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Iver Parish Council 
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Iver 
Buckinghamshire 
SL0 9ND 
 
 
 
Dear Sir / Madam  

Re: Regulation 14 Draft Neighbourhood Plan Consultation – Representations obo Albany 

Trustee Co. Ltd 

These representations have been prepared by Boyer on behalf of Albany Trustee Co. Ltd (‘Albany 

Trustee’) in response to the current pre-submission consultation of the draft Ivers Neighbourhood 

Plan 2020 – 2036 (‘INP’), published pursuant to Regulation 14 of The Neighbourhood Planning 

(General) Regulations 2012 (as amended).  

As land owners within the INP designated area, Albany Trustee welcome the opportunity to provide 

comments on the current draft. Comments at this stage are focussed on draft Policy IV1 — ‘Gaps 

between Settlements’. There are concerns that this particular policy is not well founded or 

necessary, having regard to National policy and the ‘Basic Conditions’ tests. This policy should 

therefore be removed from the INP. Commentary on this matter is provided in the remainder of this 

letter.  

General Legislative Context  

Once a Neighbourhood Plan is submitted for independent examination, it must be demonstrated that 

it conforms to the ‘basic conditions’ as identified in Paragraph 8 of Schedule 4B of the Town and 

Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) (TCPA 1990). The Plan must also be legal in every other 

respect. 

Following submission, it will be the role of an Independent Examiner to consider whether the draft 

Neighbourhood Plan meets the basic conditions. In order to meet the basic conditions, the making of 

a Neighbourhood Plan must; 

 Be appropriate to do so, having regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance 

issued by the Secretary of State;  

 Contribute to the achievement of sustainable development;  

 Be in general conformity with the strategic policies of the development plan; and  

 Not breach, and must be otherwise compatible with, European Union (EU) and European 

Convention on Human Rights (ECHR) obligations. 
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Guidance on the most relevant basic condition in context of draft Policy IV1 is outlined below. 

Regard to National Policy 

A Neighbourhood Plan must have regard to the National Planning Policy Framework (‘NPPF’) (2019) 

and associated guidance. In this respect, NPPF Paragraph 13 states that: 

 “The application of the presumption [in favour of sustainable development] has implications for 

the way communities engage in neighbourhood planning. Neighbourhood plans should:  

 Support the delivery of strategic policies contained in local plans or spatial development 

strategies; and,  

 Should shape and direct development that is outside of these strategic policies” 

Paragraph 18 of the NPPF notes that Local Plans should address both strategic and non-strategic 

matters, whilst neighbourhood plans are only concerned with non-strategic policies. 

Paragraph 29 further reiterates the need for Neighbourhood Plans to be aligned with the strategic 

needs and priorities of the wider local area. It states that: “…Neighbourhood plans should not 

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

strategic policies”. This is supported by NPPF footnote 16 which states: “Neighbourhood plans must 

be in general conformity with the strategic policies contained in any development plan that covers 

their area” 

Pursuant to this, the PPG (at Paragraph: 069 Reference ID: 41-069-20140306) further clarifies that 

‘regard to national policy’ means that a “Neighbourhood Plan or Order must not constrain the 

delivery of important national policy objectives”. 

In addition, Neighbourhood Plans are also required to provide sufficient clarity to enable their 

policies to fulfil their intended development management role. Moreover, such policies must relate 

specifically to the unique circumstances of the neighbourhood area. This means that Neighbourhood 

Plan policies should not duplicate general Local Plan policies. These requirements are considered at 

the PPG Paragraph: 041; Reference ID: 41-041-20140306; 

“A policy in a neighbourhood plan should be clear and unambiguous. It should be drafted with 

sufficient clarity that a decision maker can apply it consistently and with confidence when 

determining planning applications. It should be concise, precise and supported by appropriate 

evidence. It should be distinct to reflect and respond to the unique characteristics and planning 

context of the specific neighbourhood area for which it has been prepared.” 

It is further specified that there has to be robust evidence to support particular policies, as may be 

proposed in a Neighbourhood Plan. It is not permissible to rely on conjecture or assertions. Nor is it 

sufficient (for example) to rely on a survey of local opinion, in order to suggest that a particular policy 

is justified because of the aspirations or concerns of the local community. In this regard the PPG, at 

paragraph 040 Reference ID: 41-040-20160211, states that; 
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“While there are prescribed documents that must be submitted with a neighbourhood plan or Order 

there is no ‘tick box’ list of evidence required for neighbourhood planning. 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…” 

Draft Policy IV1: Gaps between Settlements  

This Policy is stated to serve two purposes. Firstly, defining five (5) ‘local gaps’ to prevent the visual 

coalescence of the settlements in the Parish and secondly, defining three (3) ‘corridors of 

significance’ to prevent ribbon development along these corridors.  

The five ‘local gaps’ seek to ensure that any development in these areas are designed in such a way 

as to prevent ‘visual coalescence of the settlements’ and the three ‘corridors of significance’ seek to 

ensure any development avoids ‘an unacceptable impression of ribbon development or 

suburbanisation by themselves or though cumulative impacts with other developments.’ 

