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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 We enclose representations to Matter 5 of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Examination 

on behalf of our client the Option 12 Group (OP12G). 

1.2 The Option 12 Group currently consists of three families who are the landowners of 13 hectares 

(approx.) within the proposed allocation west of Iver Heath (now given the reference SP BP10). 

The site is being promoted by OP12G led by Leigh M Tugwood, RIBA A+ Studio as Development 

Agent and Delivery Manager.  

1.3 OP12G is an open group promoting its own interests in land within SP BP10 as a landowner-led 

development process in close co-operation with other stakeholders and SBDC/CDC Planning 

Policy Team.  

1.4 Our clients fully support the proposed allocation and are proactively working together under a 

Memorandum of Understanding which has enabled them to promote the site positively and 

holistically. This approach can give the Council confidence that the site is in the hands of willing 

landowners with a shared commitment to delivery.   

1.5 We have limited our responses to the key issues of relevance to our client. 

 



 

  
 

2 MATTER 5 – RESIDENTIAL AND EMPLOYMENT SITE ALLOCATIONS 

Issue 1 – Residential Site Allocations Methodology 

Q1. Is the approach taken to the assessment and selection of allocated residential sites 
justified? Does the submitted evidence demonstrate that the sites have been selected 
based on a robust, consistent and objective approach? 

2.1 Yes. The Council’s approach to the assessment and selection of the allocated sites was based on 

sustainability factors and the availability of sites, together with the outcomes of the evidence 

base.  

2.2 We have set out, in our response to Matter 4, why Green Belt releases are justified in Chiltern 

and South Bucks in terms of national policy set out in the NPPF. Given that conclusions, we 

support the Council’s approach of releasing sites from the Green Belt that are in sustainable 

locations.  

2.3 The NPPF sets out in paragraph 138 that “when drawing up or reviewing Green Belt boundaries, 

the need to promote sustainable patterns of development should be taken into account….”. not 

only was our client’s site scored poorly in terms of its contribution to the Green Belt purposes, 

meaning that in principle it was suitable for release from the Green Belt, but it was also 

described as being in a ‘highly sustainable’ location. This is supported by the Sustainability 

Appraisal and the evidence base, including the settlement capacity studies.  

2.4 However, our assessment is that the Council are not allocating enough sites and that the 

outcomes of the site selection process would justify additional allocations in sustainable 

locations to make a bigger contribution towards meeting longer term housing needs, the needs 

of Slough and to respond to the various large scale infrastructure projects which will take place 

across the plan period.  This would be a more positive approach to plan preparation.  

 

 

 

 

 



 

  
 

Q2. How was the scale and spatial distribution of allocations determined? For example why 
do some settlements have allocations but others do not? How were the allocations 
informed by the spatial strategy of the Plan? 

Q3. Has the site selection process for the residential site allocations been based on a  sound 
process of Sustainability Appraisal and the testing of reasonable alternatives? Do the 
reasons given in the SA and other evidence available comprehensively and consistently 
explain why the site allocations were selected or rejected? 

 

2.5 Whilst these are largely questions for the Council to answer, we note that the allocation of sites  

was based on sustainability factors and the availability of sites.  

2.6 From the outset, Iver Heath was identified as a sustainable option for the location of 

development in the early Sustainability Appraisal work, being included within Option E.  

2.7 Our particular interest is site SP BP 10; the allocation of which has been based in a sound process 

of Sustainability Appraisal and the outcomes of a comprehensive evidence base.  

2.8 The low contribution of the site to meeting the purposes of the Green Belt, together with the 

fact that it has defensible boundaries supported the principle of the allocation.  

2.9 The detail of how the site can be delivered has been informed by other parts of the evidence 

including the Landscape Capacity Analysis, which has provided a robust analysis of the capacity 

of the site and any necessary landscape mitigation.  

2.10 Later versions of the SA confirm that “the site can make a significant contribution to meeting 

the development needs of the Districts in a highly sustainable location…” 

2.11 The location of development over the plan area of a whole was informed by the Settlement 

Capacity Study, which was published in 2016 and then updated in 2020. The initial study scoped 

which settlements could be suitable for accommodating future growth, including Iver Heath in 

the Study. The study focused on six categories of essential infrastructure,  exploring existing 

infrastructure capacity as well as  looking for opportunities to enhance existing infrastructure or 

provide new infrastructure. The 2020 update then looked at each parish, with a view to 

informing housing numbers for each parish within the two districts.  

2.12 The 2020 study assessed the Parish of ‘the Ivers’ and includes information about recent 

improvements to infrastructure such as the electrification of the railway line. It also includes 



 

  
 

information about, for example, the Elizabeth line which will provide direct rail services to and 

through central London, with the potential of increasing modal shift. The relief road which is 

proposed for Iver will relieve pollution and reduce congestion in the area.  

