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 Introduction  

1.1 These representations have been prepared on behalf of both SEGRO Plc and Thorney 

Lane LLP (herein referred to as ‘our clients’) in response to the Iver Neighbourhood 

Plan 2020-2036 – Pre-submission version (Regulation 14). 

1.2 The representations are provided in respect of our clients respective interests in land 

directly to the north of Iver Station, including Thorney Lane Business Park (herein 

referred to as ‘the Site’). SEGRO Plc specifically have an interest in land at Thorney 

Business Park.  

1.3 A site plan is enclosed at Appendix 1.  

1.4 These representations are prepared in response to the latest draft Neighbourhood Plan 

consultation document, but also have regard to previous representations submitted by 

Savills on behalf of Thorney Lane LLP. For clarity a copy of that previous submission by 

Savills is included at Appendix 2.  

1.5 These representations are structured as follows: 

 Section 2: A review of the planning background to the site including relevant 

strategic policies contained within the South Bucks Development Plan;  

 Section 3: Commentary of the evidence base supporting the Regulation 14 

Neighbourhood Plan;  

 Section 4: Provides a response to the draft Neighbourhood Plan policies; 

 Section 5: Assesses whether the Regulation 14 Neighbourhood Plan complies 

with the basic conditions and national policy requirements; and 

 Section 6: Sets out concluding thoughts on the Regulation 14 Neighbourhood 

Plan.  

1.6 These representations assess whether, as currently drafted, the draft Neighbourhood 

Plan complies with the basic conditions set out in paragraph 8 of Schedule 4B of the 

Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended).   

1.7 Particular reference is made to the strategic polices within the adopted South Bucks 

Development Plan and the relevant policies and guidance contained within the 

National Planning Policy Framework (‘the Framework’) and National Planning Practice 

Guidance (‘NPPG’). 

Compliance with the Basic Conditions 

1.8 The basic conditions are set out in paragraph 8(2) of Schedule 4B to the Town and 

Country Planning Act 1990 as applied to neighbourhood plans by section 38A of the 

Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. There are in total 7 basic conditions, and 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2011/20/schedule/9/enacted
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2011/20/schedule/9/enacted


 

we consider that there 4 basic conditions that the draft NP does not accord with, which 

are as follows: 

a.  having regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issued 

by the Secretary of State it is appropriate to make the order (or 

neighbourhood plan).  

d. the making of the order (or neighbourhood plan) contributes to the 

achievement of sustainable development.   

e. the making of the order (or neighbourhood plan) is in general conformity 

with the strategic policies contained in the development plan for the area of 

the authority (or any part of that area).  

f. the making of the order does not breach, and is otherwise compatible with, 

EU obligations 

1.9 As a result, our client considers that the Local Planning Authority is under a duty to 

refuse to accept the Plan (see TCPA 1990 Schedule 4B paragraph 6).  

1.10 Notwithstanding our overall in-principle objections to the progression of the Plan, we 

have provided detailed representations against each of these basic conditions at 

Section 5. 

Previous Consultation 

1.11 The Thorney Lane LLP has always taken a proactive approach to consultation with Iver 

Parish Council and local residents. Ever since the Thorney Lane LLP first considered 

proposals for land use change (in 2015) it has held many meetings with Ward and 

Parish Councillors and two public consultations on emerging proposals. It is understood 

that the Parish Council had issues with the masterplan emerging in 2020 but the 

Thorney Lane LLP had at least taken the time to run a public consultation and was in 

the process of amending the plans, to take local comments into account, when the 

Local Plan was finally abandoned. 

1.12  In that light, the Thorney Lane LLP does feel surprised and disappointed that after over 

five years of working together with the Parish Council, the Neighbourhood Plan now 

puts forward an entirely different proposal that has never been discussed with the 

landowners. Savills wrote to the Parish Council in March 2021 and made several 

attempts to arrange a meeting to discuss the site at that time. The NPPG makes very 

clear that landowners and the development industry should be involved in preparing a 

draft neighbourhood plan and it is very disappointing for the Thorney Lane LLP, having 

made so much effort to involve the local community, for it to be ignored in the 

production of the Neighbourhood Plan. 

 

 

 



 

 Site and Planning Context 

2.1 This section of the representations seeks to provide an overview of the adopted 

planning policy position in relation to our client’s Site, based upon its existing 

Development Plan designations. This section covers the following: 

 An overview of the existing Site; 

 Adopted Development Plan context relating to the Site; 

 The relationship between the Iver Neighbourhood Plan and strategic policies 

contained within the adopted South Bucks Development Plan;  

 Identifies the Strategic Policies within the adopted South Bucks Development 

Plan relating to the Site; and 

 The definition of ‘general conformity’ within the context of adopted and 
emerging Development Plans. 

The Site 

2.2 The Site (comprising approximately 42 hectares) as set out in Appendix 1 is located to 

the south of Iver. It is bound by Thorney Lane South to the east, the Great Western 

main line to the south and the Grand Union Canal Slough Arm to the north. Vehicle 

access is from Thorney Lane South.   

2.3 Thorney Business Park occupies the western part of the Site. It is largely occupied by 

existing buildings and yards with a mix of hardstanding, granular materials and asphalt 

road surfacing. A variety of businesses are active at the Business Park, including plant 

hire, transport services, ready mix concrete and aggregate suppliers, scaffolders, fuel 

and lubricant suppliers and property management services. There are five licensed 

waste management facilities located on the Site. Two buildings adjacent to the 

entrance to Thorney Business Park are occupied as residential dwellings (1 & 2 Castle 

Approach). 

2.4 Thorney Business Park comprises Previously Developed Land (‘PDL’), with the business 

park being included in the ‘Buckinghamshire Council – South Bucks Area brownfield 

land register’. An extract of which is provided overleaf: 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Figure 2.1: Extract of Brownfield Land Register (not to scale) 

   

2.5 The remainder of the site is currently undeveloped and is private land not accessible to 

the public. As the Neighbourhood Plan Group will be aware Savills have promoted the 

wider land interests of the Thorney Lane LLP to the east through the Local Plan process 

for residential development.  

Adopted Development Plan Context 

2.6 The adopted Development Plan for the Buckinghamshire Council- South Bucks Area  

currently comprises: 

 South Bucks LDF Core Strategy DPD (Adopted February 2011) 

 Saved Polices from the South Bucks District Local Plan (Adopted 1999) 

 Buckinghamshire Minerals and Waste Local Plan 2016-2036 (Adopted 25 July 

2019) 

2.7 These documents provide the strategic context and policies that the emerging 

Neighbourhood Plan needs to support and must be in general conformity with.  

2.8 The related policies map was adopted in February 2011 alongside the Core Strategy 

DPD, and is a consolidated plan showing all designations within the Saved Local Plan. 

An extract of the adopted proposals map is provided at Figure 2.2 overleaf. 

 



 

 

Figure 2.2: Extract of Policies Map (Not to Scale) 

 

 

 



 

 

2.9 The adopted development plan designates the eastern most part of the Site as being 

within Green Belt (Green Wash), whilst the existing Thorney Business Park is excluded 

from Green Belt, with the sole exception of the previously developed land in the 

furthest north east corner of the Business Park.  

The Requirements of the Framework and NPPG informing the Preparation of 

Neighbourhood Plans  

2.10 The Framework requires at paragraph 13 that “Neighbourhood Plans should support 

the delivery of strategic policies or spatial development strategies; and should shape 

and direct development that is outside of these strategic policies”.  

