with the 2011
Census data. The Council claims that methodological improvements introduced by ONS from
2004 that were designed to improve estimates of international migration have resulted in
international migrations estimates becoming less accurate and overstated since that time
creating ‘ a systematic problem in Aylesbury Vale which has persisted beyond 2011 ’ [BUCKS
HEDNA 2016, Page 50, paragraph 3.42].

5.8

Thus, the Council assumes that that the remaining un-attributable 2,400 ‘error’ that is assumed
to infect international migration estimates between 2004 and 2011, persists after 2011 in
broadly equal measure, despite there being no support for this theory from any official ONS
data source. The Council rests its case for rejecting the mid-year estimates in the following
terms:
“It is important to recognise that there has been no change in the
ONS methodology for establishing the MYE [ONS mid-year
estimates] since the mid-year estimates were produced - so any
systematic error that existed at the time will continue to impact on
more recent estimates, and therefore cannot be ignored. Whilst the
ONS will not have a robust basis for correcting this data until the
results of the 2021 Census are available (and therefore n
corrections can yet be made), it is apparent that corrections made
to the mid 2011 estimates should also be applied to the data for
more recent years unless the underlying issues can be addressed
through changes to the methodology.’ [Bucks HEDNA 2016, page 50,
paragraph 3.42]
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5.9

The Inspector’s attention is drawn to methodological changes that have been made by ONS to
estimates of international migration in and out of Aylesbury Vale (and all the English districts)
since 2011 and published in March 2018.

5.10

These can be found in ‘Revised population estimates for England and Wales: mid-2012 to mid2016’ published by ONS on 22 nd March 2018, incorporating new methods for local authority
level international emigration and foreign armed forces dependents.

5.11

The main changes made by ONS are summarised in the March 2018 Statistical bulletin as
follows:
•

local authority emigration estimates for mid-2012 to mid-2016 have been recalculated
using an improved distribution model that includes a wider range of administrative and
survey data than before;

•

local authority-level immigration estimates for mid-2015 and mid-2016 have been
recompiled using previously unavailable data and using improved matching methods to
better distinguish students, workers and other international in-migrants.

5.12

In Aylesbury Vale the impact of the changes on the mid-year estimates is to reduce mid 2016
population from 193,111 to 192,680 or just 430 persons (an insignificantly small 0.22%),
impacting upon the components of population change between 2011 and 2016 as per Table 1,
overleaf. For reference, the complete statistical bulletin is appended (Appendix 1) as are
relevant extracts from the accompanying Population Estimates Revision Tool for Aylesbury Vale
(Appendix 2).

Table 1: Difference between revised and original mid-year estimates, summary
components of change. Source, ONS.
mid-2011 mid-2012 mid-2013 mid-2014 mid-2015 mid-2016
Population

0

-193

-209

-315

-395

-433

Births

0

0

0

0

0

Deaths

0

0

0

0

0

Internal In

0

0

0

0

0

Internal Out

0

0

0

0

0

Internal Net

0

0

0

0

0

International In

0

0

0

129

166

192

29

102

189

234

-192

-29

-102

-60

-68

-5

10

1

-19

21

4

3

-5

-1

9

International Out
International Net
Special
Other
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5.13

The bulletin confirms that the revised estimates discussed will feed into the 2016-based
subnational population projections. These have now been published and project significantly
higher population growth in Aylesbury Vale than envisaged by the 2014-based projections that
they replace. Growth in the population of 52,270 compared to 45,482 over the plan period,
an increase of 6,788 persons.

5.14

The latest projections and the cleansed estimates of international migration that inform them
provide a clear basis to reject the Council’s assessment of need. In light of the new projections,
the Council’s assessment lacks credibility because it assumes population growth of only 34,789,
a huge 17,481 below the latest official projections.

5.15

The Council has attempted to grapple with what it considers to be problems with the ONS midyear estimates, specifically a perception that they overstate international migration. ONS have
now revised and improved the methodology for estimating international migration. In doing
so they are convinced that the quality of the estimates has improved, a key threshold for
introducing new official statistics.

Unless new methods improve the quality of population

estimates they are not introduced.
5.16

The better-quality estimates produced by ONS inform the latest official population projections.
They present population growth that is significantly higher than the Council’s projection. This
rings alarm bells given that both the ONS and the Council evidently attempted to grapple with
the same issues, namely international migration estimates.

5.17

The ONS projection should be preferred because it has more authority and demonstrates that
the Council have got it badly wrong. Specifically, their estimates of migration in and out of
Aylesbury Vale, which drive their demographic projection, are evidently of poorer quality (they
carry no quality assurance of equivalence to the rigorous process adhered to by ONS) and give
rise to a projection that should be rejected.

5.18

The publication of local 2016-based household projections is due in September 2018. These
will be underpinned by the recently published 2016-based sub-national population projections.
It is likely but not certain that the approach formerly used by CLG to prepare the 2014-based
household projections will be adopted by ONS for the 2016-based household projection.

5.19

Were the communal population estimates and household formation rates to remain the same,
then we calculate that the 2016-based population projections imply an updated starting point
estimate of need for c24,000 dwellings (1,200 per annum). Whilst we cannot be certain about
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the household projection, we present our estimate as lending further in support of our
conclusion that demographic need in Aylesbury Vale is at least for 22,000 to 24,000 dwellings.
6.0

Conclusion

6.1

The joint position of the participants listed above is that by rejecting the official estimates and
projections published by ONS, and preferring its own estimates of population change as the
basis for projecting demographic need, the Council is proposing an assessment of need that is
of significantly poorer quality than the assessments put forward by the authors of this
statement.

6.2

We are not suggesting that the official ONS projections and statistics are entirely accurate.
That said, they are the best projections and estimates available to the Inspector and the only
quality assured projections and estimates before the Inspector.

6.3

The Inspector has no assurance of the quality of the Council’s estimates of migration and
population change that underpin their assessment of demographic need for 16,900 homes over
the plan period. Considering the following this assessment should be rejected:
•

Assessments of demographic need prepared by the authors of this statement using
official population projections and estimate;

•

The latest revisions to the mid-year estimates, 2012 to 2016, which reveal an
insignificantly small revision to the mid-year estimates in Aylesbury Vale following
improvements to the methodology used to estimate international migration;

•

The recently published 2016-based population projections which show significantly
higher population growth than assumed by the Council’s assessment of demographic
need.

6.4

The Council’s assessment of demographic need poses a serious threat to meeting housing need
in full and should be set aside in favour of an assessment of demographic need for at least
22,000 to 24,000 dwellings, as the first step toward a full objectively assessment housing need
in Aylesbury Vale (and the Buckinghamshire HMA as a whole).

6.5

We conclude that there is no information before this examination in public that merits a
departure from the conclusion of Kevin Ward in 2014, namely that the case for making
downward adjustments the official Aylesbury Vale population estimates and projections is
insufficient.

The latest evidence from ONS makes the point forcibly that the downward

adjustments proposed by the Council are wholly unwarranted.
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6.6

This joint statement relates to demographic need only and not uplifts to be applied in arriving
at a full objective assessment of housing need (‘OAN’). The participants will address uplifts in
their individual hearings statements.
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Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan EIP
Statement on behalf of IM Land

Matter 2.a Housing Market Area Q29 (i)

June 2018

1. Introduction
1.1

This Statement is submitted on behalf of IM Land and addresses Matter 2.a Housing
Market Area (1 hour) Q29 (i) and 51. Our comments are structured around the items
identified for discussion, within the agenda dated 14.06.2018.

1.2

Whilst our Client does not have a specific land interests within the District, it is
considered that relevant matters relating to the soundness of the Local Plan as to
whether the Buckinghamshire ‘best fit’ HMA is the most appropriate basis upon which
the VALP proceeds through Examination.

1.3

Principally, our Client has significant concerns over whether the re-distribution of the
‘perceived’ level of unmet needs arising from Wycombe, South Buck and District to
AVDC is appropriate on the basis of the spatial strategy proposed and the clear
presence of different ‘local housing market areas identified within the ‘best-fit HMA’ as
identified within the Buckinghamshire HEDNA (2016/2017).

