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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 3 (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 1, 2, 4 and 5. 
 
Issue 1 – Distribution of Growth 
 

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.  
 

 ... 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.  
 

 The level of development proposed in The Ivers quite obviously undermines the 
 objectives of The Chiltern and South Bucks Business Plan 2019/20 set out at PVLP 
 paragraph 3.1 and the means of achieving them. Business cannot flourish or the 
 economy of the area grow if it is overwhelmed by wholly unacceptable levels of 
 traffic and traffic congestion. The Strategic Objectives of the PVLP at paragraphs 
 3.5.3, 3.5.4, 3.5.5 and 3.5.9 are also undermined by, and thoroughly inconsistent 
 with, the scale of development proposed. 
 

5. It appears to TIPC that one of the main reasons for the unsustainable intensity of 
 development proposed for the Ivers and for the failure of the strategic policies of the 
 plan to meet its strategic objectives, is the absence of a spatial strategy to guide the 
 distribution of growth. The Inspectors' questions on this Issue in the MIQs go to the 
 heart of this problem. 
 



6. Q2 asks how the distribution of development has responded to the 'development 
 options' referred to at paragraphs 8.9 and 8.10 of the Councils' Response of 
 December 2019 ("the Response"). We cannot see any reference in the Plan or in 
 the Response to a spatial strategy or any other strategy or assessment that may be 
 regarded as a response to the development options identified by the Councils. 
 

7. In any case, we maintain that 'more efficient use of land' is not a development 
 option as such, but a basic and fundamental principle of sustainability that is a 
 prerequisite of all plan-making. 
 

8. Merely identifying two development options, 'built area extensions - principal 
 settlements' and 'green belt - close to train stations', is not a strategy. This approach 
 is far too simplistic because those options have not been tested against other 
 options and obvious constraints. In the absence of any form of spatial strategy, 
 there is no transparent methodology for ranking the options in relation to each 
 other. This has a serious impact on the Ivers, addressed below under 'Conclusions'. 
 

9.  A proper consideration of 'built area extensions - principal settlements' as a 
 development option must surely be based on settlement hierarchy that defines the 
 term 'principal settlement' and clearly sets out the significance of it. The Plan fails to 
 do either. Paragraph 7.3 of the Response acknowledges that the "Local Plan does 
 not contain a settlement hierarchy". 
 

10. It seems that the Councils have not, and cannot, answer Q2 other than to say that 
 the distribution of development in the Plan is the result of an ad hoc approach led 
 by sites that have come forward. The Response confirms this at paragraph 8.2; "the 
 scale and distribution of growth was determined firstly through land availability 
 within districts". 
 

11.  In considering Q3, the Plan does not set out an overall strategy for the pattern, 
 scale and quality of development as required by paragraph 20 of the NPPF. If there 
 is an overall strategy for the distribution of development, it is certainly not 
 sufficiently clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities. 
 

12. The answer to Q4 must be 'no'. The Key Diagram at 3.3 of the Plan shows different 
 sizes of settlement within the plan area but does not identify or define "Principal 
 Settlements" or relate directly to any strategic policy for focussing development on 
 any of the settlements shown, in accordance with a settlement hierarchy. 
 

13.  The Councils decided on the scale and  level of growth attributed to the towns and 
 villages in the Plan (Q5 and Q6) "firstly through land availability within districts" 
 (paragraph 8.2, the Response), or more accurately land that came forward. It 
 seems that the process for determining the scale and level of growth amounts to no 
 more than that, and that no alternative strategies were considered. 
 

14.  The only justification for the scale of development proposed on individual sites, 
 such as at Beaconsfield and Chesham and also in Iver, is simply that land came 
 forward in these locations from earlier calls for sites. There is no strategy or 
 policy-based explanation as to why the Plan makes these large, single allocations 
 rather than allocating smaller sites in and around the towns. 
 

15.  Looking at Q7 and Q10, if there were a spatial strategy it would surely be set out 
 under '3. Sustainable Places' of the Plan. That section contains a 'Spatial Vision' 
 (3.4) and 'Strategic Objectives' (3.5) but no spatial strategy. There is therefore no 
 spatial strategy or distribution of development consistent with paragraph 103 of the 
 NPPF, which states that the planning system should actively manage patterns of 



 growth in support of sustainable transport objectives. If there is considered to be a 
 spatial strategy, it is certainly not evident or transparent and therefore cannot be 
 said to have been justified.  

 
Conclusions 
 

16. There is no spatial strategy, settlement hierarchy or any strategic policy that 
 proposes or provides for the distribution of development within the districts. This is 
 contrary to the plan- making requirements of the NPPF and in itself renders the Plan 
 unsound because there is no proper justification for the strategic allocation policies 
 (Policy SP BP2 - Policy SP BP14), which, instead, have come about as a result of 
 land that came forward from calls for sites, as opposed to a strategy for finding 
 sustainable locations for the development that is needed, where it is needed. 
 

17.  Merely identifying development options is not a strategy. The two development 
 options identified by the Councils have not been properly assessed individually or 
 considered against other potential development options. The Plan does not contain 
 any methodology for ranking or prioritising one development option over others.  
 

18. In the Iver Neighbourhood Area, the 'green belt - close to train stations' option is 
 cited as the only justification (see paragraph 8.11 the Response) for a site 
 allocation (SP BP11) on land that has come forward, without reference to a 
 spatial strategy or sustainability appraisal. 
 

19.  The Inspectors have questioned (Q6) the large, single allocations at Chesham (SP 
 BP2 - 500 dwellings) and Beaconsfield (SP BP9 - 1,600 dwellings)  and asked what 
 justification exists for this scale of development on individual sites.  
 

20.  Within the Iver Neighbourhood Area there are three quite distinct and separate 
 settlements (Iver Heath, Iver Village and Richings Park) none of which can be 
 described as a major or principal settlement yet no less than 1,450 dwellings are 
 allocated on three sites (SP BP10 - Iver Heath (360) , SP BP11 - North of Iver 
 Station (1,000) , SP BP12 - East of Ridgeway Business Park (90)).  
 

21.  On a single site in the Green Belt, adjacent to the small settlement of Richings Park, 
 SP BP11 allocates twice the number of dwellings allocated by SP BP2 at 
 Chesham, on the basis of one development option (see paragraph 8.11 the 
 Response) but ignoring the other - the extension of principal settlements. 
 

22.  Strategic Policy BP11 is the result of a narrow focus on a single development option 
 in the absence of a spatial strategy and as a consequence it is contrary to the 
 principle of sustainable development and to various elements of the NPPF. 
 

23.  In the absence of a spatial strategy and a local housing need figure (pursuant to 
 Paragraph 65, NPPF - dealt with in TIPC's Hearing Statement on Matter 2) there is 
 no evidence that SP BP11 provides for development where it is needed. 
 

24.  One impact of the strategic allocations policies (SP BP10, SP BP11 and SP BP12), 
 that in the absence of a spatial strategy the Plan has ignored, is the coalescence of 
 the distinct settlements of Iver Heath, Iver Village and Richings Park into one 
 continuous built-up area. According to The Iver Neighbourhood Plan Issues and 
 Options Questionnaire responses, local residents are strongly opposed to this. 
 

The Ivers Parish Council 
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