2.11 In addition, paragraph 30 states that ”Neighbourhood plans should not promote less 

development than set out in the strategic policies for the area, or undermine those 

strategic policies”.  

[our emphasis] 

2.12 The above references from the Framework are supported by further guidance within 

the PPG that advises on the role of the Neighbourhood Plans within the context of 

strategic policies: 

 Paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 41-001-20190509 -  Neighbourhood planning 

provides a powerful set of tools for local people to plan for the types of 

development to meet their community’s needs and where the ambition of the 

neighbourhood is aligned with the strategic needs and priorities of the wider 

local area.  

 Paragraph: 004 Reference ID: 41-004-20190509 - A neighbourhood plan should 

support the delivery of strategic policies set out in the local plan or spatial 

development strategy and should shape and direct development that is outside 

of those strategic policies  

 Paragraph: 009 Reference ID: 41-009-20190509 - A draft neighbourhood plan 
or Order must be in general conformity with the strategic policies of the 
development plan in force if it is to meet the basic condition. Although a draft 



 

neighbourhood plan or Order is not tested against the policies in an emerging 
local plan the reasoning and evidence informing the local plan process is likely 
to be relevant to the consideration of the basic conditions against which a 
neighbourhood plan is tested.  

 Paragraph: 044 Reference ID: 41-044-20190509 - Nor should it be used to 
constrain the delivery of a strategic site allocated for development in the 
local plan or spatial development strategy.  

[our emphasis] 

2.13 It is necessary for a Neighbourhood Plan to demonstrate accordance with the 

Framework and PPG as referenced above. This is particularly relevant when considering 

the purpose and content of Neighbourhood Plan policies.  

2.14 Section 4 and 5 of these representations assesses whether the Neighbourhood Plan 

satisfies the relevant provisions of the Framework and the PPG, and concludes that it 

fails to accord with the Basic Conditions 

The Strategic Policies within the adopted Development Plan  

2.15 It is acknowledged that a significant proportion of the wider site is identified within the 

adopted Development Plan as Green Belt, however the existing Thorney Business Park 

is identified as a brownfield site inset from the Green Belt where employment 

development is acceptable in principle in the adopted Local Plan. 

2.16 Adopted Core Strategy Core Policy 16 (South of Iver (Opportunity Area)) explicitly 

supports appropriate employment generating development on Thorney Business Park1, 

with a particular focus on encouraging uses that would result in a reduction of HGV 

movements. The supporting text at paragraph 3.6.33 identifies that: 

”should proposals come forward for significant development or redevelopment on the 

Thorney Business Park, the Council would look for a significant reduction in the HGV 

movements (generated by the site) through Iver Village and Richings Park, either 

through land use, use of the rail and canal access or provision of a new access road”.  

2.17 This strategic policy reflects the existing site circumstances with regard to it being 

previously developed land and excluded from the Green Belt. A copy of the policy and 

the supporting text is enclosed at Appendix 3.  

2.18 Any policies contained within the Neighbourhood Plan need to accord with these 

strategic policies and the strategic objectives associated with the existing policy 

framework for the site, and the approach to the Green Belt.  

2.19 Whilst the draft Joint Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan identified land for Green Belt 

release for a mixed use development, that Plan has now been withdrawn. It did not 

however propose the inclusion of more land in the Green Belt. On the contrary, it 

proposed the development of the existing Thorney Business Park, and a residential led 

development to the east.  

                                                           
1 Paragraph 3.6.28 of the adopted Core Strategy  



 

2.20 Accordingly, the current position is such that there are no strategic policies supporting 

amendments to the Green Belt boundary within the Neighbourhood Plan area.  

2.21 On the above basis, it is not within the gift of the emerging Neighbourhood Plan to 

include land into, or release land from, the Green Belt. That approach would conflict 

with paragraph 136 of the Framework, which states that: 

“Where a need for changes to Green Belt boundaries has been established through 

strategic policies, detailed amendments to those boundaries may be made through 

non-strategic policies, including neighbourhood plans.” 

The Requirement for ‘general conformity’ with the strategic policies 

2.22 As noted above, there is a requirement for the Neighbourhood Plan to be in ‘general 

conformity with the strategic policies of the Development Plan’.  

2.23 The PPG (Paragraph: 074 Reference ID: 41-074-20140306) clarifies the term ‘general 

conformity’ as follows: 

 whether the neighbourhood plan policy or development proposal supports and 

upholds the general principle that the strategic policy is concerned with 

 the degree, if any, of conflict between the draft neighbourhood plan policy or 

development proposal and the strategic policy 

 whether the draft neighbourhood plan policy or development proposal 

provides an additional level of detail and/or a distinct local approach to that 

set out in the strategic policy without undermining that policy 

 the rationale for the approach taken in the draft neighbourhood plan or Order 

and the evidence to justify that approach 

2.24 To ensure general conformity, there will be a requirement for the emerging 

Neighbourhood Plan to reflect the following strategic policies: 

 Core Policy CP16 (South of Over Opportunity Area; and 

 Saved Green Belt Policies under Section 3 of the Local Plan.   

2.25 In line with the PPG, the Parish Council should seek to agree the ‘strategic policies’ that 

require general conformity with Buckinghamshire Council. As currently drafted, there 

appears to be no robust and considered relationship between the draft Neighbourhood 

Plan and the clear strategic policies of the adopted development plan and the Council 

should refuse to accept it in its current form.   It is not consistent with national policy 

or local planning policy. 

 

 



 

 Evidence base supporting the Neighbourhood 
Plan  

3.1 A presentation to the Neighbourhood Planning Sub-Committee (October 2020) 

highlighted a need to “push for evidence-based approach to ensure evidence base 

meets the criteria demanded by the legislation”. This appears to be the only document 

available alongside the draft Neighbourhood Plan. 

3.2 It appears that the Neighbourhood Plan has been published without any evidence base 

to support its policies, and this gives rise for concern. Further, we note that the 

presentation did not include any reference to any considerations regarding the Site.  

3.3 There is consequently no transparency or underlying justification for the approach now 

proposed in the draft Neighbourhood Plan, which, as we set out in the previous 

chapter, conflicts with national and local planning policy. The PPG provides clear steps 

required to support the preparation of the Neighbourhood Plan. Step 22 is identified as 

‘preparing a draft neighbourhood plan’ and includes the following: 

 Qualifying body develops proposals (advised or assisted by the local planning 

authority); 

 gather baseline information and evidence; 

 engage and consult those living and working in the neighbourhood area and 

those with an interest in or affected by the proposals (eg service providers); 

 talk to and owners and the development industry; 

 identify and assess options; 

 determine whether a plan or an Order is likely to have significant 

environmental effect; and 

 start to prepare proposals documents e.g. basic conditions statement 

3.4 Whilst there is no prescribed evidence that needs to be produced to underpin the 

Neighbourhood Plan, the PPG3 is clear that:  

‘Proportionate, robust evidence should support the choices made and the approach 

taken. The evidence should be drawn upon to explain succinctly the intention and 

rationale of the policies in the draft neighbourhood plan or the proposals in an Order.’ 