1.4

We provided representations, to the Regulation 19 Consultation, on the Proposed
Submission Local Plan. Accordingly, we do not seek to extensively repeat the analysis
set out previously, but provide clarifications where appropriate.

1) Have I correctly understood the thrust of the representations?
1.5

Yes.
2) In view of the fact that a large part of northern Aylesbury Vale lies within an HMA
centred on Milton Keynes and that a greater part of South Bucks lies outside the
Buckinghamshire HMA than with it, is the “best fit” HMA identified for the purposes
of the plan a sound choice?

1.6

The PPG (Paragraph 008: Reference ID:2a-008-20140306) sets out that “establishing
the assessment area may identify sub-markets with specific features, and it may be
appropriate to investigate these specifically in order to create a detailed picture of local
need”.

1.7

The HEDNA (December 2016) identifies two distinct Functional Economic Areas within
Buckinghamshire (Aylesbury Town- Sub FEMA, and High Wycombe, Amersham SubFEMA) and equally the Assessment identifies that there are two ‘local housing market
sub-areas’ within the “best fit” HMA. The PPG (Paragraph 008: Reference ID: 2a-00820140306) states that ‘in some cases housing market areas and functional economic
areas may well be the same’. We consider that this is the case for Buckinghamshire.

1.8

Paragraph 7.80 of the HEDNA (December 2016) states ‘it is evident that the market
signals for the two local HMA’s (Aylesbury town local HMA and High Wycombe and
Amersham local HMA) are notably different’.

1.9

These local HMA’s make a clear distinction between the housing market areas for
Aylesbury - ‘Aylesbury town’ (see para.18 of the HEDNA December 2016) and for
Wycombe, Chiltern and South Bucks ‘High Wycombe and Amersham’ particularly in
relation to market signal indicators.

1.10

In addition, the connectivity between the north and south of Buckinghamshire is
constrained which is reflected in the two distinct Functional Economic Areas aligning
with the boundaries of each local authority (para.1.16 of the HEDNA December 2016)
although not the HMA’s (despite the findings of the report) as shown below:

1.11

As such, we do not consider that the “best fit” HMA is appropriate, and in light of the
significant reliance on AVDC to address unmet needs arising from Wycombe, South
Bucks and Chiltern, we consider this raises questions over whether this is actually
appropriate given the presence of distinctive local HMA’s. In addition, it raises
questions as to whether each local HMA is more appropriately relating to its
counterparts to the north and south of Buckinghamshire than one another, which is
apparent from the on-going discussions through the Duty-to-Cooperate.

1.12

Given the specific characteristics of each local authority, it is not considered that the
treatment of Buckinghamshire as one ‘best fit’ HMA will deliver the homes in areas
where needs arise. This will mean that in the southern Buckinghamshire authorities,
where needs are not being met on the basis of current planned provision, affordability
issues will be exacerbated. This directly links to our response to Matter 2: Unmet
Needs.

1.13

When considering the relationship of South Bucks to the Berkshire HMA, it is clear that
the authority was considered both within the Berkshire SHMA (2016) and the
Buckinghamshire HEDNA (January 2016)1, although subsequently positioned within the
Buckinghamshire “best fit” HMA.

1

The difference between the previous Central Buckinghamshire HEDNA and the Buckinghamshire HEDNA

(January 2016)is that the latter document includes South Bucks District following the decisions of Chiltern
District Council and South Bucks District Council to undertake a joint Local Plan and review of the March
2015

Housing

Market

Area

and

Functional

Economic

Market

Area

definitions.

(see

http://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/page_downloads/Buckinghamshire%20
HEDNA%20study%20appendices%20FINAL.PDF).

1.14

However, given the HEDNA was produced prior to Local Plan production within the
relevant authorities - what is now more apparent following the preparation of Local
Plan - is that the “best fit” HMA may no longer be appropriate in practice. This is on
account of the request from Slough Borough Council to assist in meeting its 9,000
unmet need, potentially though a northern extension to the town within South Bucks
administrative boundary. Such a position is unresolved.

1.15

This is a similar position to the North of Aylesbury (Milton Keynes and Luton). We
consider this raises doubts over whether the “best-fit” HMA is now considered to be
appropriate and that there are different ‘key functional linkages between places where
people live and work’ (Paragraph: 010 Reference ID: 2a-010-20140306) than was
previously assumed. The relationship of AVDC with authorities to the north will be
further strengthened through the Oxford-Cambridge growth corridor and the Oxford
Expressway.

Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan EIP
Statement on behalf of IM Land
Matter 2.b Unmet need Q29 (ii)
June 2018

1. Introduction
1.1

This Statement is submitted on behalf of IM Land and addresses Matter 1 Session 13
‘Unmet Need’. Our comments are structured around the items identified for
discussion, within the agenda dated 14.06.2018.

1.2

Whilst our Client does not have a specific land interests within the District, it is
considered that relevant matters relating to the soundness of the Local Plan need to be
raised given the significant quantum of unmet need being identified ‘prematurely’ by
AVDC’s neighbouring authorities within the so called ‘best fit HMA’.

1.3

Concerns have been raised by many parties as to the appropriate demographic need
for Aylesbury Vale, which set out in the separate Joint Position Statement is considered
to be at least 22,000 to 24,000 dwellings. In this context the Council’s ability to meet
its own, higher, OAN, will likely result in it being unable to accept any further numbers
through the Duty to Cooperate.

1.4

Our client has an available and deliverable site within Wycombe District (‘WDC’).
Although we recognise that it is clearly not for this inspector to determine the merits of
that site, it is pertinent that if Aylesbury Vale did not accept other District’s
requirements, it would be able to plan to fully meet its own needs.

1.5

Principally, our Client has significant concerns over the methodology and application of
a number of documents contained within the WDC evidence base, and do not consider
that it has ‘considered all reasonable alternatives’ nor fully reviewed its capacity to
accommodate development in line with the AVDC Housing Capacity Study (2017). We
consider that the availability of suitable and deliverable land within Wycombe District
to meets its own needs has implications on a number of matters raised by the
Inspector at the Examination and therefore the approach to dealing with ‘unmet need’
cannot be regarded sound, reasonable or justified when there is no real requirement
for Aylesbury Vale to accept it.

1.6

We provided detailed representations, to the Regulation 19 Consultation, on the
Proposed Submission Local Plan. Accordingly, we do not seek to extensively repeat the
analysis set out previously, but provide clarifications where appropriate.

1) Have I correctly understood the thrust of the representations?
1.7

Yes, the summary of our issues is correct. We wish to highlight that South Bucks and
Chiltern District Council Local Plan preparation has been delayed beyond their current
LDS (November 2017). It was intended for the Pre‐submission version to be issued in
June/July 2018, although this has now been postponed without a definitive timescale1.
2) It is sound to make provision for unmet need from Wycombe, Chiltern and South
Bucks which do not have adopted plans but fail to make provision of unmet need
from Luton which does have an adopted plan?

1.8

It is agreed that in order to comply with paragraph 182 of the Framework, there is a
requirement to demonstrate that the plan has been ‘positively prepared’ including a
strategy for ‘including unmet requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is
reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development’.

1.9

Whilst the authorities within the ‘best fit’ HMA have agreed to AVDC assisting in
meeting Wycombe’s and Chiltern/ South Buck’s stated unmet need through a series of
Memorandum of Understanding since 2015, there is insufficient evidence to
demonstrate how the most recent position (dated July 2017) has been achieved, and
whether this is agreed approach is consistent with achieving ‘sustainable
development’.

1.10

The significant objections to the VALP relate to a requirement for an increase in the
OAN (especially given early indications arising from the draft standardised
methodology of a much higher requirement). These are alongside concerns over the
spatial strategy and deliverability of sites. We consider that the VALP should be
focussing on ensuring that there is sufficient flexibility for it to be meet its own needs
both now (subject to a conclusion on the OAN), and through an early review (given the
significant growth opportunities arising from the Oxford‐Cambridge growth corridor).

