
Buckinghamshire Council Response to  

Iver Neighbourhood Plan Regulation 14 Consultation 

 

General Comments 

The historic environment is recognised as a non-renewable, outstanding and distinctive 

resource that contributes to Buckinghamshire’s economy, tourism, education, and culture 

and community identity. This approach forms a core planning principal of the National 

Planning Policy Framework. Neighbourhood Plans will eventually require examination by the 

Local Planning Authority (LPA) to ensure their conformity with this National framework. 

Understanding the heritage value of a Neighbourhood Planning Area is an important part of 

developing the Plan. 

 

Document format - accessibility 

When the neighbourhood plan gets to the Regulation 15 stage we need the documents in 

an accessible format produced in Ms Word that been checked and made accessible using 

Ms Word accessibility checker as we can’t publish PDFs. 

 

Policies map -  although inset maps have been provided these still seem to be shown at too 

small a scale for the many proposed designations to be clearly identified by the users of the 

Neighbourhood plan While it is acceptable to have separate plans to show individual 

designations such as the plans to show local green spaces there should be a plan that brings 

all the allocations into one place at a useable scale so that developers and landowners can 

see all the applicable policies that may apply to their site in one place. 

 

 

Neighbourhood plan document sections where comments have been made 

 

The policy on affordable housing should mention First Homes as the Government has 

clarified this new form of discounted housing is defined as affordable so it can be part of the 

delivery of affordable. https://www.gov.uk/guidance/first-homes   

 

Foreword 

List of Policies 

 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/first-homes


1. Introduction & Background  

 

Para 1.11 2nd sentence – ‘it will be’ should be ‘It has been’. 

 

Para 1.14 seems out of date refereeing to the plan as a pre regulation 14 version with a full 

regulation 14 consultation exercise to follow in the future although the cover of the current 

document refers to it being the reg 14 version. 

 

2. The Neighbourhood Area  

3. Planning Policy Context  

 

Para 3.5 it is not the South Bucks Development Plan as South Bucks no longer exists 

probably safer to omit the words ‘South Bucks’ from the 2nd line of the sentence. Further 

the neighbourhood plan will not replace the adopted development plan but become part of 

it the adopted Local Plan and Core Strategy will remain until replaced by a Buckinghamshire 

Local Plan. 

 

Paras 3.10 to 3.12 arguably as the former Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan was 

withdrawn it doesn’t exist and perhaps there is too much detail on what a withdrawn plan 

would have contained. These paragraphs add little to the current neighbourhood plan. 

4. Community Views on Planning Issues  

 

Please see implementation section for comments on secondary school Provision 

 

5. Vision, Objectives & Land Use Policies  

 

5.2 Page 21  To preserve and enhance the Parish’s Heritage Assets (We welcome this) 

 

IV1  Gaps between settlements  

 

Policy IV 1 Page 24         Could add another paragraph, Development proposals within 

the local gaps and corridors of significance should demonstrate that they have regard to the 

Buckinghamshire Council’s Historic Landscape Character study 



 

IV2 Design in Iver Heath  

IV3 Design in Iver Village  

IV4 Design in Richings Park  

IV5 Local Heritage Assets  

IV6 Sustainable Travel  

IV7 Air Quality  

 

Some requirements in this policy appear to be very detailed and it is therefore a concern 

that the policy will be workable. In particular clause c appears to require internal air quality 

levels to be worked out in advance of development for all dwellings whereas clause D only 

requests 10% of the built dwellings to be assessed. As written it would be open to the 

developer or by then the occupiers to choose 10 % of dwellings they knew would meet the 

tests rather than face additional costs of rectification. 

Para 5.32 2nd sentence = although document may have been circulated by South Bucks the 

Actions will be for Buckinghamshire Council, change the word ‘District’ to 

‘Buckinghamshire’. 

IV8 Managing Traffic  

 

Page 39 Check that this policy adequately picks up on public realm improvements 

recommended in a recent environmental improvements study. It does not seem to be 

referred to. 

 

Page 39 Does the policy need to include the words  ‘related highways infrastructure’ 

 

As written the policy almost seems to encourage Green Belt development via exceptional or 

very special circumstances if it provides road and public realm improvements. Is this the 

intention of the policy? Both exceptional and very special circumstances would have to be 

considered on a case by case basis and the policy as worded could imply development 

proposing in the Green Belt would be permitted if it provided road or public realm 

improvements.  