3.5 The only documentation supporting this consultation is a Neighbourhood Planning 

Briefing video dated 16 June 2021. Within this briefing, references to Thorney Business 

Park are as follows: 

                                                           
2 Paragraph: 080 Reference ID: 41-080-20180222 
3 Paragraph: 040 Reference ID: 41-040-20160211 



 

‘IV5 Thorney Business Park: The failed LP proposed a scheme of 1,000 home and 12,000 

sq.m of employment floorspace covering the existing industrial area as well as the 

Green Belt land up to Thorney Road South. It included provision for a new primary 

school, community centre and a Park & Ride site next to the station. We didn’t like the 

idea but recognised that with the station close by some of the land would be suitable 

for development.  

Our policy encourages proposals for fewer homes and no new employment land or Park 

& Ride (because of the extra traffic they would generate). It would also see a large part 

of the industrial area being reclaimed for a new country park to form part of the Colne 

Valley’ 

3.6 As we will clarify within Section 4 of this Statement, the Neighbourhood Plan has failed 

to provide any evidence to justify the approach taken to the site within the emerging 

Neighbourhood Plan policies. The supporting video is insufficient and should be 

disregarded.   

3.7 Equally, the following documentation has failed to be issued and we reserve our right 

to comment of these at a later date: 

 Basic Conditions statement; 

 Strategic Environmental Assessment Justification statement; and  

 No evidence to justify the rationale of policy IV5 in particular. 



 

 Response to Draft Policies 

4.1 Our clients do not consider that the draft Neighbourhood Plan (“the draft NP”) meets 

the “basic conditions” (see paragraph 8(2) of Schedule 4B to the TCPA 1990). Indeed, 

we would go as far as stating that in its current form the document cannot be lawfully 

accepted by the Council.  

4.2 Without prejudice to our opinion that the draft NP is flawed in this iteration, we set out 

below our considered thoughts on a number of the draft policies and the draft 

Proposals Map. 

Draft Proposals Map 

4.3 The draft Proposals Map identifies that the entire Site is covered by Policy IV15 (shaded 

red). Thorney Business Park is also identified under area 4 (purple hatched) relating to 

Policy IV9. There is no policy area relating to the adopted Green Belt designations 

within the Neighbourhood plan boundary.   

Figure 2.3: Regulation 14 Neighbourhood Plan Draft Proposals Map 

 

4.4 We would note that there is no reference to the Site within the Neighbourhood Area 

section of the Neighbourhood Plan, which is surprising given there is extensive built 

form across Thorney Business Park and it has a prominent role in meeting employment 

needs in the District.  

4.5 In this Section, we comment specifically on the policies within emerging the 

Neighbourhood Plan as identified on the draft Proposals Map. 

Policy IV9 (Reducing Heavy Goods Vehicles) 

4.6 This Policy seeks to encourage existing sites in the Parish that generate HGV traffic to 

change their use and to restrict  new HGV traffic generating uses to only those edges of 

the Parish nearest to suitable roads. 



 

4.7 This policy is broadly in line with the strategic policies of the adopted Development 

Plan and reflective of the strategic objectives outlined within Core Policy 16 given the 

focus on the redevelopment/ change of existing developments and delivering an 

overall reduction in HGV moments.  

4.8 Our clients recognise that Thorney Business Park contributes towards the number of 

HGV movements through the Parish and if any form of redevelopment opportunities 

were to come forward, this would need to form part of the overarching proposal to 

align with Core Policy 16.  

4.9 On this basis, Policy IV9 simply reflects the strategic policy position secured through 

the adopted Development Plan.  We question whether the duplication of the strategic 

objectives of Core Policy 16 are required through policy IV9 of the Neighbourhood 

Plan, and suggest that this policy could be deleted.  

Policy IV15 (Colne Valley Regional Park)  

4.10 We do not provide detailed comments to this policy at this stage, as further 

clarification is required on the supporting Green Infrastructure Network Plan (page 56 

of the Neighbourhood Plan). There is no evidence base available to explain this 

proposed approach.  There is reference within the policy to the Colne & Crane Valleys 

Green Infrastructure Strategy. Although this recognises that there may the 

“Opportunity to enhance landscape/wildlife value/create public open space” on 

undeveloped land in the locality of the site, there is no suggestion whatsoever of a 

‘land-swap’ as is apparently proposed in the draft NP.  

4.11 There is no key reference relating to the dark green hatch covering part of the Site. 

Reference is also made to creating pedestrian and cycle links within the Site. We must 

therefore reserve the right to comment further when / if this information is published. 

4.12 Furthermore, we would note that the site is not accessible to the public, there have 

been no discussions with the landowner, no requirement for what is proposed in this 

policy, no delivery mechanisms or viability considerations, and no relationship to 

strategic local plan policies. This aspirational policy is therefore without merit, is 

undeliverable, unrealistic, unjustified and should be deleted.  

Policy IV15 (Thorney Business Park) 

4.13 This policy effectively seeks to prejudge the Council’s approach in the new Local Plan, 

and to set out its own planning policy for the area. This is unnecessary and unjustified, 

and the proper place for those considerations is the emerging Local Plan process. We 

would ask that this policy is deleted.   

4.14 The Policy as currently worded seeks to encourage proposals for fewer homes (than 

previous proposed in the withdrawn Joint Local Plan) and no new employment land or 

Park & Ride (because of the extra traffic they would generate). It would also see a large 

part of the industrial area being reclaimed for a new country park to form part of the 

Colne Valley. 



 

4.15 Our clients have concerns both with the deliverability of this policy and also the failure 

of the policy against the requirements of the basic conditions.  

4.16 It is also illogical to designate an existing brownfield employment site as Green Belt and 

reclaim the land as a country park, whilst at the same time proposing to release Green 

Belt land adjacent to the site for built development. This cannot be said to be good and 

proper planning in line with the main thrust of the Framework or the adopted South 

Bucks Development Plan.  

4.17 Further, and again notwithstanding our concerns in relation to the principle of draft 

Policy IV15, there is no clear justification as to how the reclamation of land would be 

funded. There is no viability testing to prove such a policy approach would be 

deliverable. Further given our clients’ interests in the site, the land is not available for 

such development.      

4.18 Our clients overarching concern is that, as drafted, the policy fails to reflect the 

different planning designations across the site under the adopted Development Plan. It 

disregards the fact that Thorney Business Park is previously developed land located 

outside of the Green Belt and that Core Policy 16 identifies Thorney Business Park as an 

area where redevelopment opportunities would be supported.  

4.19 It is not within the gift or appropriate for the Neighbourhood Plan to propose an 

alternative planning position to that set out within the adopted Development Plan.  

4.20 The following elements of this section outline in details our concerns, under the 

following topic areas:  

1) The policy does not plan positively to meet the strategic objectives of the 

Core Strategy; 

2) The policy proposes alternative uses on the Site contrary to the strategic 

policies; 

3) The policy is not clear or unambiguous; 

4) The strategic policies of the adopted Development Plan do not identify a  

requirement for amendments to Green Belt boundaries across the Site; 

5) There is a lack of evidence to support the approach being taken to the Local 

Plan particularly a Basic Conditions Statement; and 

6) The policy fails to demonstrate general conformity with the Development 

Plan.  

(1) The policy does not plan positively to meet the strategic objectives of the Core 

Strategy 

4.21 The draft Neighbourhood Plan references adopted Core Policy 16 under paragraph 3.7 

with recognition that it is a strategic planning policy stating: 

‘The Local Plan also identifies the South of Iver Opportunity Area and encourages 

development in this location that generate fewer HGV movements (Core Strategy Policy 



 

CP16). The policy has made no impact, and HGV traffic continues to remain a significant 

problem in the Parish.’ 

