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2.2.1 The export of unmet housing need to Aylesbury Vale is not justified, either by the 
evidence on available alternatives within the Plan area or by the reasonable alternatives 
considered through the Sustainability Appraisal process; 
 
Commentary 
2.2.2 The Councils’ approach to meeting housing need in the two districts is set out in 
the Strategic Objectives, in Table LPb and in Policy SP LP1. In essence, the approach 
proposes: 
 
• Development of existing sites and commitments; 
• Development of Green Belt review recommended sites; 
• Exporting remaining unmet need to Aylesbury Vale. 
 
2.2.3 The contribution from each source of housing is set out in Table 1 below. The total 
housing planned to be delivered in the Chiltern and South Bucks areas combined equates to 
10,417. This conflicts with the calculations in Table LPb in the draft Local Plan, which appears 
to contain some arithmetical errors. 
 
 
Table 1: Sources of housing supply 
Source No. of homes % of homes 
Completions and committed sites 2,976 18.48% 
Assumptions about future windfall and site delivery 2,241 13.92% 
Development of Green Belt review recommended sites 5,200 32.29% 
Exporting remaining unmet need to Aylesbury Vale 5,687 35.31% 
Total 16,104 100% 
 
2.2.4 Paragraph 59 of the NPPF emphasises the importance of meeting housing need, 
stating: 
 
“To support the Government’s objective of significantly boosting the supply of homes, it is 
important that a sufficient amount and variety of land can come forward where it is needed, 
that the needs of groups with specific housing requirements are addressed and that land 
with permission is developed without unnecessary delay.” (emphasis added) 
 
2.2.5 Meeting housing need is not just a numbers game but is about providing homes 
for local people. Exporting one-third of the housing need (and over half of all new proposed 
allocations) across Chiltern and South Bucks to Aylesbury Vale is a substantial strategic 
policy-making decision and one with profound social, environmental and economic 
implications. 
 



2.2.6 The Memorandum of Understanding between Chiltern, South Bucks and Aylesbury 
Vale includes reference to the “surplus” of housing currently included within the Vale of 
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). The VALP provides around 57% of housing around Aylesbury 
town itself, with almost 20% around the villages of Buckingham, Haddenham, Winslow and 
Wendover. 
 
2.2.7 While Chiltern technically falls within the same “best fit” Housing Market Area as 
Aylesbury Vale, South Bucks was found to fall within the Reading and Slough Housing 
Market Area. Irrespective of where Housing Market Area boundaries are drawn, the decision 
to move households from one district to another, often over quite a distance, will have 
significant consequences. 
 
2.2.8 While parts of Chiltern district are relatively close to Aylesbury, Amersham – the 
largest settlement in Chiltern district – is around 15 miles and 30 minutes by car from 
Aylesbury. Gerrards Cross is around 22 miles and 40 minutes by car from Aylesbury. Some of 
the “surplus” housing will be provided in Buckingham, in the north of Aylesbury Vale, which 
is considerably further way from where the housing need is arising. 
 
2.2.9 The consequences of not meeting housing need where it arises has not been 
adequately considered, or considered at all, as reasonable alternatives through the 
Sustainability Appraisal process. The most recent assessment in 2019 provided a suite of four 
options: 
 
• Do nothing; 
• Export all housing need to Aylesbury Vale; 
• Use all non-Green Belt sites and export remaining housing to Aylesbury Vale; 
• Use all non-Green Belt sites and recommended Green Belt sites and export 
remaining housing to Aylesbury Vale. 
 
2.2.10 It can be seen from these four options that a strategy of accommodating all 
housing need within Chiltern and South Bucks has not been assessed as a reasonable 
alternative. Given the potential social, environmental and economic consequences of 
relocating 5,687 households from within Chiltern and South Bucks to neighbouring 
Aylesbury Vale, the failure to assess this option as part of the sustainability appraisal process 
is a fundamental flaw in the draft Local Plan. 
 
2.2.11 The soundness tests in Paragraph 35 of the NPPF requires a local plan to be 
“justified” i.e. “an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, and 
based on proportionate evidence”. 
 