IV9 Reducing Heavy Goods Vehicles  

 

IV9 (A)  page 42 Operations within the wider use class 



 

This wording seems to undermine the intention – are they trying to restrict changes within 

the use class? See para 5.42.  

 

IV9 (B) Page 42 Reference to other commercial vehicle movements could undermine 

proposals by pubs and shops for smaller scale extensions, etc – is this the intention of the 

policy? 

 

IV10 Community Facilities  

 

Whilst it is noted the plan lists the community facilities it wishes to protect and their 

locations are indicated on Plan E there is no individual plan of each of these sites. The 

examiner of the Stewkley and Denham neighbourhood plans has pointed out that without a 

plan of the community facilities there could be doubt and or conflict between developers 

and planning officers over the extent of the community site that should be protected. As an 

example a potential developer could apply to build on a pub car park claiming the pub 

building and thus the community use would remain. However, the loss of the car park may 

make the pub unviable or at the least add to car parking issues. Whereas if there was a plan 

showing the pub and car park as the community facility to be protected there would be no 

confusion. It is likely another examiner will raise the lack of site plans as an issue if they are 

not provided at submission stage. 

 

IV11 Village Centres  

 

Para 5.51 47 the Council has concerns over the extension of permitted 

development rights and the impact that allowing a change to residential will have on high 

streets across Buckinghamshire generally. It is agreed that residential has a role to play in 

town centres but any change of use should take into account factors such as commercial 

demand, wider town centre plans and ambitions etc. It is not clear however, what the 

corporate stance is on this and whether there are any plans for Article 4 directives? The 

specific reference to the hope that Bucks Council will make an Article 4 direction is not 

appropriate and not relevant to the neighbourhood plan whilst this is an aim of the parish 

this is something they should raise with Buckinghamshire Council directly and not through 

words in the neighbourhood plan. 

 

It is noted the two village centres are shown on maps following the policy, while these are 

helpful to those interpreting the policy and possibly considering an area to be covered by an 



Article 4 to be really useful they would be better provided at a larger scale while the two 

village centres will need to be shown on the actual policies map or the village centres 

identified as an insert on the policies map and policies applicable to the village centres 

shown at a larger scale. 

 

IV12 Local Green Spaces  

 

Some of the proposed local green spaces appear to be very small in area and little more 

than roadside verges, while it is not for this council to question which areas of greenspace 

are of local importance we do ask you to consider if all the proposed areas meet the criteria 

for designation as set out in the NPPF.  

 

IV13 Colne Valley Regional Park  

 

Page 54         Maintain and enhance the landscape, historic environment and waterscape 

of the park in terms of their scenic and conservation value and their overall amenity; (we 

welcome this) 

 

IV14  PassivHaus Buildings  

IV15 Thorney Business Park 

 

Page 60 & 62  There may be buried archaeological implications and where appropriate field 

evaluation may be required 

 

Page 60 While the land north of Iver Station area was allocated in the withdrawn 

Local Plan one of the benefits of this site was the potential for satellite office development 

based on the Crossrail/Elizabeth Line link to London? It is considered that a mixed use 

development, that generates some employment (particularly that which is not reliant on 

HGV movements) would be our preference  

 

It is a concern about what happens to the businesses located on the existing business park if 

this is redeveloped as the neighbourhood plan desires? It is accepted there are issues with 

HGV traffic, but this is a site that provides employment. We should be looking for a balance 

between housing and employment and if residential is to increase, should thought not also 

be given to where these residents might be able to work? 



 

Page 60 Very special circumstances can be robustly demonstrated – suggest a 

stronger wording for the first section  

 

Although the NP is seeking to pre-empt the BLP it cannot amend boundaries 

NPPF para 136 indicates that Green Belt boundaries can only be altered through the plan 

making process and where exceptional circumstances can be fully evidenced and justified. It 

further indicates that detailed Green Belt boundary changes can only occur in a 

neighbourhood plan where strategic policies justify a change to the Green Belt is required. 

Given the withdrawal of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan there is no strategic policy 

basis for the neighbourhood plan to consider Green Belt changes. 

 

Clause iii even if very special circumstances were made to allow development of the open 

Green Belt land adjacent to Thorney Lane this wouldn’t allow the designation of non-Green 

Belt land as Green Belt unless it formed part of a strategic Local Plan policy. As such this 

element of the policy is unworkable. The Colne Valley Park is designated in its own right and 

not via the development plan system. As such the area of the Colne Valley Park is defined 

and any land within the area is within the Colne Valley Park. Land cannot be laid out as 

Colne Valley Park land although areas of land within the park area could be given to the park 

to manage. 