4.22 The Neighbourhood Plan is required to be in general conformity with Core Policy 16, a 

point accepted at paragraph 3.5 of the Neighbourhood Plan.  

4.23 Our clients understand the concern of local residents in relation to the quantum of 

HGV movements around the Parish. Notwithstanding that it duplicates adopted local 

plan policy, draft NP Policy IV9 seeks to address this concern and there is therefore no 

need for Policy IV15 to deliver this requirement.  

4.24 Draft Policy IV15 would need to align with Core Policy 16 as a strategic objective. 

Further, point (x) of draft Policy IV 15 states ‘No provision is made for commercial, 

business, service or employment uses falling within Class E, B2 or B8’. 

4.25 As drafted, the policy fails to plan positively by removing any reference to the existing 

employment land within Thorney Business Park, and as such must be deleted.  

4.26 Given the sites existing employment base, the approach taken by point (x) fails to plan 

positively and meet the employment needs for the District. It promotes ‘less 

development than set out in the strategic policies for the area, or undermine those 

strategic policies’ contrary to paragraph 29 of the Framework, and is therefore 

fundamentally flawed.  

4.27 To accord with the requirements of the Framework, draft Policy IV15 needs to 

incorporate the existing adopted Development Plan position for Thorney Business Park, 

if indeed a policy is required in the draft NP at all.  As currently drafted the policy will 

‘constrain the delivery of a strategic site allocated for development in the local plan or 

spatial development strategy contrary to the PPG’4.  

4.28 Overall, it is clear that draft Policy IV15 is not planning positively. This position is 

evident within the Neighbourhood Planning Briefing (16 June 2021) which 

acknowledges the formerly proposed allocated of the site within the withdrawn Joint 

Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan, and stated:  

‘We didn’t like the idea but recognised that with the station close by some of the land 

would be suitable for development. Our policy encourages proposals for fewer homes 

and no new employment land or Park & Ride (because of the extra traffic they would 

generate). It would also see a large part of the industrial area being reclaimed for a 

new country park to form part of the Colne Valley’.  

[our emphasis] 

                                                           

4 Paragraph: 044 Reference ID: 41-044-20190509 



 

4.29 The draft policy proposes a reduction in employment land contrary to strategic 

policies. Notwithstanding our other concerns, it fails to meet the basic conditions on 

this point alone. 

(2) The policy proposes additional/ alternative uses on the site contrary to strategic 

policies 

4.30 The PPG advises that: 

“allocating alternative sites to those in a local plan (or spatial development strategy), 

where alternative proposals for inclusion in the neighbourhood plan are not strategic, 

but a qualifying body should discuss with the local planning authority why it considers 

the allocations set out in the strategic policies are no longer appropriate.5’  

4.31 The fact of the matter is that draft Policy IV15 cannot propose alternative uses for the 

site. The site is already covered by strategic policies (Core Policy 16 and Saved Local 

Plan Green Belt policies). Further, draft Policy IV15 acknowledges the ‘established uses’ 

at the Business Park. There is no evidence that this position has been discussed with 

Buckinghamshire Council.  

4.32 The PPG further states: 

‘a neighbourhood plan can allocate additional sites to those in a local plan (or spatial 

development strategy) where this is supported by evidence to demonstrate need above 

that identified in the local plan or spatial development strategy. Neighbourhood plans 

should not re-allocate sites that are already allocated through these strategic plans. A 

neighbourhood plan can also propose allocating alternative sites to those in a local plan 

(or spatial development strategy), where alternative proposals for inclusion in the 

neighbourhood plan are not strategic, but a qualifying body should discuss with the 

local planning authority why it considers the allocations set out in the strategic policies 

are no longer appropriate.6’ 

4.33 There is no evidence to suggest that the operators wish to vacate the site, which would 

be needed for the draft policy to be realised.  

(3) The policy is not clear or unambiguous; 

4.34 The PPG requires that ‘It should be concise, precise and supported by appropriate 

evidence’7.  

4.35 Notwithstanding our other concerns with the principle of the policy there is no 

evidence to support the proposed policy approach. It is not clear exactly what land is 

                                                           
5 Paragraph: 044 Reference ID: 41-044-20190509 

 

6 Paragraph: 044 Reference ID: 41-044-20190509 

7 Paragraph: 041 Reference ID: 41-041-20140306 

 



 

proposed for residential and what land is to be ‘reclaimed’ as country park within the 

Green Belt.  It is unjustified and unsound. 

4.36 The identification of development options / allocation of land at the Site should only be 

proposed when the emerging Buckinghamshire Plan indicates that land is required for 

Green Belt release within the Neighbourhood Plan area. At this present time, draft 

Policy IV15 is premature and pre-judges the Buckinghamshire Plan. It proposes 

development contrary to the currently adopted strategic policies, ignoring the baseline 

planning position on the site.  

(4) The strategic policies of the adopted Development Plan do not identify a 

requirement for amendments to Green Belt boundaries across the site; 

4.37 The Neighbourhood Plan states at paragraph 3.13 that: 

‘In addition to this, there are no provisions for Neighbourhood Plans to make detailed 

amendments to Green Belt boundaries in this location at this time (as per paragraph 

136 of the NPPF).’ 

4.38 However, that is not the case. Indeed, in direct contradiction to the Neighbourhood 

Plan’s own wording, draft Policy IV15 notes that development on Thorney Business 

Park, should ‘be designated as Green Belt and laid out as part of the Colne Valley 

Regional Park’.  

4.39 With regard to the part of the site adjacent to Thorney Lane South, whilst our clients 

would be supportive of residential development coming forward (and indeed that was 

proposed in the withdrawn Local Plan), at present, the site is within the designated 

Green Belt and any development will be guided by the relevant strategic policies of the 

adopted Development Plan unless very special circumstances can be demonstrated 

(paragraph 144 of the Framework).  

4.40 As per paragraph 136 of the Framework, which notes that ‘Where a need for changes 

to Green Belt boundaries has been established through strategic policies, detailed 

amendments to those boundaries may be made through non-strategic policies, 

including neighbourhood plans’, the Neighbourhood Plan must await the outcome of 

the emerging Buckinghamshire Plan before it can consider any more localised 

amendments.  

4.41 At present, draft Policy IV15 is contrary to the requirements of the Framework.  

(5) There is a lack of evidence to support the approach being taken to the Local Plan 

particularly a Basic Conditions Statement 

4.42 There is a requirement for a Neighbourhood Plan to publish a statement setting out 

how the Basic Conditions are satisfied.  

4.43 No such statement is supporting this consultation and we reserve the right to comment 

further at a later point.  

4.44 There is no supporting evidence base published. 



 

4.45 We specifically deal with the emerging Neighbourhood Plans compliance with the basic 

conditions in Section 5.  

(6) Fails to demonstrate general conformity with strategic policies of the 

Development Plan  

4.46 Overall, it is considered that draft Policy IV15 is not in general conformity8 with the 

strategic policies of the Development Plan as defined through the PPG9 on the basis of 

the following: 

PPG Definition of General Conformity  Draft Policy IV15 Compliance 

Whether the neighbourhood plan policy 

or development proposal supports and 

upholds the general principle that the 

strategic policy is concerned with 

 

Draft Policy IV15 proposes less 

development than that identified within 

the adopted Development Plan especially 

with regard to employment land.  