1.11

AVDC has long been in a position due to previous failings of its Local Plan process (now
two failed Examinations) oo relying on ‘planning by appeal’, and this emphasises the
need to ensure that the VALP is ‘justified and effective’ in its approach, with
appropriate safeguarded and flexibilities.

1.12

On this basis, whilst we accept that AVDC is required to demonstrate that it has
engaged meaningfully within the Duty‐to‐Cooperate, it has failed to scrutinise the
position being taken by its neighbouring authorities. It has not demonstrated that they
have robustly considered all reasonable alternatives where such authorities seemingly
state that the Green Belt and AONB is an absolute constraint, yet have proceeded to

1 (See http://www.chiltern.gov.uk/planning/localplan2014‐2036) ‐ “The published Local Development
Scheme will not now be able to be met. Following local transport modelling and duty to co‐operate
engagement with Highways England the Councils are required to undertake additional specific strategic
highway (motorway) junction modelling. This modelling will be published on the Emerging Local Plan
Evidence Base of the website in due course. Once the timetabling implications for the Local Plan are
known the Councils will review their Local Development Scheme.”

release some sites that fall within these designations, but not enough to fully meet
their needs.
1.13

We have set out our Client’s position on each aforementioned authority below:
Wycombe District Local Plan

1.14

The VALP identifies provision for 2,275 of Wycombe’s ‘unmet need’ based on the MoU
(2017). There is no evidence to justify how this position has been agreed between the
authorities, and we note that the figure has seemingly changed throughout the plan‐
making process without any real explanation.

1.15

Our Clients have raised significant concerns with regard to the Wycombe District
Sustainability Appraisal, alongside the soundness of the Local Plan based on an
inconsistent application of the evidence base in relation to its spatial strategy; and a
lack of robust analysis of the sites that have been promoted for residential
development across the District.

1.16

The New Local Plan: Aylesbury Vale Housing Capacity Review (August 2016) was
commissioned to review the Regulation 18 WDC Local Plan, given the significant
quantum of unmet need being identified. Whilst the unmet need between the
Regulation 18 to Regulation 19 WDC Local Plan reduced, there were limited alterations
to the plan despite the recommendations of the Study (August 2016) which stated that
in order to justify its requirement for AVDC to take unmet needs WDC will ‘have to
demonstrate that they made every effort to bring forward sites for housing
development, despite the constraints of AONB and Green Belt designations’2.

1.17

A minimum number of amendments were made to the WDC Plan which related
principally to increasing densities across allocations, of which objections have also
been made given a lack of capacity evidence supporting such an approach (especially in
light of WDC’s onerous tree coverage policies which seek to require 25% tree coverage
on all allocations). We consider that these sites, and others, could contribute to
meeting Wycombe’s own needs without relying on Aylesbury.

1.18

The reduction of unmet need from approximately 5,000 dwellings (based on HEDNA
January 2016) to 2,275 dwellings (HEDNA December 2016) appears to be solely based
on a reduction in its OAN. It is not as a result of WDC reviewing its evidence base, nor
justifying that it cannot accommodate further development through thoroughly re‐
visiting its Green Belt Assessment (despite significant objections by participants to the
Regulation 18 Local Plan consultation). No updated Housing Capacity Review was
produced by AVDC to support the Regulation 19 Wycombe Local Plan, with AVDC
accepting perversely not to scrutinise WDC’s response at that stage.

1.19

A further concern relates to the direction of travel with regards to the full need for
housing. Our representations to the Wycombe Local Plan conclude, as with Aylesbury
that that is evidence to justify a higher OAN to need for housing to be accommodated
both at AVDC and WDC. On the basis that WDC’s Local Plan seeks to exhaust the
redevelopment of brownfield thus an ‘exceptional circumstances’ to justify Green Belt

2

Paragraph 9.20 of the Housing Delivery Report (August 2017)

release, there is a need for the WDC to satisfy themselves, and in this instance AVDC,
that ‘Green Belt boundaries will not need to be altered at the end of the plan period’
(paragraph 85 of the Framework). It is considered that the approach being taken,
without any apparent justification, will result in AVDC potentially needing to
accommodate its own and WDC’s further unmet as part of any early review. As such,
we do not consider that the position that has been agreed at present can be
considered in isolation given the acceptance by both authorities that an early review
will be required, and only will the level of unmet need be appropriate once the WDC
Local Plan has proceed through its own Examination.
1.20

Our principle concern is that the MoU is not soundly based, and has resulted in difficult
questions being raised relating to the VALP when the reliance should be on WDC to be
demonstrating that its unmet need is based on ‘sound evidence’ and a legally robust
Sustainability Appraisal.

1.21

Unlike Luton, discussed below, the Plan has yet to have commenced Examination, and
our representations submitted to WDC (enclosed at Appendix 1 of our AVDC
Regulation 19 Representations) raises concerns over the soundness of the Plan, and
are supported by clear evidence that there is at least one additional site that could
come forward to assist in meeting WDC’s need. A

1.22

s such, it is considered that a conclusion on the unmet needs of WDC cannot be
confirmed until the Plan has been through Examination given the significant objections
to the Plan at present. We consider that both authorities have failed under paragraph
181 of the Framework to ‘demonstrate evidence of having effectively cooperated to
plan for issues with cross‐boundary impacts’.
South Bucks and Chiltern Local Plan

1.23

The emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Joint Local Plan (CSBJLP) is at a very early stage
to the VALP and the Wycombe Local Plan. There are outstanding objections to CSBJLP
on account of the unprecedented scale of need of adjoining Slough Borough where
there is anticipated to be unmet needs of 9,000 homes over the plan period, with
Slough seeking assistance from South Bucks to address this demand. Further, the
Western Berkshire authorities have stated (see Appendix 1) that they cannot meet the
unmet need of the eastern Berkshire authorities (which includes South Bucks with the
HMA), further increasing the requirement on South Bucks to provide an appropriate
quantum of development. It is simply not credible for south Bucks to seek to divert its
needs, and that of Slough’s, at least in part, to Aylesbury.

1.24

In addition, the Council has only proceeded to a (stalled) Preferred Green Belt Options
Stage and as such, there is a lack of evidence to demonstrate the confirmed quantum
of unmet need (currently proposed at 5,725 dwellings)at this point in time.

1.25

This further reinforces our position that there is no sound evidence to support the
MoU which has significant implications for all the plans in question. As such, we
consider that both authorities have failed under paragraph 181 of the Framework to
‘demonstrate evidence of having effectively cooperated to plan for issues with cross‐
boundary impacts’.

Luton Borough Council
1.26

Luton’s unmet need is immediate and this position has been accepted by the Luton
Local Plan Inspector. AVDC should have engaged early with Luton to ensure it met its
proportion of unmet need through this Local Plan and we note no MoU has been
signed between the two authorities.

1.27

As such, the AVDC Local Plan should focus on ensuring it can meet its own needs
(especially given the intention for an early review) and those of Luton in the first
instance. We further consider this raises questions, as per Matter 2: Housing Market
Area, over whether the ‘best‐fit’ HMA is an appropriate basis for the Buckinghamshire
Local Plan’s to proceed through Examination.

