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HEARING STATEMENT on MATTER 5 
RESIDENTIAL AND EMPLOYMENT SITE ALLOCATIONS 

 
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 5 (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 4. 
 
Issue 1 – Residential Site Allocations Methodology; Q1 - Q10 
Issue 2 – Employment Site Allocations Methodology; Q1 - Q7 
 

4.  These Issues and the Inspectors' questions are reflected in the concerns expressed 
 in TIPC's Representations and in TIPC's representations of December 2016 on the 
 Green Belt Preferred Options Consultation. These Issues are also inextricably 
 linked to the Issues being considered within Matters 1, 2, 3 and 4 on which TIPC 
 has also made Hearing Statements - some of those submissions are, therefore, 
 also relevant here, to these Issues under Matter 5. 
 

5. Having considered the Councils' Response and the SA, TIPC maintains that, in 
 particular, the following questions in the MIQs have not been answered, or 
 satisfactorily  answered, by the Councils. 
 

 How was the scale and spatial distribution of [residential] allocations 
 determined? (I1/Q2) 
 

 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? (I1/Q7) 
 

 How were site areas and dwelling capacities determined? Are the assumptions 
 justified and based on available evidence? (I1/Q8) 
 

 For the larger, mixed-use allocations, how was the range of uses determined? 
 (I1/Q10) 
 

 How was the spatial distribution of employment allocations determined? How 
 were the allocations informed by the spatial strategy of the Plan? (I2/Q2) 
 
  



 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 has the Council considered and assessed the impact of 
 development on transport infrastructure and air quality? Where is this set out? 
 (I2/Q7) 
 

6. These questions have not been answered. The Councils' Response, at paragraph 
 11.1, refers to section 5.6 of the SA. Under that section, Table 5.8 provides an 
 'Outline of reasons for selection and rejection of reasonable alternative Green Belt 
 sites.' However, Table 5.8 gives no reasons as such - it simply states that certain 
 sites can contribute to development needs and says how adverse impacts on the 
 Green Belt may be mitigated. There are few, if any, qualitative reasons given in 
 Table 5.8 for the selection of sites and no reference to any spatial strategy, spatial 
 distribution or methodology. 
 

7. Housing and employment development has been allocated to sites that have come 
 forward, rather than on the basis of a spatial strategy or any consideration of where 
 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".  
 
Conclusions 
 

8. The Councils have determined the locations for housing and employment 
 development primarily from the capacity  of sites that came forward from calls for 
 sites rather than by reference to a spatial strategy or any methodology that has 
 assessed the impact of development on transport infrastructure, air quality, heritage 
 assets, drainage, schools or health care provision. 
 

9. The Iver Neighbourhood Area allocations (SP  BP10, SP BP11 and SP BP12) and 
 elsewhere have not been informed by a spatial strategy and it seems doubtful, 
 therefore, that the Councils have examined fully all other reasonable options for 
 meeting the identified need for development. 
 

10.  We maintain that for these reasons the Plan is unsound. 
 
 
The Ivers Parish Council 

February 2020 

 
 
 