It fails to plan positively for the needs of 

District as whole, as established within 

the adopted Development Plan.  

Whether the neighbourhood plan policy 

or development proposal supports and 

upholds the general principle that the 

strategic policy is concerned with 

 

The policy fails to acknowledge the 

strategic policies and objectives of the 

Development Plan particularly with regard 

to redevelopment opportunities for the 

Site identified under Core Policy 16.  

The degree, if any, of conflict between 

the draft neighbourhood plan policy or 

development proposal and the strategic 

policy 

 

Draft Policy IV15 wholly conflicts with 

Core Strategy Policy 16 and Green Belt 

guidance within the Framework.  

Whether the draft neighbourhood plan 

policy or development proposal provides 

an additional level of detail and/or a 

distinct local approach to that set out in 

the strategic policy without undermining 

that policy 

 

Elements of draft Policy IV15 do cover 

non-strategic matters. However, these 

elements of the policy would only be 

relevant if pursuant to a proposed 

allocation within the emerging 

Buckinghamshire Plan.  

The draft policy wholly undermines the 

adopted Development Plan by proposing 

to add and remove land from the green 

belt.  

The rationale for the approach taken in 

the draft neighbourhood plan or Order 

and the evidence to justify that approach 

 

No evidence has been published to justify 

the approach taken to draft Policy IV15, 

nor a Basic Conditions Statement to 

                                                           
8 As required under footnote 6 of the Framework 
9 Paragraph: 074 Reference ID: 41-074-20140306 
 



 

demonstrate Legal compliance of the 

neighbourhood plan.  

 

4.47 Given the above, we would suggest policy IV15 is either removed from the 

Neighbourhood Plan or significantly amended to reflect the strategic objectives and 

policies of the adopted Development Plan, with a focus solely on non-strategic policies.  

4.48 At present the Policy is inappropriate and unjustified.  

 

 



 

 Summary of compliance of Regulation 14 
Neighbourhood Plan against the basic 
conditions  

5.1 It is appreciated that the Iver Neighbourhood Plan is being prepared to allow the 

community an opportunity to deliver a ‘shared vision for the area’ and is evolving with 

input from the local community and relevant stakeholders. 

5.2 However, in forming and delivering this vision, there is a requirement for the 

Neighbourhood Plan ‘to meet certain ‘basic conditions’ and other ‘legal requirements’ 

in line with Paragraph 37 of the Framework.  

5.3 In light of the review in Sections 2-4 of these representations, we have assessed the 

Plan against the ‘basic conditions’ as identified within paragraph 8 (2) of Schedule 4B of 

the Town and County Planning Act 1990 and applied to neighbourhood plans by 

section 38A of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. 

5.4 The PPG requires that the basic conditions statement sets out ‘how they have had 

regard to national policy and considered whether a particular policy is or is not 

relevant. A qualifying body is encouraged to set out the particular national polices that 

it has considered, and how the policies in a draft neighbourhood plan or the 

development proposals in an Order take account of national policy and advice.’  

5.5 Given these requirements, the below provides a review of policy IV15 against the 

relevant basic conditions: 

8(2)(a) having regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance 

issued by the Secretary of State, it is appropriate to make the order 

5.6 A draft Neighbourhood Plan only meets the basic conditions if, inter alia, “having 

regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issued by the Secretary of 

State, it is appropriate to make the order”: paragraph 8(2)(a) of Schedule 4B TCPA 

1990. 

5.7 In order to have regard to a policy as a matter of law, that policy has to be interpreted 

properly by the decision maker. A decision maker who misinterprets policy does not 

have regard to it and errs in law: see EC Gransden v Secretary of State (1987) 54 P. & 

C.R. 86, as renewed in Tesco Stores Ltd v Dundee City Council [2012] PTSR 983. 

“The resulting draft neighbourhood plan must meet the basic conditions if it is to 

proceed. National planning policy states that it should support the strategic 

development needs set out in the Local Plan, plan positively to support local 

development and should not promote less development than set out in the Local Plan or 

undermine its strategic policies (see paragraph 16 and paragraph 184 of the National 

Planning Policy Framework).” (Paragraph: 044 Reference ID: 41-044-20160519) 



 

5.8 We would also note that the Court of Appeal confirmed this in the recent R(DLA 

Delivery) v Lewes DC ([2017] EWCA Civ 58): 

“If a neighbourhood development plan has been made and the local planning authority 

later produces a development plan document containing new “strategic policies”, that 

development plan document will, under section 38(5) of the 2004 Act, prevail over any 

inconsistent policies in the neighbourhood development plan. And if a policy in a 

neighbourhood development plan is not, or ceases to be, up-to-date, this will be a 

material consideration in a development control decision, and may justify departing 

from that policy.” 

5.9 In summary, if the Neighbourhood Plan were to be made, subject to significant 

alterations being made to address the concerns raised within these representations, 

the Neighbourhood Plan will in any event be replaced by the Buckinghamshire Plan 

once adopted.  

5.10 In our view, the Neighbourhood Plan should wait for the Buckinghamshire Plan to 

progress. At that time, there may be an opportunity for the Buckinghamshire Plan to 

support Green Belt release within the Neighbourhood Plan Area, or to set out non-

strategic policies to guide the future development of the site.  

8(2) (d) the making of the order contributes to the achievement of sustainable 

development, (Turley emphasis) 

5.1 A draft Neighbourhood Plan only meets the basic conditions if, inter alia, “the making 

of the Plan contributes to the achievement of sustainable development”, see paragraph 

8(2)(d)  of Schedule 4B TCPA 1990. 

5.2 The presumption in favour of sustainable development runs through the whole of 

national planning policy. This is manifested particularly in paragraph 11 of the NPPF. 

This states that for Plan making: 

“a) plans should positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs 

of their area, and be sufficiently flexible to adapt to rapid change; 

b) strategic policies should, as a minimum, provide for objectively assessed 

needs for housing and other uses, as well as any needs that cannot be met 

within neighbouring areas 

i. the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or 

assets of particular importance provides a strong reason for restricting 

the overall scale, type or distribution of development in the plan area; 

or 

ii. any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and 

demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the 

policies in this Framework taken as a whole.” 

5.3 There is a two stage process to achieving sustainable development, firstly the 

assessment of objective needs for an area and, secondly, a determination as to 



 

whether the impact of meeting those needs would significantly and demonstrably 

outweigh the benefits. 

5.4 Neighbourhood plans are required to support the strategic development needs 

identified by Local Planning Authorities. In other words for a neighbourhood plan to be 

sustainable it too must meet the employment needs of an area. Draft Policy IV15 as 

drafted does not achieve this.  

5.5 The Framework sets out the three overarching objectives to achieve sustainable 

development at paragraph 8 including an economic objective. The PPG further advises 

that ‘In order to demonstrate that a draft neighbourhood plan or Order contributes to 

sustainable development, sufficient and proportionate evidence should be presented on 

how the draft neighbourhood plan or Order guides development to sustainable 

solutions’. 

5.6 The policy proposes to remove the existing employment site at Thorney Business Park 

and designate it as Green Belt to form part of the Colne Valley Regional Park. This 

results in proposing less employment land than within the adopted Development Plan. 