APPENDIX 1 ‐ Western Berks’ HMA authorities’
Duty to Cooperate response to Slough BC

Appendix A
Duty to cooperate response from the Western Berkshire housing market area authorities
to Slough Borough Council
1.0 The SHMA and Housing Market Areas
1.1 The “Berkshire (including South Bucks) Strategic Housing Market Assessment 2016”
(hereafter referred to as the Berkshire SHMA) was jointly commissioned by the six
Berkshire authorities. In terms of “Housing Market Areas” (HMAs) the Berkshire SHMA
states at paragraph 5:
“Using a best fit to local authority boundaries, there is strong evidence to support
definition of two separate HMAs containing the Berkshire authorities and South Bucks – a
Western Berkshire HMA covering Bracknell Forest, Wokingham Borough, Reading
Borough and West Berkshire; and an Eastern Berks and South Bucks HMA comprising
Slough Borough and the Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead (RBWM) together
with South Bucks”.
1.2 In addition, paragraph 6 states:
“There is also a significant level of self-containment within both HMAs with the Eastern
Berks & South Bucks area having a lower level due to its proximity to London and the
volume of people moving to and from the capital.”
2.0 The Western Berkshire Housing Market Area
2.1 The six Berkshire authorities support the findings of the Berkshire SHMA and are
preparing their local plans in line with these findings, i.e. using the two separate HMAs
identified.
2.2 The authorities within the Western Berkshire HMA have produced an additional, nonstatutory, document, “The West of Berkshire Spatial Planning Framework”, which is clear
evidence of joint working within the defined HMA. It demonstrates that, notwithstanding
the different constraints discussed below which each authority must consider as part of
the process; Bracknell Forest, Reading, West Berkshire and Wokingham will work
collectively and meet the Western Berkshire HMA’s identified housing needs.
3.0 Bracknell Forest
3.1 The north/north eastern area of the Borough (approx. 35%) forms part of the London
Metropolitan Green Belt in which development is strictly controlled. Small areas of land
in the north eastern part of the Borough also fall within the Windsor Forest and Great
Park Special Area of Conservation and an extensive area of land in the south/south
eastern area of the Borough falls within the Thames Basin Heath Special Protection Area
(SPA) (1,300 hectares). This means that there are severe restrictions on any net increase
in dwellings, up to 7km from the boundary of the SPA.
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3.2 Further constraints to development include areas subject to flooding (fluvial, surface
water and groundwater issues), the need to respect heritage assets, minimise impacts on
biodiversity and the capacity of existing infrastructure.
3.3 Following an assessment of sites submitted for consideration for future development, a
Draft Bracknell Forest Local Plan was published for consultation during February/March
2018. Whilst the document identifies possible sites to meet the local housing need, the
process has proved challenging due to the range of constraints limiting development
potential. The capacity of sites is yet to be finalised in the light of comments received and
new evidence. It appears that it will not be possible to meet the need for employment
development, as set out in the Central Berkshire Economic Development Needs
Assessment and that discussions on dealing with the shortfall will need to continue with
other authorities in the Central Berkshire Functional Economic Market Area (FEMA).
4.0 Reading
4.1 Reading, like Slough, is a geographically small authority forming the core of a contiguous
urban area that extends beyond the local authority boundary. The area is almost entirely
built up, and what little undeveloped land exists is largely at high risk of flooding.
4.2 In terms of housing, Reading is in a similar position to Slough, in that it cannot meet its
full objectively assessed need within its boundaries, albeit that the scale of Reading’s
shortfall is likely to be significantly lower than Slough’s. A thorough assessment of the
capacity to meet needs in Reading has been undertaken in a Housing and Economic Land
Availability Assessment, and informed the Draft Local Plan, which comes to the
conclusion that there is a shortfall of 943 dwellings to 2036, which will need to be
accommodated elsewhere. Reading Borough Council made a formal request to West
Berkshire District Council and Wokingham Borough Council to consider accommodating
this shortfall in January 2017, and discussions across the Western Berkshire HMA about
this issue are still ongoing.
4.3 In terms of employment development, Reading has been able to identify broadly
sufficient land to meet its own significant industrial and warehouse needs as set out in
the Central Berkshire Economic Development Needs Assessment, but no capacity to
exceed these needs has been identified. For offices, on current figures, Reading may
exceed identified needs, due largely to the high number of existing planning permissions.
It is conceivable that this could contribute to making up a shortfall elsewhere, but the
priority in that case would be any unmet needs within the Central Berkshire FEMA which
also contains Wokingham, Bracknell Forest and RBWM, in line with the principles of
planning for functional areas.
5.0 West Berkshire
5.1 West Berkshire lies on the western fringe of the South East Region. It makes up over half
of the geographical area of the county of Berkshire and is primarily a rural district. Just
under three quarters of the District (74%) forms part of The North Wessex Downs Area of
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Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), Within the AONB, housing is focused on meeting
identified local needs in accordance with government policy.
5.2 The urban area in the east of the District is constrained by the immediately adjacent
AONB and by extensive areas of floodplain. There are constraints in the East Kennet
Valley area associated with the presence of Atomic Weapons Establishments at
Aldermaston and Burghfield. Further constraints to development include those
associated with infrastructure provision, areas subject to flooding and the need to
respect the historic environment, including a number of Historic Parks and Gardens and
the area to the west of Newbury which is a designated Historic Battlefield.
5.3 Work on the local plan review has commenced and through the local plan process, West
Berkshire will seek to meet its identified housing need and employment need within its
borders.
6.0 Wokingham
6.1 Wokingham is a small authority situated on the edge of Reading and comprises of a
number of settlements intermixed with surrounding countryside and linked by a largely
rural road network. High levels of traffic towards Reading, Basingstoke and London pass
through the borough. The built up areas of Woodley, Earley and Winnersh are
contiguous with Reading.
6.2 The northern area of the Wokingham Borough (approx. 16%) forms part of the London
Metropolitan Green Belt in which development is strictly controlled. The borough is also
affected by flooding with the River Thames to the north, the rivers Loddon and
Blackwater flowing through the centre and a number of other brooks.
6.3 The Burghfield Atomic Weapons Establishment is situated beyond the borough’s
western boundary (within West Berkshire Council). The Detailed Emergency Planning
Zone extends into Wokingham Borough with further 5km and 7km consultation zone
extending further.
6.4 The Thames Basin Heath Special Protection Area (TBH SPA) spreads across a number of
local authorities within the counties of Surrey, Hampshire and Berkshire. Whilst
Wokingham Borough does not include any of the TBH SPA itself, the borough’s main
settlements lie within the 5km and 7km buffer zones around the heaths. This means that
there are severe restrictions on any net increase in dwellings, up to 7km from the
boundary of the SPA.
6.5 Work on the new local plan has commenced. Wokingham Borough has been assessed as
having the highest housing need within the Western Berkshire HMA. Providing for
development needs whilst retaining the separate identity of settlements and dealing with
existing traffic congestion and potential new traffic presents a considerable challenge.
7.0 Slough Borough Council’s position
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7.1 The Western Berkshire HMA authorities understand that Slough Borough Council, which
is located within the Eastern Berkshire HMA, has looked at various options for trying to
accommodate its housing need, as identified in the SHMA, including:




intensifying development in the town centre,
releasing all Green Belt sites, and
estate renewal.

Notwithstanding this the Western Berkshire HMA authorities accept that Slough Borough
Council will still struggle to meet its housing needs.
8.0 The Western Berkshire HMA authorities’ position
8.1 The Western Berkshire HMA authorities note that Slough's local plan 'Issues and
Options' document refers to a possible northern expansion into South Bucks and a
southern expansion (involving small sites) into the Royal Borough of Windsor and
Maidenhead (RBWM).
8.2 Given that RBWM and part of South Bucks form the Eastern Berkshire HMA together
with Slough; the Western Berkshire HMA authorities support this approach. Areas
adjacent to the urban area of Slough and within easy reach of Slough town centre and its
transport links clearly have significantly greater potential to meet Slough’s housing needs
than the Western Berkshire HMA where the functional relationship with Slough is far less
clear.
8.3 Furthermore, given the findings of the Berkshire SHMA and the constraints which each
of the authorities in the Western Berkshire HMA must consider; the authorities do not
consider that it would be appropriate for any of Slough's unmet need to be located
within the Western Berkshire HMA.
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Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan EIP
Statement on behalf of IM Land

Matter 2.C, Demographics Q29 (iii) Q51
June 2018

1. Introduction
1.1

This Statement is submitted on behalf of IM Land and addresses Matter 2.d
‘Demographics’. Our comments are structured around the items identified for
discussion, within the agenda dated 14.06.2018.

