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Comment:  
Slough Borough Council does not consider that all reasonable alternatives for the provision 
of housing in the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan area have been identified or assessed 
in the SA.This conflicts with Article 5 of the SEA Directive: 
 
Reasonable alternatives 
14. In accordance with Article 5(1) of the SEA Directive and regulation 12(2) of the SEA 
Regulations, the environmental report must identify, describe and evaluate the likely 
significant effects of the reasonable alternatives to the plan taking into account the 
objectives and geographical scope of the plan. 
 
The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG)  states that: “Reasonable alternatives are the different 
realistic options considered by the plan-maker in developing the policies in its plan. They 
must be 
sufficiently distinct to highlight the different sustainability implications of each so that 
meaningful comparisons can be made. The alternatives must be realistic and deliverable”. 
 
The Council’s first concern is that the SA has not considered a higher level of housing as a 
reasonable option which should have been assessed. The SA states in paragraph 5.2.2 that 
“alternatives to the housing number have not been calculated since the identified housing 
figure in the Local Plan corresponds with the national standard methodology.” 
 
Paragraph 65 of the NPPF states “Strategic policy-making authorities should establish a 
housing requirement figure for their whole area, which shows the extent to which their 
identified housing need (and any needs that cannot be met within neighbouring areas) can 
be met over the plan period.” 
 
Slough Borough Council has formally requested that Chiltern and South Bucks should 
consider meeting some of it’s unmet housing needs. This has not been properly considered 
within the plan making process or identified as an Option. It is, however, a reasonable option 
which should have been assessed in the SA. 
 
The Council second concern is that SA has not used the correct local housing needs figure in 
its assessment. 
Paragraph 5.2.1 of the SA states that “ The main evidence for housing need in the Plan area 
is identified throughthe national standard methodology for calculating local housing need 
(LHN), the Housing and Economic Needs Assessment (HEDNA) (ORS 2019) for Chiltern and 
South Bucks, and the Buckinghamshire Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople 
Accommodation Needs Assessment (ORS 2019). The combined LHN from 2016 to 2036 is 
15,260 homes or 763 homes each year.”   
 



As shown in the Council’s objections to the Local Plan, the figure quoted for the Local 
Housing Need in the Local Plan and the SA is wrong. When the most up to date figures are 
input to Steps 1 and 2 of the standard methodology, the unconstrained housing need for 
Chiltern and South Bucks is 20,880. Understandably this has not been assessed in the SA 
because it is not recognised in the Local Plan. 
 
The figure of 15,260 which has been used in the plan and SA is the caped figure that comes 
from applying Step 3 of the standard methodology which is not relevant.Even if it is accepted 
that it is correct to use a “capped” figure, the decision to use the cap and not to meet 
housing needs in full, needs to be justified and explained. It should also be assessed in the 
SA. 
 
The Council’s third concern is the way in which the SA has failed to assess the implications of 
exporting houses to Aylesbury. 
 
The Local Plan has wrongly deducted the 5,750 houses which are being exported to 
Aylesbury from the 15,260 with the result that it proposes and even greater shortfall in 
housing provision compared with local housing need. The implications of this decision has 
not been assessed in the SA. 
 
All of the Spatial Options A to L  (as shown in Table 5.1) which were tested through the SA 
process in January 2016 assumed that 15,000 dwellings would be built within the Plan area. 
There was not an option for exporting housing outside of the Plan area and so this was not 
assessed. 
 
In 2019 only 4 options were put forward which are shown Table 5.2 as Local Plan Spatial 
Strategy Reasonable Alternatives. Spatial Option A is “do nothing”. All of the other three 
Options B, C and D involve exporting unmet housing need to Aylesbury. The SA has assessed 
these options but has not assessed the option of building all of the houses in the Plan area. 
 
This was considered to be a reasonable option in the previous SA and there is no explanation 
as to why this has not been tested in the latest SA. 
 
As a result it can be seen that the SA has not tested the option of meeting all of Chiltern and 
South Buck’s housing needs in full plus some of Slough’s unmet needs which would require 
around 25,000 houses to be built. 
 
It has not tested the option of meeting Chiltern and South Buck’s local housing needs in full 
which would be around 20,000 houses using the standard methodology with the most up to 
date figures. 
 
It has not tested meeting Chiltern and South Buck’s local housing needs in full with 5,750 
houses being exported to Aylesbury which would require around 14,000 houses being built. 
 
The maximum housing provision within the plan area that has been tested in the SA is 
Spatial Option D, the preferred option, which has a supply of 11,000 homes, only 10,000 of 
which are likely to be built. 



   
The Council’s other main area of concern is the methodology used with the SA to assess the 
impact of meeting local housing needs.  
 
SA Objective 10 is “to provide affordable, environmentally sound and good quality housing 
for all”. 
The Assessment Methodology for this Objective is based upon measuring the “net gain of 
Housing”. It is based upon measuring whether there will be a net loss or gain compared with 
the number there are at present. It is therefore on measuring the “do nothing” option. It 
does not take account of the need to provide additional housing to meet local housing 
needs or measure whether the requirement is being met. 
The flaw in using this methodology can be seen from the fact that if at the end of the Plan 
period there had been a net loss of 10 or more dwellings the SA would conclude that there 
would have been a “major negative impact upon the local housing provision.” 
 
If, however, at the end of the Plan period there had been no net change in dwellings, 
applying the SA methodology would show that there would only have been a “negligible 
impact on the local housing provision” even though in this scenario none of the proposed 
housing allocations in the plan had been built. 
This clearly cannot be right but reflects the lack of weight that has been given to meeting 
housing needs in the SA. 
 
As a result it can be seen that the SA has failed to assess a full range of reasonable 
alternatives for the provision of housing in the plan area, used the wrong figure for Local 
Housing Need, failed to assess the impact of not providing sufficient housing to meet local 
needs in the area where these needs arise and not used an assessment methodology which 
gives proper weight to provide housing to meet local housing needs.  
 
The Sustainability Appraisal of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan (June 2019) has not 
therefore been prepared in accordance with Article 5(1) of the SEA Directive and regulation 
12(2) of the SEA Regulations because it has failed to properly identify, describe and evaluate 
the likely significant effects of the reasonable alternatives to the plan taking into account the 
objectives and geographical scope of the plan.  

  


