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Examination Hearing Stage 1 

 
THE IVERS PARISH COUNCIL  

HEARING STATEMENT on MATTER 1 
COMPLIANCE WITH THE ACT AND REGULATIONS 

 
Introduction 
 

1. This Hearing Statement of The Ivers Parish Council ("TIPC") is submitted in 
 accordance with the Examination Guidance Note of January 20 and is TIPC's 
 written submissions to the Hearing Inspectors on Matter 1 (as set out in the MIQs). 
 This is the basis for TIPC's participation on this Matter at the Hearing. 
 

2. TIPC made representations (dated 21 August 2019) on the Publication Version of 
 the plan ("the Plan") under Regulation 19 (The Town and Country Planning (Local 
 Planning) (England) Regulations 2012) ("TIPC's Representations") as well as on the 
 Preferred Issues and Options Consultation under Regulation 18 (in March 2016) 
 and on the Green Belt Preferred Options (December 2016). 
 

3.  TIPC has also submitted Hearing Statements on Matters 2, 3, 4 and 5 
 
Issue 2 – Sustainability Appraisal (‘SA’) 
 

4. The Inspectors' questions on this issue reflect the following fundamental concerns 
 raised in TIPC's Representations; 
 

 The overall scale and intensity of new development proposed by the PVLP in the 
 Ivers is unprecedented and unsustainable  
 

 ... local residents are very worried about the impact that 3,500 or so additional 
 residents will have on the social fabric and the overall amenity of our villages, 
 particularly Iver and Richings Park [and] 
 

 ... the sheer intensity of development proposed over such a small area will not only 
 exacerbate these problems but will generate a multitude of equally serious 
 environmental impacts such as increased flood risk, loss of green space, adverse 
 landscape impacts and a reduction in wildlife and biodiversity. 
 
Q1. How ... did the Councils determine the scale of housing and economic 
development that would take place within the Plan area? 
 

Q2. where does the SA consider the spatial distribution of this growth and test it 
against reasonable alternatives? I.e. where does the SA consider the geographic 
distribution of proposed new housing and economic development? 
 

Q4. Were the sites chosen to be taken forward and tested as ‘reasonable 
alternatives’ based on an established, and tested, spatial strategy? Where is this set 
out? 
 

Q8. Does the SA justify the policies in the Plan? Does it represent an appropriate 
strategy taking into account the reasonable alternatives available? 
 

5. The Councils' Response of December 2019 ("the Response") suggests there is no 
 spatial strategy to determine the scale of housing and economic development that 
 would take place within the Plan area and that no consideration has been given to 



 any spatial or geographic distribution of proposed new housing and economic 
 development. 
 

6.  This is clear from paragraphs 6.1 to 7.4 of the Response which make no mention of 
 a spatial strategy or geographic distribution. Furthermore, it is acknowledged at 
 para. 7.3 that the "Local Plan does not contain a settlement hierarchy". 
 

7. The question of a spatial strategy for housing is not answered in the three short 
 paragraphs (6.1 to 6.3) in the Response. Paragraph 6.1 refers to only a very basic 
 approach to disaggregating Local Housing Need. With no spatial strategy, there is 
 no evidence to suggest that the plan provides for local housing where it is needed.  
 

8. Housing and other forms of development have  simply been allocated to sites that 
 have come forward, rather than on the basis of a spatial strategy or any 
 consideration of where the need arises. The Response confirms this at paragraph 
 8.2, saying that "the scale and distribution of growth was determined firstly 
 through land availability within districts".  
 

9.  Whatever the constraints on any spatial strategy may prove to be, determining 
 distribution "firstly through land availability" is putting the cart before the horse. 
 Paragraphs 8.4 to 8.17 of the CSB Response refer to issues that may well be 
 relevant to the consideration of different strategic options for the purposes of SA, 
 but in the absence of a spatial strategy an essential piece of evidence is missing. 
 

10. This is exactly the point of one of the Inspectors' initial questions (dealt with at 
 paragraph 9, Response); Please can you point to where the evidence makes a 
 correlation between the allocated sites and the spatial strategy of the Plan? The 
 Response (paras. 9.2 to 9.5) refers to no such evidence. 
 

11. The 'spatial options' (A - D) presented in the SA, whilst they may be strategic 
 options, are not in fact spatial options. None of them - including the selected Option 
 D - has anything to say about spatial or geographical distribution within the districts.  
 
Conclusions 
 

12. With reference back to the Inspectors' questions at Q2. and Q8; 
  

 - the SA does not consider the spatial distribution of development and test it against 
 reasonable alternatives;  
  

 - the SA does not consider the geographic distribution of proposed new housing 
 and economic development; 
 

 - the SA does not justify the policies in the Plan, nor does it represent an 
 appropriate strategy taking into account any reasonable alternatives available. 
 
13. The Councils have not considered any true spatial options for development within 
 the plan area and there has therefore been a failure to apply fundamental principles 
 of spatial planning required by the NPPF. The SA is flawed for not  considering any 
 spatial options and for not considering at least one spatial option as a reasonable 
 alternative to the selected Option D. 
 

14. This fundamental flaw in the SA renders the Local Plan unsound because its 
 strategic policies, in particular the strategic site allocations (Policy SP BP2 - Policy 
 SP BP14), are not positively prepared, justified, effective or consistent with national 
 policy, and therefore the Local Plan should not be adopted in its current form. 
 



15. TIPC's more detailed and specific objections relating to the absence of a spatial 
 strategy are dealt with in our Hearing Statements on Matters 3, 4 and 5. The 
 absence of any spatial strategy or option being considered in the SA has led to the 
 excessive level of development planned for the Iver Neighbourhood Area in the 
 strategic allocation policies (Policy SP BP10, Policy SP BP11 and Policy SP BP12). 
 In order to make the Local Plan sound, these policies should be removed or 
 significantly modified in accordance with an SA that considers options reasonably 
 assessed by reference to a spatial strategy. 
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