1.2

Whilst our client does not have a specific land interest within the district, relevant
matters relating to the soundness of the VALP – namely whether the Council’s
purported housing OAN underestimates the full need for housing in Aylesbury Vale and
more widely across Buckinghamshire – will have implications on the most appropriate
basis upon which the VALP proceeds through Examination.

1.3

Principally, our client has a significant concern over the methodology employed within
the Council’s HEDNA, regarding the treatment of the demographic projections which
underpin the concluded OAN for Aylesbury Vale and Buckinghamshire as a whole. The
scale of the downward adjustment to the underpinning demographic projection, in
Aylesbury Vale in particular, is not considered justified on the basis of the evidence
presented, or with regard to the publication of subsequent updated demographic
datasets published by the ONS.

1.4

We note that we are not alone in this concern as clearly reflected in the Inspector’s
summary of issues for this session. A Joint Position Statement (JPS) has been submitted
to assist the Inspector, specifically addressing this aspect of the methodology
employed within the HEDNA. This JPS accompanies our statement and clearly identifies
a high degree of common ground between a number of representors, of which we are
one, on this issue. The JPS expresses a consistent view from a number of experts in the
field of OAN calculations that a more appropriate and justified projected minimum
demographic need for at least 22,000 dwellings should form an input into the OAN
calculation over the plan period.

1.5

We provided detailed representations, to the Regulation 19 Consultation, on the
Proposed Submission Local Plan. Accordingly, we do not seek to extensively repeat the
analysis set out previously, but provide clarifications where appropriate. This also
acknowledges the detail included within the JPS.
1) Have I correctly understood the thrust of the representations?

1.6

Yes. The summary captures the fundamental concerns expressed through our detailed
representations, namely:
•

There is insufficient evidence, be it new or that available to inform the previous
examination, to justify the scale of the downward adjustment applied to the
demographic projection upon which the OAN is based;

•

We do not dismiss the validity of considering alternative projections of
population growth or sensitivities including the use of trend-based projections
drawing from a longer historic period. Indeed as prescribed through the PPG this
can be justified where there is evidence of the ‘consequences of the past under

delivery of housing’1 and to take account of the ‘most recent demographic
evidence’2. We have presented scenarios taking such an approach which show,
in the case of Aylesbury Vale, a good degree of consistency with the scale of
projected growth under the most up-to-date official household projections;
•

We equally recognise that the application of such an approach can be warranted
on the basis of local factors, with the PPG citing one off events such as a larger
employer moving in or out of an area or a large housing development. The
HEDNA does not seek to principally justify its adjustment on such a basis, but
rather upon the presentation of alternative estimates of historic population
counts to those published by the ONS. The approach taken is not considered to
be sufficiently robust or based on established sources of data which it could be
reasonably expected to be preferred to the official datasets; and

•

The above contribute to a concluded OAN within the latest HEDNA which
underestimates the full need for housing in Aylesbury Vale and across the
Buckinghamshire authorities.

2) What has changed since 2014 which would lead me to a different conclusion to
that of Kevin Ward on the soundness of the adjustments made to the demographic
base of the housing figures?
1.7

Kevin Ward expressed concern around the Council’s assumption that historic migration
flows between Census years (2001 – 2011) could be substantially reduced, based on
the inclusion of “unattributable population change” (UPC) in full. This was found to
contrast with ‘the very recent trend’3.

1.8

The HEDNA continues to employ an approach that adjusts ONS published historic
migration counts. Indeed, it now considers that it is necessary to adjust migration
counts recorded over the decade to 2001; a period at least thirteen years prior to the
2014 examination, and now over seventeen years ago. Nothing has changed since 2014
to suggest that such adjustments are necessary in arriving at a reasonable calculation
of housing need for Aylesbury Vale.

1.9

It is stated within the HEDNA that these adjustments have the effect of elevating
migration over the decade from 2001 to 2011, relative to official estimates4. The
adjusted annual inflow of 500 persons during this period is not as low as implied when
UPC is fully included (163pa) – a level previously challenged by the Inspector – but it is
noted is equally not as high as suggested when UPC is fully excluded5 (717pa).

1.10

In framing the approach taken in the context of new data or ‘changes’ it is, however,
considered that the continued release of ONS population estimates since 2014 is
worthy of consideration.,

1

PPG Reference ID: 2a-015-20140306
PPG Reference ID: 2a-017-20140306
3
Letter from Kevin Ward to Aylesbury Vale District Council, 7 January 2014 (paragraph 35)
4
Paragraph 3.83 of the HEDNA, December 2016
5
Based on ONS population estimates
2

1.11

The adjusted estimates of population change in the latest HEDNA suggest an historic
net inflow of 960 persons per year between 2005 and 2015. This is far below the net
inflow of 1,337 per annum suggested by official estimates even when UPC – an issue
solely affecting years prior to 2011 – is fully included where relevant. This reduction is
not explicitly made on the basis of historic UPC, but is now influenced by an
assumption within the HEDNA that such historic issues have continued to affect recent
estimates.

1.12

The Council appears to have retained its view that a significant adjustment is required
to population estimates since 2011 even within the context of the ONS having
reviewed recent estimates in detail in their publication of revised population estimates
back to 2011 in March 2018. As referenced within the JPS these have been subject to
stringent quality control and the conclusion reached by the ONS is that the potential
recurrence of any such issues are in no way as significant as the HEDNA implies, or as
have occurred previously in Aylesbury Vale.

1.13

The release of new data, which was not available at the last EiP or at the time the
HEDNA was prepared, supports the conclusion reached by Kevin Ward, rather than
strengthening the arguments advanced within the HEDNA for such an adjustment to be
retained.

1.14

Our representations include a chronology of OAN evidence produced by the Council
since the 2014 examination6. This confirms that the first published OAN7 presented in
the Council’s evidence after the conclusion expressed by Kevin Ward, and referenced in
the Inspector’s questions, acknowledged the outcome of the scrutiny placed on this
aspect of the methodology and concluded a higher OAN of 1,326 dpa.

1.15

Subsequent iterations of the Council’s evidence have, as time has passed, sought to
return to the approach previously dismissed as a means of moderating down the
calculation of housing needs. This is claimed to have been based upon an interrogation
of local demographic data. However, for the reasons explained in the JPS this is not
considered to be robust in its approach and interpretation of the data.

1.16

1.17

6

3) The need to diverge from ONS projections (since the HEDNA June 2015 found no
need)
The Council’s evidence appears to start from an assumption that the default position
should be to use a long-term trend based projection in preference to the latest
published official projections, which on the basis of a consistent approach adopted by
ONS use a shorter five year trend period. This is not in conformity with the PPG.
The correct approach, as the JPS and our own representations acknowledge, is to
provide sensitivity testing of the official projections as is considered appropriate and
justified. This represents an important point of distinction between the Council’s
evidence and that provided by a number of different representors, including ourselves,
and is important in framing the different conclusions reached.

Table 2.3 of Appendix 2 to our representations ‘Housing Needs in Aylesbury Vale – Review and Critique of the
Evidence Base’ December 2017
7
Aylesbury Vale HEDNA (June 2015)

1.18

1.19

1.20

1.21

1.22

We have considered in the technical evidence submitted the implications of applying
longer-term trend based projections, recognising the issues related to the
consequences of historic delivery, particularly when considered across
Buckinghamshire and the latest demographic datasets. However, these scenarios –
including those published by the Greater London Authority (GLA) – show a much
greater level of conformity with the official household projections than indicated in the
Council’s evidence. The variant, and notably lower, projections of demographic growth
in the HEDNA (in Aylesbury Vale and across Buckinghamshire) cannot on this basis be
viewed as being definitive or preferential.
4) The accuracy of census data
The ONS in the publication of their revised MYE dataset have not sought, or identified a
reason, to correct 2011 Census counts for Aylesbury Vale or other authorities
nationally.
The impact of any inaccuracies to the previous 2001 Census become less consequential
in projecting forward future needs on the basis of demographic trends as the historic
periods upon which they are based are progressively moved forwards.
5) The approach to UPC
Our representations recognised the uncertainties associated with UPC between the
Census years. However, in alignment with the answers above, it is considered that any
such issues are manifestly less likely to influence projections which incorporate more
recent population estimates. The recent revisions to population estimates identified no
such UPC since 2011.
6) The use of the Patient Register to adjust migration figures
Within our representations we registered a concern with regards to the unjustified
reliance on the patient register data to advocate a departure from the official
projections8.