2.2.12 It cannot be disputed that exporting housing need to a neighbouring district is a 
sub-optimal strategy for development. As a general principle, it is better to accommodate 
housing need where it arises. The Councils’ position appears to be that the Green Belt 
prevents this. However, in determining whether exporting housing need is an appropriate 
strategy it is vital to understand, firstly, the nature and extent of harm to the Green Belt and, 
secondly, the wider implications of the relocation of housing need. A balancing exercise is 



then required weighing up the costs and benefits of the strategy. This exercise has not been 
undertaken and the Inspector cannot therefore be confident that the strategy is sound. 
 
2.2.13 The Councils’ chosen strategy was assessed through the Sustainability Appraisal 
but the findings concluded a “major positive impact” in respect of housing. Paragraph 
E.3.11.1 states: 
 
“It is assumed that the provision of 5,200 homes within this policy would satisfy the housing 
need for Chiltern and South Bucks over the Plan period and would therefore have a major 
positive impact on the local housing provision.” 
 
2.2.14 5,200 homes would manifestly not satisfy the housing need in Chiltern and South 
Bucks over the plan period. Satisfying the housing need requires a further 5,687 homes to be 
delivered in Aylesbury Vale. Accommodating 10,887 homes in Chiltern and South Bucks 
would satisfy the housing need and would justify a “major positive impact”. Accommodating 
just 5,200 would result in a “minor positive impact” but would also result in negative impacts, 
particularly social and economic, as housing need is not being met where it arises, but also 
environmental impacts, for example from increased travel. 
 
2.2.15 The Councils’ Sustainability Appraisal framework defines 12 Objectives against 
which the draft Local Plan has been assessed. The relocation of housing need outside the 
Councils’ areas may have a number of sustainability impacts that relate to these objectives, 
as described below: 
 
• Increased travel – while homes may be provided in Aylesbury Vale, reality suggests 
that residents’ jobs will remain within the Local Plan area. The export of housing need could 
therefore result in extended journeys to work as residents commute from Aylesbury and 
Buckingham to employment locations within Chiltern and South Bucks. Increased travel will 
have a negative impact on objective 4 (Climate change mitigation), objective 7 (pollution) 
and objective 9 (Transport and accessibility, which specifically aims to reduce the need to 
travel); 
• Housing – as described above, accommodating housing need 15-30 miles from 
where it arises is sub-optimal and doing so would have negative consequences in terms of 
sustainability objective 10 (Provide affordable, environmentally sound and good quality 
housing for all); 
• Health and social well-being – relocating households can often have social 
consequences as households are removed from social circles and end up further from family 
and friends 
• Economy - The Councils need to ensure there is broad alignment between the 
number of homes planned and the jobs forecast. The last assessment of the balance was 
undertaken in the 2016 HEDNA update. This concluded that 315 workers per year would be 
needed in Chiltern district and 320 workers per year in South Bucks. While there may be a 
broad balance between jobs and homes if housing need was being met in full, there does 
not appear to be an assessment of the balance resulting from the strategy to export unmet 
housing need to Aylesbury Vale. The strategy is likely to have negative economic 
consequences (SA objective 12 – Economy) and these have not been assessed. 
 



2.2.16 The lack of consideration and assessment of these issues is highlighted in the 
Councils’ assessment of spatial option B (exporting almost all of the area’s housing need to 
Aylesbury Vale). This option scored a “minor positive impact” in terms of housing, despite 
the vast majority of housing not being met where it arises. The impact on housing should be 
negative under this option. Similarly, the impact of this option on the local economy was also 
“minor positive”, whereas the impact of only providing a fraction of the homes needed 
locally should surely result in a negative economic impact. The impacts on increased travel 
(objective 9) and the resulting climate change (objective 4) and pollution (objective 7) 
implications were simply not acknowledged in the SA process. This illustrates the lack of 
understanding by the Councils of the negative impacts of exporting housing need to 
Aylesbury Vale. 
 
2.2.17 In summary, the negative social, environmental and economic consequences of 
relocating households from Chiltern and South Bucks districts to Aylesbury Vale district have 
not been fully assessed. The option of not relocating households in this way and meeting 
housing need in full where it arises has not even been assessed as a potential option. This 
option is clearly a “reasonable alternative” against which the NPPF requires the chosen 
option to be tested. In the absence of such testing, the draft Local Plan cannot be found 
sound. 
 

 

  


