
Proposed approach to calculating five year supply 

1. Context  
 

1.1. The VALP sets an ambitious housing requirement which is significantly higher than 

past delivery rates. The annual delivery rates have been increasing since the start of 

the plan period, but until 2018 these cumulatively fell short of the VALP requirement. 

Despite two years of record housing delivery, there is still a cumulative shortfall of 

291 houses as of the latest housing land supply position (31 March 2020). 

Furthermore, due to the impact of Covid-19 on the housebuilding sector in early 

2020 the amount of housing to be built in the next housing monitoring year is 

estimated to be lower than the annual VALP requirement. This will increase the 

cumulative shortfall.  

 

1.2. A five year supply of housing, which takes account of any previous shortfall, must be 

demonstrated upon adoption in order for the plan to be considered sound. The 

calculation for the VALP housing supply was first set out in a VALP housing land 

supply soundness document to accompany the submission VALP in 2018 (Table 3 

CD/HOU/010). Following discussion at the 2018 hearing sessions and the Inspector’s 

interim findings, the calculation was revised to take account of the increase to the 

VALP housing requirement and then added in to the VALP during the 2019 as a 

proposed additional modification in a new para 3.85 and revisions to  table 9 (ED 236 

AM 043; ED 200D). At this point, the calculation was changed from using the 

Sedgefield method of addressing shortfall to the Liverpool method. Table 9 was then 

updated to the latest housing land supply position in the 2020 further proposed main 

modifications (ED243 Table 9 revisions pages 56/57). 

 

1.3. Representors suggested that the change in the calculation of the five year supply 

from using the Sedgefield approach to the Liverpool approach represented a main 

modification. The Inspector produced a note in relation to these representations 

disagreeing for the reasons set out in the note including that there is no process in 

the NPPF 2012 for confirming a five year supply and Table 9 would not be eligible for 

confirmation because it does not include a 10% buffer required under NPPF 2019 

(ED242). However, it seems to the Council, as stated above, that the plan needs to be 

sound at the point of adoption and this includes demonstration that the plan has a 

five year supply at that point, although this is not the demonstration of five year 

supply as referred to in NPPF 2019 which is addressed through a specific five year 

supply statement based on the Government’s local housing need requirement rather 

than OAHN.  Nevertheless, it therefore seems to the Council that in order to ensure 

that the Council can demonstrate a five years supply following adoption of the plan  

in conformity with the NPPF 2019, that how that is to be calculated is important and 

whether using the Liverpool approach, to distribute the undersupply over the 

remaining plan period is appropriate, as the Council argues, needs to be set out in 



the explanatory text as currently proposed in the Further Main Modifications and 

which have been consulted upon and addressed in the Inspector’s report.  

 

2. Liverpool or Sedgefield 

 

2.1. The NPPF (2012) sets out in paragraph 47 that LPAs should “identify and update 

annually a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide five years worth of 

housing against their housing requirements”. Planning guidance (Paragraph: 044 

Reference ID: 3-044-20180913) sets out that any shortfall in housing delivery arising 

from previous years’ under delivery against the housing requirement should be met 

within the next five years (the Sedgefield method). If the shortfall cannot be met in 

five years and has to be met over a longer period (the Liverpool method) an LPA can 

propose to do so and provide justifications for such an approach being necessary.  

 

2.2. Although the Sedgefield method is advantageous, so that existing undersupply is 

dealt with immediately and does not go unaccounted for until well into the plan 

period, as recognized in the Government guidance there will be instances where the 

Liverpool method can be more appropriate. Such cases involve there being particular 

local circumstances in place which would mean adherence to the Sedgefield method 

would not be reasonable. The South Cambridgeshire and Kirklees plans are two cases 

where Liverpool has been applied due to particular local circumstances that 

prevented a shortfall being met over five years. 

 

2.3. In the case of the VALP it is considered that there are a number of circumstances 

which justify the use of the Liverpool method as an exception as follows: 

a. The spatial strategy of the plan which seeks to achieve the most sustainable 

locations for development, particularly in and around Aylesbury Town, to meet 

the high housing need figures has led to a significant proportion of the 

proposed housing allocations involving large strategic sites which will entail 

longer lead in times and delivery over a longer time frame. The six Aylesbury 

Garden Town sites involve 12,972 homes, two sites adjacent to Milton Keynes 

involve 3,005 homes and RAF Halton involves 1,000 homes. Going forward 50% 

of (10,325 of 20,421) homes to come forward from 2020 onwards are on large 

sites (excluding Berryfields and Kingsbrook as they are already building out) 

b. These larger sites involve the delivery of associated infrastructure such as new 

roads and school provision which also needs to be planned for and delivered 

over a longer time frame. A four year lead in time is assumed for allocations 

without any sort of permission, 

c. The plan makes provision for another 8,000 homes on top of local need to meet 

unmet housing need arising in other areas which means that housing delivery 

must already be significantly greater than would otherwise be the case if it was 

only the plan area’s housing need being met, 

d. The significant uplift in the plan’s housing target resulting from the 

recommendations in the Inspector’s Interim Findings in relation to the need for 



a higher market signals uplift further increased the need for enhanced housing 

delivery compared to what was previously considered to be the need in the 

plan area, and 

e. Evidence, in the form of the Wessex Economics report on housing delivery 

(CD/HOU/009) recognised that consistent delivery of the then target of “1,405 

new homes year in, year out, will be a very considerable challenge to all parties 

involved in the delivery of new homes” (para’ 8 Exec Summary). It then noted 

that “Possible limits on market absorption of new homes could be a particular 

issue in Aylesbury town” (para’ 10 Exec Summary) where development is 

concentrated. It also noted that the delivery of “the emerging Plan numbers 

will be challenging” (para’ 11 Exec Summary) and recognised that “ Aylesbury 

Vale is at the leading edge in terms of testing the appetite of developers to 

build new homes for market sale in an area which is already delivering large 

numbers of new homes into the market” (para’ 9.6). 

 

2.4. On the basis of the above factors it is considered that spreading the shortfall over the 

remaining plan period is the most appropriate approach for Aylesbury Vale so as to 

avoid unrealistic delivery requirements being imposed which would increase the risk 

of delivery failing to meet those targets and the presumption in favour of 

development coming in to effect in relation to unplanned, speculative sites thus 

undermining the plan led system.  

 

2.5. To be clear the Council is not seeking to rely on the mere fact of adoption of the plan 

in order to show a five year supply as is permitted under criteria b of paragraph 73 of 

the NPPF (2019), for a short period after adoption where a 10% buffer has been used 

for the five year supply calculation. Rather that in calculating the five year supply 

following adoption the Liverpool method is used in addressing the backlog and that 

this should be explained in the explanatory text of the plan and endorsed as the most 

appropriate approach in the Inspector’s report. 

 

 