1.23

We explicitly referenced the ONS’s acknowledgement of the limitations of patient
registers in relation to their timeliness and coverage9, and the fact that to address this
issue the ONS supplements it with ‘complementary data and methods in order to
produce quality statistical outputs’10.

1.24

The approach advocated in the HEDNA to place preference upon and indeed rely on
one data source which itself forms an input to the official estimate does not stand up
to scrutiny. We note that this is a view expressed separately by other representors as
well11.

1.25

Our technical evidence also challenged the extent to which the patient register data
itself actually supported the HEDNA’s conclusion. We identified that in more recent
years (2013 – 2016) there has been a higher degree of alignment between population

8

Paragraph 3.27 (final bullet point) of Appendix 2 to our representations ‘Housing Needs in Aylesbury Vale – Review
and Critique of the Evidence Base’ December 2017
9
ONS (2017) Annual Mid-Year Population Estimates QMI
10
ONS (2016) Patient Register: quality assurance of administrative data used in population statistics, Dec 2016
11
A similar point is made at paragraphs 4.38 – 4.46 within Appendix 1 (Lichfields PoE) to the CEG representation

growth as recorded by the MYE and the Patient Register. The conclusion was reached
that this was likely, at least in part, to reflect a catching up of the dataset to reflect
notably higher levels of development post 201112.

1.26

1.27

7) The significance of housing completions to substantiate increased migration rates
(Turley Report)
Within the technical evidence submitted alongside our representations, we highlighted
that the HEDNA itself acknowledged that higher levels of growth in population more
recently in Aylesbury Vale are ‘consistent with higher levels of housebuilding’.
This statement in the HEDNA is validated when correlating growth in the population of
Aylesbury Vale with housing completions. This was presented at Figure 3.1 of our
technical submission, which is replicated below with the revised population estimates
between 2011 and 2016 included.
Figure 1.1: Comparing Annual Population Growth and Net Completions in Aylesbury
Vale (2001 – 2016)
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1.28

12

This presents a clear relationship between the two factors and forms an important
context in considering the extent to which preference should be placed upon using a
longer-term trend based projection rather than one based on a more recent period
when considering the justification for such an approach following the PPG.

Paragraphs 3.33 – 3.34 and Figure 3.2 of Appendix 2 to our representations ‘Housing Needs in Aylesbury Vale –
Review and Critique of the Evidence Base’ December 2017

1.29

In seeking to replicate an approach to applying demographic ‘corrections’ from before
2011 to years post 2011 the HEDNA has manifestly failed to acknowledge the
fundamentally different context of rates of new homebuilding over these two periods.

1.30

Within our representation we also considered it pertinent, in this context, that the
elevated levels of delivery seen in more recent years are more likely than the pre-2011
period to be representative of those anticipated over the plan period. This takes
account of the award of funding to support Aylesbury’s growth on the basis of its
Garden Town status13.

1.31

As a separate point we note ORS’s concerns with regards to the extent to which the
higher levels of house-building seen since 2011 support the scale of population implied
by ONS’s official population estimates14. Whilst the calculations presented are of
interest we do not see them as representing a robust defence of this position. It is
evident that such a comparison is open to the sensitivity of inputs, in particular with
regards to occupancy rates and household size assumptions, with small changes to
inputs serving to prove or disprove that the scale of population change could
reasonably have been expected to be accommodated in the expanded housing stock.
Specifically we would note:

1.32

13

•

There is evidence of vacancy having fallen over the past five years15. This is not
surprising when set in the context of high demand pressures (as illustrated by
rising prices/rents) and the comparative appeal of new-build properties which
based on the scale of delivery form an important part of the overall stock;

•

In assuming a continuation of an average household size occupying this stock no
consideration is given to the implications of:
‒

The profile of the types of housing which have been built. For example,
the Council’s monitoring data suggests that between 2011 and 2017 on
average almost three quarters (73%) of new homes built have been
houses as opposed to flats and that 87% have had 2 or more bedrooms
with almost a quarter having 4 bedrooms or more16. This profile of new
stock would be expected to encourage families which by definition are
likely to contain larger households; and

‒

The implications of worsening affordability which has impacted upon
occupation trends and as we have noted in our evidence seen household
formation rates fall and an increase in houses of multiple occupation.

8) Improvements in ONS data since 2008 – 2011
We have addressed this issue in response to questions 1 – 6 and cross-reference the
consideration of this issue within the JPS.

Paragraph 3.35 of Appendix 2 to our representations ‘Housing Needs in Aylesbury Vale – Review and Critique of
the Evidence Base’ December 2017
14
ORS, Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan EiP. Response to the Inspector’s initial questions on the HEDNA’, paragraph 18
(xi)
15
MHCLG Live Table 615 and 125. This suggests that vacancy has reduced from 2.6% in 2012 to 1.6% in 2017
16
It is noted that in terms of the calculations of proportionate breakdown by bedroom size the figures for 2015/16
have been omitted as there would appear to be an error in the figures presented in that years monitoring report.

1.33

9) The use of ten-year rather than five year migration trends
As set out above and in our representations we do not dismiss the legitimacy of using
trend-based projections drawing upon different historic periods.

1.34

As noted in response to question 3 our technical submission identified a much greater
consistency in the scale of projected need where either a 5 or 10 year trend was used
than implied within the HEDNA. This influences the extent to which it is considered
reasonable or appropriate to depart from the ONS projections (five year trends).

1.35

In accordance with the PPG we consider that the principal justification for such an
approach, where it would suggest a significantly different level of need, is to address
concerns with regards to the implications of the consequences of historic underdelivery. For instance where an authority has seen development levels fall over more
recent years and/or has consistently in the more recent period from which the ONS
bases its trend-based projections delivered a level of new homes which is significantly
below needs.

1.36

As we have set out in our representations looking at Aylesbury in isolation there is no
such concern. The district has seen development rates increase over more recent years
to more closely align with evidenced housing needs (even where the Council’s OAN is
used). Across Buckinghamshire a more varied picture is presented which does arguably
provide a more reasoned rationale for a longer-term trend-based projection being
considered across other parts of the HMA.

1.37

10) Other matters arising from the representations
No comment.

Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan EIP
Statement on behalf of IM Land

Matter 2.d, Market Uplift Q29 (iv) and Q51 (x)

June 2018

1. Introduction
1.1

This Statement is submitted on behalf of IM Land and addresses Matter 2.d ‘Market
Uplifts’. Our comments are structured around the items identified for discussion,
within the agenda dated 14.06.2018.

1.2

Whilst our client does not have a specific land interest within the district, relevant
matters relating to the soundness of the VALP – namely whether the Council’s
purported housing OAN underestimates the full need for housing in Aylesbury Vale and
more widely across Buckinghamshire – will have implications on the most appropriate
basis upon which the VALP proceeds through Examination.

1.3

Our client has significant concerns over the insufficient scale of the adjustment made
to respond to affordability indicators / market signals in both Aylesbury Vale and more
widely across Buckinghamshire. This contributes to the concluded OAN significantly
underestimating the full need for housing.

1.4

Our client has also expressed a concern that there has been a failure in the Council’s
evidence of housing need to acknowledge the positive impacts of planned economic
investment within the district and across the growth area within which it is located.