In addition, draft Policy IV15 is clear that no new employment floorspace will be 

proposed. There is no evidence, let alone ‘sufficient or proportionate evidence’ 

prepared to demonstrate why the Neighbourhood Plan proposes such an approach or 

how it will deliver sustainable solutions.  

5.7 Draft Policy IV15 undermines the economic objectives of sustainable development as 

outlined in the Framework and the aspirations of Core Policy 16. The policy proposes 

less employment land than is identified within the strategic policies of the adopted 

Development Plan, and fails to plan positively to support additional employment 

provision within Thorney Business Park. 

8(2)(e)the making of the order is in general conformity with the strategic 

policies contained in the development plan for the area of the authority (or 

any part of that area) 

5.8 Whilst it is generally possible for a Neighbourhood Plan to be progressed in advance of 

the corresponding emerging Local Plan,  this does present certain and inevitable 

problems in terms of meeting the basic conditions and legal compliance tests.   

5.9 The Neighbourhood Plan should be drafted in general conformity solely with the 

strategic policies contained within the adopted Development Plan. Therefore, draft 

Policy IV15 should align with strategic objectives of Core Strategy Core Policy 16 with 

regard to supporting the re-provision of employment generating uses at Thorney 

Business Park.  

5.10 In our view, the Neighbourhood Plan as drafted is seeking to pre-empt the outcome of 

the Buckinghamshire Plan and therefore has failed to ensure general conformity with 

the strategic policies currently in force which guide development on the site.  

5.11 The draft Neighbourhood Plan fails to be in general conformity with the Development 

Plan and as a consequence fails the key test of meeting the basic conditions and cannot 

therefore be regarded as being legally compliant under the terms of the Town and 



 

Country Planning Act 1990 (As Amended) and the Neighbourhood Planning (General) 

Regulations 2012. 

5.12 In our view, the Council cannot proceed with the submission of the draft 

Neighbourhood Plan to Buckinghamshire Council, unless draft Policy IV15 is 

amended/deleted.   

8(2)(f)the making of the order does not breach, and is otherwise compatible 

with, EU obligations 

5.13 Paragraph 1.12 of the Neighbourhood Plan states under ‘Strategic Environmental 

Assessment & the Habitats Regulations that ”A screening opinion dated February 2021 

confirms that the proposals of the Neighbourhood Plan do not have the potential for 

significant environmental effects and therefore no Strategic Environmental Assessment 

is necessary as per the ‘Environmental Assessment of Plans & Programmes Regulations 

2004’ (as amended).” 

5.14 Firstly, we wish to raise concerns that the screening opinion has not been published as 

part of this consultation and we wish to reserve our right to comment on it at the 

earliest opportunity. 

5.15 Further, we question the conclusion of the screening opinion, given the intention of 

the Neighbourhood Plan under draft Policy IV5 to ‘reclaim’ Thorney Business Park as a 

country park. There will inevitably be contamination concerns.  

5.16 This is acknowledged within draft policy IV15 which states ‘all the established uses at 

the Business Park are removed and the land is remediated to a standard to enable he 

public open space and residential uses’.  

5.17 Further evidence should be issued on this matter, if the Neighbourhood Plan is to be 

progressed.  

5.18 To support the Neighbourhood Plan, a Basic Conditions Statement should be prepared 

to demonstrate how the Plan satisfies these conditions.  

 



 

 Conclusions  

6.1 For the reasons set out above, the draft Neighbourhood Plan fails to meet the basic 

conditions as identified within paragraph 8 (2) of Schedule 4B of the Town and County 

Planning Act 1990 and applied to neighbourhood plans by section 38A of the Planning 

and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. 

6.2 As a neighbourhood plan it is fundamentally flawed. There is no evidence base 

underpinning it. There does not appear to have been a formal screening determination 

in respect of both HRA and SEA requirements. 

6.3 For the reasons set out above, the draft NP does not meet the basic conditions on 

numerous grounds.  

6.4 Specifically, the approach taken to draft policy IV15 fails to be in general conformity 

with the strategic policies of the development plan in force given it: 

 Conflicts with and fails to support strategic Core Policy CP16 and relevant 

Green Belt policies of the adopted South Bucks Development Plan by 

constraining the ability to deliver development on previously developed land 

outside the Green Belt, favoured by the spatial vision of the Core Strategy and 

the Framework; 

 Does not meet the strategic priorities or employment needs by planning for 

less development that set out within the adopted Development Plan;  

 Amends Green Belt boundaries in the absence of strategic policies indicating 

that such a review needs to be considered within the Neighbourhood Plan to 

address identified needs; 

 Is not based upon ‘Proportionate, robust evidence’ to support Policy IV15; and 

 Fails to contribute towards achieving sustainable development as set out 

within the Framework, thus contrary to National policy. 

6.5 Overall, it is considered that policy IV15 should be significantly amended/deleted from 

the Neighbourhood Plan before progressing further.  

6.6 Should the Neighbourhood Plan Group seek to submit the Plan, the Council would not 

be able to accept it and it must be rejected.  
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Iver Parish Council 
 
By e-mail: plan@iverparishcouncil.gov.uk 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Dear Sir or Madam, 
 
The Ivers Neighbourhood Plan – informal consultation February 2021 
 
Savills acts for Thorney Lane LLP, the owners of the Thorney Business Park. 
 
In summary, the Thorney Lane LLP: 
 

 supports the emergence of a Neighbourhood Plan in Iver and welcomes the informal consultation and 
opportunity to work with the Parish Council; 
 

 objects to Policy IV12 because it limits the available area for redevelopment and therefore much 
reduces the potential benefits that would arise from such development; 

 
 supports Policy IV9 (support for proposals that reduce HGV movements); and 

 
 would like to work with the Parish Council to develop a policy to promote a new north side entrance to 

Iver station plus new station interchange with parking. 
 
 

Background 
 
Thorney Business Park comprises some 17 ha of employment development. Current uses include waste 
management, open storage, and various light and heavy industrial buildings and yards. Inevitably such uses 
generate significant traffic and HGV movements through Iver and its surroundings. 
 
The potential for land use change to relieve HGV issues arising from the Thorney Business Park have been 
embedded in planning policy for some time. The 2011 Core Strategy discussed the issue (Policy 16) and it was 
carried forward to the draft South Bucks Local Plan. 
 
For that reason, the Thorney Lane LLP has been in discussion with South Bucks (and then Buckinghamshire) 
Council, the local highways authority, the Parish Council and local residents. Proposals were put to public 
consultation in June 2018 and October 2020. A pre-application submission and EIA scoping opinion were 
submitted in 2020.  
 
The general thrust of our proposals was a mixed use development including residential development, 
employment development, a new entrance to Iver station, station car parking and open space. The proposals 
include a link road between Thorney Lane South (effectively running along the railway line) and towards 
Mansion Lane. Whilst the Thorney Lane LLP owns sufficient land for a road to be built between Thorney Lane 
South and Mansion Lane, the preferred route for the link road would cross the grand union canal and joined 
Mansion Lane further north, thus avoiding the canal bridge. The Thorney Lane LLP has always been clear that 
it could not deliver that solution as it does not own sufficient land. However, mixed use redevelopment would 
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make a significant contribution to the link road by constructing most of it and potentially (subject to viability) 
providing a financial contribution to the highway authority towards construction on land outside the ownership 
of the Thorney Lane LLP.  
 