2.13 Opportunities also exist, as part of the wider masterplan of the allocation SP BP10, to assist with 

the delivery of new community and retail facilities and also indirectly, via links to existing 

facilities within an improved village centre.  

2.14 The overall summary in the 2020 Settlement Capacity Study is that the Ivers is one of the more 

accessible locations in the plan area which should accommodate a reasonable part of the 

housing demand of the plan area. This supports the allocation of residential allocations in Iver.  

2.15 We agree that the Councils need to express the spatial strategy in a clearer way in the Plan, and 

that a policy in this regard, included via a main modification, would be helpful.  

Q7. How have the constraints of each site been taken into account and any necessary 
mitigation been considered as part of the process of allocating land for housing? In 
particular, how have the Councils considered and assessed the impact of development on 
transport infrastructure, air quality, heritage assets, drainage, schools and health care 
provision? Where is this set out?  

2.16 The allocation of land west of Iver (SP BP 10) is a justified choice in terms of the supporting 

evidence of the emerging Local Plan. In terms of constraints, the land was supported for release 

from the Green Belt site due to the limited contribution that it was making to Green Belt 

purposes. It is also largely unconstrained and does not lies within the AONB. It is in a highly 

sustainable location.  

2.1 The main issues for consideration are the location of the site within the Colne Valley Regional 

Park and is within a Minerals Safeguarding Area. It was assessed in detail through the Landscape 

Capacity Assessment which advised on the compensatory landscape improvements and 

enhancements which would support the delivery of the site. These have been reflected in the 

policy for the delivery of the site which is included within the submitted Local Plan.  

2.2 The Sustainability Appraisal which supported the Green Belt preferred options consultation 

identifies, on a site by site basis, where the development would result in significant effects and 

informs mitigation. The SA demonstrates a detailed assessment of each of the proposed 

allocations and necessary mitigation. Again, this has fed into the policy for each of the sites. This 

gives a clear audit trail for the sites, showing that the policies are justified and effective.  



 

  
 

2.1 In addition to the Settlement Capacity Studies which are referred to above, the IDPs from 2019 

and 2020 form a key part of the evidence base which underpins the submitted Local Plan. It has 

been prepared in partnership with infrastructure providers and statutory consultees such as 

Highways England and the Environment Agency. In terms of the impacts of development on 

infrastructure, the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) from June 2019 (updated in 2020), clearly 

sets out what infrastructure is needed to support the site allocations and policies included within 

the emerging Local Plan, with the reasonable caveat that they are live documents and therefore 

subject to regular review and updates over the plan period. It also links to other parts of the 

Local Plan evidence base such as the different highways and transport assessments. The 

transport assessments include specific studies which were carried out for the Iver area which 

have informed the approach to highways infrastructure in the Iver area (the Iver Topic Paper 

and the Iver Traffic and Transport Study).  

2.2 Appendix 1 of the IDPs looks at the infrastructure requirements holistically for completeness, 

which is important for assessing the implications of all of the development which is planned 

across the two districts. Appendix 2 then goes on to set out the requirements on a site by site 

basis, clearly indicating what infrastructure will be needed and how this is expected to be 

funded.  

2.3 Our assessment is that the Councils have clearly and transparently explored the infrastructure 

implications of the proposed allocation, with both site specific and district wide implications 

audited and appropriate cross references to other parts of the evidence base. This is then 

reflected in the policies for each of the sites.  

Q8. How were site areas and dwelling capacities determined? Are the assumptions justified 
and based on available evidence? 

2.4 In terms of site areas, we understand that this was based on the evidence base which was 

prepared for each of the sites. For example, the Landscape Capacity Analysis (LCA). which forms 

part of the Council’s evidence base, takes a robust landscape-led approach to capacity, the 

outcome of which is an assessment of which parts of each site are suitable for development. It 

also advises on compensatory landscape improvements to the site.  

2.5 In terms of our client’s site, the LCA advised what areas of the site could be released for 

development, which was a 12 hectare area of the site. It then applied a density of 35 dwellings 



 

  
 

per hectare to give an overall capacity of the site of 420 dwellings. This density was later reduced 

to a more appropriate 30 dwellings per hectare to give a figure of 360 dwellings for the site.  

2.6 The methodology of the LCA is clear and transparent and has formed a sound and robust basis 

for the allocation of the site.  

Q9. Are all sites viable? How has viability been considered as part of the preparation of the 
Plan? 

2.7 We refer to the viability information which forms part of the evidence base which supports the 

Local Plan. We understand that the work has been carried out, independently and using an 

established methodology, throughout the preparation of the Local Plan by the Dixon Searle 

Partnership and has also formed the basis of the calculation of the appropriate Community 

Infrastructure Levy (CIL) charge.  

2.8 The viability assessment uses representative development typologies and concludes that the 

strategic site allocations can be expected to have reasonable prospects of viability whilst 

supporting infrastructure provision (through CIL/section 106) and providing policy compliant 

affordable housing at 40% and other policy requirements.  