1.5

We provided representations, to the Regulation 19 Consultation, on the Proposed
Submission Local Plan. Accordingly, we do not seek to extensively repeat the analysis
set out previously, but provide clarifications where appropriate.
1) Have I correctly understood the thrust of the representations?

1.6

Yes.
2) Is the preference of the OEM forecast over that of Experian justified?

1.7

No. The Council provides insufficient evidence to justify its selection of the OEM
forecast in preference to others.

1.8

As we set out in our technical submission at the Regulation 19 stage, the OEM forecast
suggests a notably lower level of growth than the latest EEFM forecast (2016) albeit
one which was higher than the then-latest Experian forecast (September 2017).

1.9

We note that the latest iteration of the Experian forecasts was released in June 2018,
and suggest stronger job growth over the plan period (2013 – 2033). Some 18,500 new
jobs are predicted in Aylesbury Vale on the basis of this latest forecast over this period.
This is notably higher than the September 2017 Experian forecast, and higher than the
16,900 jobs forecast under the OEM (Figure 1.1).

Figure 1.1: Forecast Employment Growth in Aylesbury Vale (2013 – 2033)
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1.10

1.11

The evident volatility of economic forecasts highlights the importance of applying
sufficient critique and a consideration of subsequent updates. In the context of more
up-to-date datasets, there is a risk that forecast job growth is now being
underestimated within the HEDNA.
3) Should the effects of local economic drivers be factored in to the calculations?
We consider that the evidence of strong local economic drivers forms an important
factor in framing the overall concluded OAN and the housing requirement in the plan.

1.12

Previous evidence published by the Council has confirmed that the inclusion of known
drivers of future economic growth serves to elevate job growth beyond baseline
levels1.

1.13

As set out in the technical paper submitted as part of our representations on the
Submission Draft Local Plan2, Aylesbury Vale sits within an area of economic
opportunity and growth. This is recognised by its previously held status as a Growth
Point (within the South East Plan and the MKSM sub-regional strategy), and more
recently with the funding directed towards Aylesbury by government as a ‘garden
town’. The district also contains three sites with Enterprise Zone status.

1.14

This economic context strongly justifies acknowledgement of the need for higher
housing growth in the setting of an appropriate housing requirement.

1

GL Hearn (June 2015) Aylesbury Vale Housing & Economic Development Needs Assessment, Final Draft Report
Appendix 2 to our representations ‘Housing Needs in Aylesbury Vale – Review and Critique of the Evidence Base’
December 2017

2

1.15

1.16

4) How are discrepancies between the two HEDNAs explained?
This is a matter for the Council to answer.
5) Should the uplift to match employment provision be greater?
We agree that an uplift to the demographic projection in the HEDNA is required to
support even a baseline level of likely job growth3.

1.17

In our representations, we present a concluded OAN for Aylesbury Vale of 1,300 dpa
over the plan period. The concluding of a higher OAN took into consideration the
implications of a positive economic context for the district, whilst acknowledging that
forecast baseline job growth would be able to be accommodated within the preferred
demographic projection (2014-based SNPP).

1.18

Our technical evidence indicates that across Buckinghamshire a higher level of housing
need is required to support likely employment growth. Whilst not directly impacting on
the OAN for Aylesbury Vale, this would have implications for the housing requirement
and the scale of unmet housing need4.

1.19

6) Should the uplift for affordability (market signals) be greater? Is Eastleigh a
relevant parallel or should the uplift for market demand/affordability be 20-25%?
Yes. There is clear evidence of a worsening of market signals in Aylesbury Vale which
are a direct result of the supply of housing failing to keep pace with need in the district
itself, as well as across Buckinghamshire and beyond.

1.20

Whilst there is merit in benchmarking the application of a reasonable uplift on those
applied by other Local Plan Inspectors, it is not justified to rely significantly on just one
judgement, such as that of the Eastleigh Local Plan Inspector. A review of more recent
Local Plan Inspectors’ interpretation of this stage of the PPG methodology confirms
that uplifts of up to 25% have been considered as reasonable and necessary5. It is not
considered that the HEDNA’s 10% uplift is sufficient in the context of judgements
applied elsewhere, or indeed the latest evidence of affordability issues facing residents
of the district.

1.21

A review of the latest evidence in this regard shows that:
•

3

Only 34 of the 326 authorities in England saw a greater worsening in mean house
prices than Aylesbury Vale (9.6%) over the last year, when comparing sales over
the latest years to September 2016 and 20176. Aylesbury Vale was in this regard
the worst performing authority in Buckinghamshire, with prices also growing at
over double the rate seen nationally (3.8%) and surpassing that seen in the wider
South East (6.4%);

Paragraph 4.30 of Appendix 2 to our representations ‘Housing Needs in Aylesbury Vale – Review and Critique of
the Evidence Base’ December 2017
4
Paragraph 4.34 of Appendix 2 to our representations ‘Housing Needs in Aylesbury Vale – Review and Critique of
the Evidence Base’ December 2017
5
This is confirmed in the table included on page 13 of the ORS paper, ‘Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan EiP. Response to
the Inspector’s initial questions on the HEDNA’
6
ONS (2018) Mean price paid for administrative geographies – HPSSA Dataset 12

•

Relative to 2016, an additional year’s income would need to have been spent to
access entry level housing in Aylesbury Vale7. This 8.8% growth in the
affordability ratio exceeds the scale of worsening seen nationally (1.4%) and in
the wider South East (5.5%) over the same period; and

•

With lower quartile house prices in Aylesbury Vale equating to 11.96 years’
earnings in 2017, the district continues to rank amongst the 30% least affordable
authorities in England, and the top 20% outside London.

1.22

Our technical submission justifies an adjustment of at least 10% to respond to market
signals in isolation, albeit as part of a cumulative adjustment of 22% to respond to
issues of worsening affordability in full. The above reinforce the need for a significant
adjustment in order to assist in improving conditions and address the evident
symptoms of a failure to provide the homes that are needed in Aylesbury Vale and
across Buckinghamshire.

1.23

In this context, it is noted that on the basis of the latest data available the median
affordability ratio has also worsened across the HMA over the past year (2016/17). It is
of relevance, albeit acknowledging the draft status of the revised NPPF and guidance,
that the Government’s proposed standard method formula to address market signals
would elevate the household projections by some 56% across the HMA prior to the
40% cap being applied.

1.24

7) Should the uplift for suppressed demand be greater?
Within the technical report appended to our representations, we have highlighted
evidence of suppressed demand, manifesting in a trend of reducing housing formation
rates in younger households. The official household projections extrapolate this trend
forward in the district.

1.25

In accordance with the PPG, a more suitable and significant response is therefore
required to that proposed in the HEDNA to account more fully for the implications of
suppressed demand resulting from the under-provision of housing and linked
worsening affordability. A modelled adjustment to the household formation rates of
younger households – which assumes a return to rates seen in a period where
affordability constraints were less severe – suggests an upward adjustment of in the
order of 16% to the household projections would be reasonably expected to be
required to positively account for this factor alone8.

1.26

We have considered the implications of such an uplift in the context of the separate
supply-led adjustment associated with market signals. As expressed in our answer to
question 6, we consider that a cumulative uplift of 22% is reasonable and justified.