In those circumstances, HGV reduction through Iver village would occur in two ways. First, most of the HGVs 
originating from the Thorney Business Park would be displaced by the land use change. Second, the new link 
road would allow HGVs from other site to be routed around Iver village centre. 
 
Whilst some of details of the public consultation were subject to local comment (retention of some employment 
uses and housing density in particular) it was felt that there was support in principle for land use change. The 
Thorney Lane LLP was committed to working with the Iver Parish Council and local people to find a form of 
development that would generally be supported locally. 
 
However, as the South Bucks Local Plan has been withdrawn, the Thorney Lane LLP will now promote the 
development of the entire site (including Green Belt release) through the Buckinghamshire Local Plan. Whilst 
there is a strong case for a ‘Very Special Circumstances’ planning application, our preference is to work with 
the local plan process whilst this remains a timely option (although delays to the Local Plan could lead to a 
reassessment of that approach).  
 
 
Policy IV12 
 
Draft Policy IV12 broadly suggests that the existing developed area is ’swapped’ for a similar area further east 
(adjacent to Thorney Lane South). The Thorney Lane LLP would object to such a policy. In the context of a 
national and local shortage of suitable land for development, the site has the advantage of being in an extremely 
sustainable location. It is adjacent to an Elizabeth Line station, which will provide fast and frequent connections 
in to London and the West. We are also in discussion with Buckinghamshire Council about a bus link to the 
new station building. Alongside local facilities at Richings Park and Iver, the site is one of the most sustainable 
locations in the County. 
 
Development of the entire site (to the western extent of the Business Park) would provide more housing and 
affordable housing. Comprehensive development also has the best chance of providing the infrastructure 
improvements that are needed (i.e. link road and new station entrance) as, in short, additional development will 
provide extra revenue for these benefits. We believe that if Iver is to accommodate some housing growth, the 
Thorney Business Park is the best site in Iver to deliver such growth in a sustainable way and with minimal 
impact on existing homes. In our view it would be wrong to only develop only part of the site and therefore we 
propose to continue to promote the entire land between Thorney Lane South and the western edge of the 
Thorney Business Park. We would hope to convince the Parish Council of the benefits of such development as 
part of our land promotion. 
 
We note that paragraph 3.13 commits to an early review of the plan to deal with the matter of housing growth 
and perhaps a larger development of the Thorney Business Park might be considered at that stage. However, 
we believe that the Thorney Business Park is the best option for sustainable development in Iver and Policy 
IV12 restricts that development and the benefits that might arise alongside it. 
 
 
Shorter term proposals 
 
In the meantime there are alternative options to consider that might come forward within a shorter timescale 
and be consistent with local plan and neighbourhood plan policy. These include: 
 
(i) land use change of the existing Thorney Business Park. 
(ii) provision of a new ’north side’ station entrance to Iver station 
(iii) the provision of station parking and bus interchange in conjunction with (ii). 
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Given the ongoing issue with HGVs emanating from the Thorney Business Park, the Thorney Lane LLP is 
progressing opportunities for land use change in the existing planning policy context. This would involve 
replacing the existing variety of uses (that generate a high proportion of HGVs) with a single use that generates 
very few HGV movements. The proposal would comply with existing local planning policy as it is an employment 
land proposal on an employment site. At the moment, there is significant interest in a data centre use on the 
site.  
 
A data centre would bring the benefits of a high-tech, employment generating use with high quality design and 
landscaping. There would be good jobs for local people. But it would not generate significant HGV movements 
(outside of its construction). Data centre use would easily reduce HGV movements from the Thorney Business 
Park by 10% (in fact there would be a near 100% reduction outside the construction period). Therefore a data 
centre proposal would comply with Policy IV9D.  
 
The Thorney Lane LLP is in advanced discussions with Network Rail about a north side access to Iver station. 
We hope to be able to share plans with the Parish Council shortly. This could be developed alongside a station 
car park, cycle parking, drop off and pick up area, station interchange and potentially bus stops (subject to 
Buckinghamshire Council agreement). We note the reference in the Neighbourhood Plan to the provision of 
Iver station car parking to relieve on-street parking in Richings Park (section 5.30ii) and cycle parking (5.30iii). 
We also note the suggestion of improved connectivity for pedestrians and cyclists between principle 
destinations with segregation from road traffic (5.30v). A station interchange could come forward in the Green 
Belt under NPPF paragraph 146 c) which states that local transport infrastructure which can demonstrate a 
requirement for a Green Belt location need not be inappropriate within the Green Belt. We would welcome 
discussion with the Parish Council as to whether such a proposal might be supported and whether a 
Neighbourhood Plan policy could make reference to it. 
 
 
Summary 
 
The Thorney Lane LLP would be pleased to collaborate with the Parish Council on the above matters. We will 
be in touch shortly to propose a meeting to discuss the above. 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
 
Neil Rowley 
Director 
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Core Policy 16 and supporting text 
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Improve public access to the River Thames 
through a new riverside walk with a new 
footbridge provided across the Thames 
to Maidenhead in the vicinity of Boulters 
Lock, unless demonstrated not to be 
feasible or viable.
Ensure that there is no net loss of jobs, 
based upon the former range of activities 
on this Opportunity Site (circa 200 jobs). 
Guide new development towards areas of 

water compatible development in Flood 
Zone 3b, with all other development in 
Flood Zone 2, with the exception of the 
redevelopment of the Skindles site (partly 
Flood Zone 3a) for a hotel.
Adhere to the minimum requirements set 
out in the Level 2 Strategic Flood Risk 
assessment for the site, which will include 
demonstrating a measurable reduction 

development. 
Minimise the risk of groundwater pollution 
through the mitigation of the effects of 
historic contamination.
Incorporate decentralised and renewable 
or low carbon technologies (for example, 
combined heat and power, or potentially 
water power), unless it is clearly 
demonstrated that this is not viable 
or feasible. This should ensure that at 
least 10% of the energy needs for the 
development are secured from these 
sources, in accordance with Core Policy 12.
Demonstrate, prior to the granting of 
planning permission, that the necessary 
infrastructure can be put in place within 
agreed timescales.

 A Development Brief must be produced for 
the site by the landowners / developers, 
in conjunction with the Council, prior to a 
planning application being submitted. The 
Development Brief will be adopted as a 
Supplementary Planning Document.

 Core Policy 16 – South of Iver (Opportunity 
Area)

3.6.22 

number of HGV movements – Court Lane, 
Thorney Business Park (formerly the Bison 

Estate), the Ridgeway Trading Estate, the 
Aggregate Industries site and the Cape Boards 
Site (Uxbridge). The HGV vehicles travelling 
to and from these sites have limited routing 

to travel either along Iver High Street (when 
heading north) or through Richings Park 
(when heading south).

3.6.23 In preparing this Core Strategy two principal 
options for addressing the issue of HGV 
movements were considered – the provision 
of some form of relief road (or roads), 
providing an alternative routing option for 
local HGV movements, or the introduction 
of measures aimed at reducing the number 

aforementioned sites.

3.6.24 Recognising the impact that HGV movements 
have on local people in Iver Village and 
Richings Park, in 2008, the Highway 
Authority submitted a scheme for a relief 
road to the regional body for prioritisation. 
Unfortunately, this scheme was not 
prioritised at the regional level, which is a 
necessary requirement to obtain funding 
from central government. No other sources 
of funding are currently available. 