 

Assume the intention of Clause Xi is to keep the car park small. However, given the potential 

for Electric Vehicle use to increase, given the banning of new combustion engine cars in the 

future, there is the potential for demand for Electric charge points to increase as written the 

policy would allow expansion of any car park to meet that need. 

60 Is the primary school requirement based on the advice from BC Education?  

61 Very negative tone to this part of the plan – e.g. IRR not abandoned. It is also not 

relevant to keep referring to the withdrawn Chiltern and South bucks Local Plan. it is 

withdrawn and as such has no planning status. While it is clear the parish didn’t agree with 

elements of the withdrawn plan this is not relevant to the parish’s own planning document 

which should be looking to the future.  

 

 

IV16  Link Park Heathrow & Thorney Mill Sidings  

 



Page 63 As with policy IV15 above, what happens with the existing businesses on the 

site? 

Brief reference is made to the idea of a data centre but it is not entirely clear whether this 

policy would be seeking to prevent such a usage or whether a data centre would be deemed 

acceptable. Would other commercial uses, providing they did not generate HGV movements 

and were sensitive to the location and environment, be acceptable? With both IV15 and 

IV16 you are potentially looking at a loss of employment land. If we want to grow the 

economy and provide local employment opportunities, then we need to ensure that there is 

appropriate commercial space across the county. 

 

IV17 Pinewood Studios 

 

Page 64 This is probably addressed in the Section 106 with Pinewood and may already 

be covered in the wording about not worsening traffic and air quality, but I think as well as 

mitigation measures, it’s also about trying to maximise local benefits from the expansion 

(jobs, training etc) 

 

The test for impacts & effects should be significant adverse impacts.  

 

Should the policy refer to any opportunities that new development could deliver, e.g. link to 

policy IV8? 

 

6. Implementation  

 

The plan includes aspirations/priorities for a new secondary school in the area. There are 
two routes available for the opening of new schools – (i) Council funds the new school if 
there is insufficient capacity in the area to meet demand (ii) Application from a potential 
sponsor to the DfE through their ‘wave’ route on the basis of parental choice (although 
unlike previous bidding rounds - proposals generally now require evidence of need for 
additional school places).  
 
Unfortunately, the data does not currently evidence the need for a new secondary school – 
as schools in South Bucks currently have surplus capacity (i.e. Chalfonts Community College 
and Khalsa Academy) – see projections below (based on current trends in parental 
choice/population migration/housing growth) which show 20% surplus capacity over the 
period to 2030: 
 



 
 

*Note, Khalsa School was established by the DfE and the admission arrangements approved by them prioritise 
50% of students on a non-faith basis.  

 

Last year under 60% of pupils in the Iver planning area (approx. 2 forms of entry) attended a 
Bucks upper school with the remaining pupils attending either an out county (i.e. in both 
Slough and Hillingdon), independent or grammar school. Some of the reason for the cross 
border movement maybe due to the lack of local upper school in Iver however some will no 
doubt be due to the attractiveness of comprehensive schools across the border.  
 
As the projections show there is not projected to be a material change in pupil demand over 

the foreseeable and potential increased housing growth in Iver and surrounding area is not 

expected to be sufficient enough to justify the provision of a new secondary school 

(especially with the level of surplus capacity currently in the area). The Council will however 

continue to monitor pupil demand/housing growth proposals in the area and if justified look 

to provide additional capacity either through the expansion of existing schools or provision 

of new schools. 

 

Policies Map & Insets 

Appendix A: Landscape Appraisal: Local Gaps and Corridors of Significance 

 

Para 2.02 refers to the London Borough of Cowley. There is no such borough. 

Appendix B: Iver Heath Areas of Special Character Design Code 

 

Design code would be easier to follow with the inclusion of diagrams to show the various 

building elements referred to in the code. 

 

Appendix C: The Ridings Areas of Special Character Design Code 

 



Same comment as Appendix B 

 

Appendix D: Local Heritage Assets Analysis 

 

Page 88 This is largely building focussed and could include other assets such as: 

• Richings Park Formal Park and Garden itself, not just the buildings within it 

• Medieval Moated site at Parsonage Farm (GR: 501677-180429) 

 

Appendix E: Schedule of Evidence 

 


