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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 4 (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, 3 and 5. 
 
Issue 1 – Principle of Green Belt Release; Q1 - Q14 
 

4.  These Issues and the Inspectors' questions are reflected in the general concerns 
 expressed in TIPC's Representations and in TIPC's representations of December 
 2016 on the Green Belt Preferred Options Consultation where we pointed out that; 
 

 "The Green Belt Preferred Options Consultation appears to be merging two 
 separate processes that logically and according to para. 3.15 of the Green Belt 
 Assessment Part Two Draft Report October 2016 should be kept separate until 
 conclusions for each are published ... 
 

 Confusion is caused by the Green Belt Assessment Part Two Methodology which 
 includes exceptional circumstances as a criterion for its Stage 3 assessment in 
 order to arrive at a conclusion on whether exceptional circumstances may exist... 
  

 .. this is illogical and entirely circular." 
 

5. The inherent confusion in the Green Belt assessment methodology ("GBA") is
 emphasised by the Councils' Response, particularly at paragraphs 14.3 to 14.5.  
 

6. First of all,  the strategic Green Belt study report ‘Strategic Role of the Metropolitan 
 Green Belt in Chiltern & South Bucks’  which surely should have pre-empted the 
 GBA Part One, was only completed in March 2018.  
 

7.  By that time, the GBA Part Two, to assess "potential sites within the Green Belt that 
 had been promoted either though the Local Plan consultations and or the Call for 
 sites exercise" (paragraph 14.4, Response) was already complete or nearly 
 complete pursuant to the Green Belt Preferred Options Consultation that 
 commenced in September 2016. 
 
8.  Not only was this whole exercise undertaken in the absence of any strategic option 
 or spatial strategy, but the GBA itself seems to have been carried out in reverse 



 order, with the preferred options arising from land promoted as a result of calls for 
 sites and the GBA Part Two assessment only then considering the principle of the 
 GB release of those particular sites - and all prior to the strategic GB report being 
 completed in March 2018.  
 

9. The Councils' say (para. 14.4, Response), "the Local Plan’s distribution of growth 
 retains the separate character and identity of settlements by avoiding development 
 that would result in their physical or visual coalescence." However, this is incorrect. 
 

10. First, there is no strategy for 'distribution of growth' in the Plan, and secondly, far 
 from avoiding coalescence, the three GB release allocation policies in the Iver 
 Neighbourhood Area (SP BP10, SP BP11 and  SP BP12) will create coalescence of 
 the distinct villages of Iver Heath, Iver Village and Richings Park, thereby eroding 
 the Green Belt strategic gap. 
 

11. The Councils' justification (para. 16.3, Response) for SP BP10, SP BP11 and 
 SP BP12 is not based on exceptional circumstances or on Paragraph 137, NPPF at 
 all, but purely on the public transport available. Whilst this may be a relevant 
 criterion for assessing the merits of a site, it does not support the principle of Green 
 Belt release nor is it an element of Green Belt assessment methodology. 
 
Issue 2 - Boundary Changes; Q2/Q3  
 
12. These questions of the Inspectors are especially relevant to Policy BP SP12 - East 
 of Ridgeway Business Park, Iver.  
 
13. It seems this site has been identified for Green Belt release because it is partly - but 
 only partly - previously developed land. There is a significant undeveloped area in 
 the northern half of the site. The importance of this green space and its sensitivity in 
 relation to the immediately adjacent "residential development of Marina Way to the 
 north" is acknowledged in the Policy itself 
 
14. However, it is not at all clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities 
 why this green space should be included in a Green Belt release or what this area 
 will be used for. If removed from the Green Belt, TIPC fears that the principle of 
 additional development will be accepted even though it is not acceptable (Q2). 
 
15. This revision to the Green Belt boundary is not needed to meet housing or 
 employment land requirements (Q3). TIPC maintains that smaller brownfield sites 
 for the 90 dwellings proposed under SP BP12 could be found within the Iver 
 Neighbourhood Area which would obviate the need for this Green Belt release. 
 
16. This allocation (SP BP12) ignores the strategic gap the site currently maintains, and 
 its development would mean the coalescence of Iver Village with Richings  Park. 
 
Conclusions 
 

17. Whilst the Councils appear to have favoured extensions to some main settlements - 
 as well as some much smaller ones - there has been no strategic approach to lead 
 the process of Green Belt release (I1/Q7 - Q11) and, contrary to Paragraph 137 
 NPPF, little or no consideration of exceptional circumstances as part of the Green 
 Belt assessment methodology (I1/Q14). 
 



18. The Councils have determined the amount of housing and employment 
 development to be released from the Green Belt (I1/Q1) primarily from the capacity 
 of sites that came forward from calls for sites (I1/Q7) - that certainly appears to be 
 the case insofar as the Iver Neighbourhood Area is concerned.  
 

19. Given the haphazard GBA process and the absence of a strategic foundation to that 
 process, it seems doubtful that the Councils have examined fully all other 
 reasonable options for meeting the identified need for development outside the 
 Green Belt, as required by paragraph 137 of the Framework (I1/Q6). 
 

20. In the Iver Neighbourhood Area at least, the proposed Green Belt releases (SP 
 BP10, SP BP11 and SP BP12) ignore the fundamental Green Belt principle of 
 maintaining strategic gaps and avoiding coalescence of settlements. 
 

21.  By reason of all these conclusions, the Plan is unsound. 
 
 
The Ivers Parish Council 

February 2020 

 
 
 