3.6.25 In relation to changes in land use, the Core 

form of development on the Cape Boards site 
(as it is in the adjoining London Borough of 
Hillingdon) and further consideration needs 
to be given to the most appropriate form 
of development on the Aggregate Industries 
site through the Minerals and Waste Local 
Development Framework process (undertaken 
by Buckinghamshire County Council). 
The Aggregate Industries site is currently 
safeguarded as a Rail Aggregates Depot in the 
adopted Minerals and Waste Local Plan.

3.6.26 The adopted Minerals and Waste Local Plan 
and emerging Minerals and Waste Core 
Strategy also safeguard land immediately to 
the west of the Thorney Business Park for 
possible future use as a Multimodal Waste 
Transfer Facility. This land remains in the 
Green Belt, and if the current Minerals and 

need for a new Waste Transfer Facility (and 
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that this is the best location), the impact 
of the HGV movements generated should 
be minimised by making best practical use 
of the available rail and canal access, and 
provision of a new access road (which would 
allow HGV access, avoiding Iver Village and 
Richings Park).

3.6.27 The focus of Core Policy 16 is on the three 
remaining sites. 

3.6.28 Within the Plan period, the District 
Council will generally support appropriate 
employment generating development or 
redevelopment on the three sites (Court 
Lane, Thorney Business Park and the 
Ridgeway Trading Estate), with particular 
encouragement to be given to uses 
that would result in a reduction in HGV 
movements.

3.6.29 The Court Lane industrial area is 6 hectares 
in size and accommodates industrial 
workshops, open storage, vehicle breaking 
and Heathrow long-stay parking. It lies within 
the Colne Valley Park and a Biodiversity 
Opportunity Area, adjacent to the M25, two 
water treatment works and former gravel 
pits. It is the employment area most capable 
of being enhanced through redevelopment. 
A comprehensive redevelopment scheme for 
uses that do not generate a large number of 
HGV movements would assist in addressing 
Strategic Objective 8 of the Core Strategy, 
as well as providing scope to improve public 
access to the nearby network of open space, 
Iver High Street and Iver Station.

Map 6 - South of Iver
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3.6.30 The existing footpath that runs along the 
northern boundary of the Court Lane site is 

improvement. 

3.6.31 To facilitate redevelopment of the Court Lane 

as a Major Developed Site in the Green Belt. 
In considering any planning application for 
redevelopment of the Court Lane area, the 
Council will take into account the current 

on the openness of the Green Belt.

3.6.32 Residential development on the Court Lane 
site is considered wholly inappropriate, in 
view of the surrounding land uses.

3.6.33 The Ridgeway Trading Estate and Thorney 
Business Park are excluded from the 
Green Belt. Redevelopment on the 
Ridgeway Trading Estate is likely to be 

development and light industrial uses will 
be generally supported, to help reduce the 
number of HGV movements in the area. 
In the longer-term, should proposals come 

redevelopment on the Thorney Business 

reduction in the HGV movements (generated 
by the site) through Iver Village and Richings 
Park, either through land use, use of the rail 
and canal access or provision of a new access 
road. Furthermore, improvements would 
be needed in terms of access to the train 
services at Iver train station. 

3.6.34 The District Council is committed to 
monitoring the situation over the Plan 
period, with a view to reviewing both the 
nature and scale of the HGV problem in 
and around Iver and Richings Park, and the 
success of the measures outlined in Core 
Policy 16 below. Should these measures prove 
unsuccessful, or other opportunities arise89, 
consideration will be given to the scope for 
provision of a relief road or alternative means 
of access to the employment sites in the 
South of Iver Opportunity Area (see also Core 
Policy 7 and paragraph 3.2.59).

 Core Policy 16: South of Iver 
(Opportunity Area)

 The District Council will generally support 
appropriate employment generating 
development or redevelopment on Court 
Lane, Thorney Business Park and the 
Ridgeway Trading Estate, with particular 
encouragement to be given to uses 
that would result in a reduction in HGV 
movements.

 
Proposals Map as a Major Developed 
Site in the Green Belt. Comprehensive 
redevelopment proposals should result in  

 
Any scheme should:

Result in no greater impact on the 
openness of the Green Belt.
Provide for habitat improvements and 
improved access to the open space and  
water areas in the Colne Valley Park.
Provide improved pedestrian and cyclist 
access routes to Iver High Street and Iver 
Station, to enhance the sustainability of the 
site.
Safeguard and improve the setting of the 
Grade II Listed Iver Court Farmhouse.
Recognise the context of the site, and 
address issues including possible land 
contamination and the odour and air 
quality issues associated with the nearby 
water treatment works and M25.
Incorporate decentralised and renewable 
or low carbon technologies (for example, 
combined heat and power), unless it is  
clearly demonstrated that this is not viable  
or feasible. This should ensure that at 
least 10% of the energy needs for the 
development are secured from these 
sources, in accordance with Core Policy 12. 

 The Court Lane site is wholly inappropriate 
for residential development. 

 A Development Brief must be produced for 
the site by the landowners / developers, 
in conjunction with the Council, prior to a 
planning application being submitted. The 
Development Brief will be adopted as a 

Infrastructure Levy or Development Management DPD.
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Supplementary Planning Document.

 
or redevelopment on the Thorney Business 

in the number of HGV movements 
(generated by the site) through Iver  
Village and Richings Park. 

 Core Policy 17 – Other Development Sites

3.6.35 The Core Strategy cannot foresee every 
eventuality. As well as the three Opportunity 

may come forward during the Plan period, 
for example when an employment site that is 
currently operational becomes unexpectedly 
redundant. 

3.6.36 When such sites are within settlements 
excluded from the Green Belt, the policies 
in this Core Strategy will be applied to 
determine their reuse or redevelopment. 
However, prior to a planning application 
being submitted, a development brief should 
be prepared by the developer/landowner 
(with input from the Council) setting out 
the main opportunities and constraints 
of the site, the broad principles of the 
proposed development (consistent with the 
development plan) and any infrastructure 
requirements. The brief should then be 
subject to public consultation and then 

a material consideration when determining 
any subsequent planning application on the 
site. 

3.6.37 The redevelopment of sites in the Green 
Belt will normally be inappropriate 
development, unless for a limited range 
of uses90. Inappropriate development will 
not be supported unless the applicant can 
demonstrate that there are very special 
circumstances justifying development in 
the Green Belt. The applicant will also need 
to comply with the relevant community 
consultation requirements, as set out in 

the Council’s Statement of Community 
Involvement – although it will not normally 
be appropriate to prepare a development 
brief for such sites, as national and local 
Green Belt policy severely limits the range of 
development options available.

3.6.38 If necessary, the Council may give 
consideration to identifying additional Major 
Developed Sites in the Green Belt, through 
preparation of a subsequent DPD.

3.6.39 For the avoidance of doubt, development 
briefs will normally be required on sites 
of 1 hectare or more (on land excluded 
from the Green Belt), although in certain 
circumstances (for example, where a site 
is in a particularly sensitive setting) a 
development brief may need to be prepared 
for smaller sites. 
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for development on land excluded from 
the Green Belt, a Development Brief will 
normally need to be prepared, prior to 
submission of a planning application. 

 
 In order to offer the opportunity for 

environmental improvements through 
appropriate redevelopment, the Council 
may designate additional Major Developed 
Sites in the Green Belt (MDS) in subsequent 
Development Plan Documents. 

 

90 See PPG2 Green Belts, section 3.
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