7

ONS (2018) House price to workplace-based earnings ratio; ratio of lower quartile house price to lower quartile
earnings. Ratio increased by 0.97, which is rounded to one year
8
Paragraph 5.17 and Table 5.1 of Appendix 2 to our representations ‘Housing Needs in Aylesbury Vale – Review and
Critique of the Evidence Base’ December 2017

1.27

1.28

1.29

1.30

8) Are the uplift for suppressed demand and the uplift for affordability one and the
same thing?
We recognise that there is a degree of judgement required in assessing the scale of
adjustment that is reasonable in addressing issues associated with historic and future
affordability.
Within our evidence, we have considered the two factors separately, as referenced in
response to the questions above. However, in arriving at a judgement on a reasonable
adjustment required to work towards improving affordability and address the
consequences of historic failings in housing provision, we consider the adjustments
warrant being considered collectively. This underpins our judgement that a more
pronounced cumulative 22% adjustment is reasonable and appropriate.
9) Should the uplift for affordability and the uplift to support job creation be
separately identified
We have considered the two uplifts separately. We consider, however, that the
justification for an uplift to respond to suppressed demand relating to evidence of
suppressed household formation rates is equally applicable to an employment-led
scenario or a demographic projection of need where there is evidence of acute
affordability issues in particular.
It is apparent that a growing economy across the economic market area has
contributed towards elevating housing demand pressures within Aylesbury Vale and
Buckinghamshire. The National Infrastructure Commission (NIC) clearly articulates this
issue facing the Oxford-Milton Keynes-Oxford Growth Arc, citing:
“…powerful evidence that house prices are already diminishing firms’ ability to attract
employees. Workers are being priced out of local housing markets, restricting firms’
access to labour and impacting on their competitiveness”9

1.31

1.32

9

The Council’s justification for only a 10% market signals adjustment cannot be viewed
as reasonable in the context of existing affordability issues and growing housing
demand relating to economic growth.
10) Any other matter raised by the representations
No comment.

Partnering for Prosperity: A new deal for the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford Arc, National Infrastructure
Commission, November 2017, Foreword, page 25

Appendix 4:

West Berkshire Response to SBC :
Issue and Option Consultation

Agenda Item IMD26
INDIVIDUAL EXECUTIVE MEMBER DECISION
REFERENCE IMD: IMD 2018/26
TITLE

Response from the Western Berkshire Housing
Market Area Authorities to Slough Borough
Council

DECISION TO BE MADE BY

Leader of the Council – Charlotte Haitham Taylor

DATE,
MEETING ROOM and TIME

4 June 2018
SF4, 9.10am

WARD

None Specific;

DIRECTOR

Interim Director of Environment - Josie Wragg

OUTCOME / BENEFITS TO THE COMMUNITY
To ensure that the strategic planning of housing reflects evidenced functional geography
and all reasonable opportunities to sustainably meet needs.
RECOMMENDATION
That the Leader of the Council agrees that Wokingham Borough Council agrees to the
proposed joint response to Slough Borough Council as contained in Appendix A.
SUMMARY OF REPORT
Slough Borough Council is unlikely to be able to meet its future housing need and have
therefore approached other local authorities.
The Berkshire (including South Bucks) Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA)
identified two identified two HMA relevant to the Berkshire local authorities – an Western
Berkshire HMA focused on Reading (which includes Wokingham Borough), and an
Eastern Berkshire HMA focused on Slough. The Berkshire local authorities have accepted
the recommendation of the SHMA and have agreed in principle that strategic planning of
housing should be based on the two HMA. Government planning policy expects housing
need to be met within the relevant HMA.
Wokingham Borough is subject to significant challenges and constraints. Emerging
evidence strongly suggests that there is no capacity to assist with unmet needs from other
local authorities. The other local authorities in the Western Berkshire HMA advise
similarly.
A joint response from the Western Berkshire HMA local authorities has been drafted which
confirms the above (see Appendix A). It is recommended that Wokingham Borough
Council sign this as our formal response to Slough Borough Council.
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Background
Slough Borough Council are progressing evidence to support an update to their Local
Plan. Initial analysis of housing capacity provided alongside the council’s Issues and
Options Consultation suggests there is insufficient capacity to meet the calculated
housing need within Slough Borough itself. Options were presented to increase capacity
both internally within Slough and beyond in other local authority areas.
The Berkshire (including South Bucks) Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA)
was published in 2016. The study was joint commissioned by the six Berkshire local
authorities1 in partnership with the Thames Valley Berkshire Local Enterprise Partnership
(LEP). The SHMA identified two HMA relevant to the Berkshire local authorities – a
Western Berkshire HMA focused on Reading, and an Eastern Berkshire HMA focused on
Slough (see Table 1)
Table 1: Berkshire (Including South Bucks) SHMA
HMA

Local Authorities

Western Berkshire HMA






Bracknell Forest Council
Reading Borough Council
West Berkshire Council
Wokingham Borough Council

Eastern Berkshire HMA





Slough Borough Council
South Bucks District Council
Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead

The Berkshire local authorities have accepted the recommendation of the SHMA and
have agreed in principle that the strategic planning of housing should be based on the
two HMA. To formally record this, each of the Berkshire local authorities has been asked
to sign a Memorandum of Understanding.
It should be noted that South Bucks District Council and Chiltern District Council disagree
with the SHMA analysis. It is their position that Berkshire comprises a single HMA
including all six local authorities, and that on a best-fit basis that South Bucks District
Council does not form part of a Berkshire HMA but is part of the Central Buckinghamshire
HMA. The best–fit position is advanced on the basis that South Bucks District Council
and Chiltern District Council have agreed produce a single, joint local plan. The Berkshire
local authorities are content that the SHMA provides robust analysis of the principal
functional links and is fit for purpose.
Slough Borough Council has engaged with surrounding local authorities to understand
whether any are in a position to provide for any unmet housing need. Those authorities
in the Western Berkshire HMA, which includes Wokingham Borough Council, are one
pone such group that have been approached.

1 Bracknell Forest Council, Reading Borough Council, Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead, Slough
Borough Council, West Berkshire Council and Wokingham Borough Council.
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Analysis of Issues
Government planning policy expects housing need to be met within the relevant HMA.
For Slough Borough Council, the SHMA identified the relevant HMA to comprise Slough
Borough Council, the Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead and South Bucks
District Council.
Whilst South Bucks District Council / Chiltern District Council take a different view towards
the definition of HMA and the interpretation of ‘best fit’, the SHMA is considered robust,
having taken into account an analysis of house price, migration, and commuting data.
Best fit being applied to local authority boundaries is supported by advice by the Planning
Advisory Service.
It is clear that Slough Borough Council will struggle to meet identified housing need and
approaches to other local authorities are justified.
Wokingham Borough as per all of the local authorities within the Western Berkshire
HMA are subject to significant challenges and constraints. In the case of Wokingham
Borough, the identified housing need is also substantially higher than the other
Berkshire local authorities (with the exception of Slough) and South Bucks District
Council.
Wokingham Borough Council faces a considerable challenge in meeting housing need
arising here in a sustainable way. The Local Plan Update process continues, however
initial engagement on sites and analysis strongly suggests there is no scope to assist
other local authorities in meeting development needs. There is also a strong argument
that unmet needs should be met nearer to Slough where there is a greater opportunity
to provide for sustainable travel. There is also no evidence that all reasonable
opportunities to meet needs within the Eastern Berkshire HMA have been fully
investigated.
It is recommended that Wokingham Borough Council respond to Slough Borough
Council as part of a joint Western Berkshire HMA authorities response. A draft
response has been prepared between the local authorities as set out in Appendix A.
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS OF THE RECOMMENDATION
The Council faces severe financial challenges over the coming years as a result of
the austerity measures implemented by the Government and subsequent reductions
to public sector funding. It is estimated that Wokingham Borough Council will be
required to make budget reductions in excess of £20m over the next three years and
all Executive decisions should be made in this context.
How much will it
Cost/ (Save)
Current Financial
Year (Year 1)
Next Financial Year
(Year 2)
Following Financial
Year (Year 3)

Revenue or
Capital?

N/A

Is there sufficient
funding – if not
quantify the Shortfall
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A
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N/A

Other financial information relevant to the Recommendation/Decision
None anticipated.
Cross-Council Implications
None anticipated.
SUMMARY OF CONSULTATION RESPONSES
Director – Corporate Services
No comments received.
Monitoring Officer
No specific comments.
Leader of the Council
No comments received.
List of Background Papers
1. National Planning Policy Framework (MHCLG, March 2012).
2. Berkshire (including South Bucks) Strategic Housing Market Assessment (2016).
Contact Ian Bellinger
Telephone No Tel: 0118 974 6231

Service Place Commissioning
Email ian.bellinger@wokingham.gov.uk
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