The policies subtext (paragraphs 5.6 and 5.14) then goes on to set out the supporting context and 

purpose of the Policy. Read as whole, the Policy is framed around concerns that given the Parish 

boundary and settlements are close to mainline rail transport nodes to London, there will be future 

pressure for residential and non-residential development which will adversely impact on the The 

Ivers nucleated semi-rural settlement character. Whilst it recognises that the Parish is washed over 

by the Green Belt where inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful and will only be 

approved in very special circumstances, it indicates that further protection by this policy is required 

as, ‘there remains real pressure from development with a number of planning applications being 

prepared or already submitted to Bucks Council’ (p.22). 

The Policy subtext then appraises each ‘local gap’ and ‘corridor of significance’ in turn, which is 

supported by a Landscape Appraisal by LanDesign Associates (April 2021). 

Of particular interest to Albany Trustee is ‘Local Gap ‘C’ — Shreding Green to Langley’. This ‘local 

gap’ is proposed to recognise ‘the role of the Green Belt in this location as preventing ribbon 

development along Langley Park Road between Slough and Iver Village’ and seeks to maintain the 

landscapes character ‘through minimising further linear development along Langley Park Road’. 

The landscape appraisal, in context of ‘Local Gap’ ‘C’ then goes onto state; 

 “This proposed gap seeks to avoid the coalescence of the small nucleated settlement of 

Shreding Green with the possible north-eastern expansion of the urban edge of Langley some 

1km to the south-west”. 

In assessing its designation in the Policies Map, the Landscape Appraisal concludes; 
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 “These significant tranches of open land incorporating large residential properties provide an 

effective defensive semi-rural landscape buffer of between Shreding Green and potential 

development of land to the south-west and south of the settlement, which, if retained, would 

maintain existing landscape character and avoid the potential coalescence of Shreding Green 

with urban expansion to the south and southwest”. 

Commentary on the Draft Policy IV1 and ‘Local Gap’ ‘C’ 

Albany Trustees considers there are several issues with this Policy. Principally, it would not meet the 

basic conditions, as it conflicts with the relevant national policy and guidance mentioned above. The 

main issues in this context are discussed below. 

 1. The policy is an unnecessary repetition of national Green Belt policy, serving no additional 

specific purpose that is unique to the area 

As noted in the previous section, it is clear that one of the main policy thrusts is framed around 

preventing ‘visual coalescence of the settlements’ and seeking to maintain the semi-rural nucleated 

settlement character and surrounding rural openness.  

However, this is exactly why these settlement are washed over by the Green Belt designation, thus 

the Policy goes no further with its objectives than is already achieved in national and existing 

development plan policy. Indeed, three of the five purposes of the Green Belt include ‘to check the 

unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas’; ‘to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one 

another’; and ‘to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment’ (paragraph 134 of the 

NPPF). Therefore, the designation already fulfils the INP draft policies main purpose.  

The Policy can also not be said to be ‘distinct to reflect and respond to the unique characteristics 

and planning context of the specific neighbourhood area’, in line with the PPG above. Whilst the 

policy is supported by a Landscape Appraisal, this does not go so far as to identify what the area’s 

unique characteristics are, that may warrant additional protection over and above that provided by 

the Green Belt designation. It does not provide, for example, a detailed visual appraisal of important 

views to and from the settlements that warrant additional protection via a ‘Local Gap’. It relies on the 

broad ‘spatial expression’ of settlement separation, which typically reflects any number of similar 

types of small dispersed settlements within Green Belt areas around the country. This is not a spatial 

development pattern or landscape character that is unique to The Ivers and the subtext even notes 

seeking this ‘spatial expression’ through ‘local gaps’ in the Green Belt is rare — presumably due to 

repetition of policy objectives. 

Local Gap ‘C’ is particularly illogical, given its principal purpose is to prevent ribbon development 

along Langley Park Road but then identifies a large area of land straddling both sides of the 

highway. The ‘ribbon’ of housing running south-west out of Shreding Green only runs along the 

south side of Langley Park Road. Green Belt policy (paragraph 143, 144, 145) regards construction 

of new buildings as inappropriate (other than a few limited exceptions) and they should not be 

allowed unless very special circumstances are demonstrated. Therefore, the existing Green Belt 

designation is sufficient to meet the Policy objectives in restricting ‘ribbon’ development in this 

location and ‘Local Gap’ ‘C’ draft INP.  
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 2. Justification of the policy on grounds of development pressure does not align with important 

national policy objectives 

In seeking to avoid coalescence of the settlements, the Policy seems to be relying on a perceived 

‘pressure’ of future development to justify the inclusion. Aside from the Green Belt policy already in 

place as a long standing tool to manage this issue and indeed, still a priority of the Government to 

retain; this justification does not align with one of the clear policy objectives in the NPPF, ‘of 

significantly boosting the supply of homes’ (paragraph 59).  

Concerns about future expansions of settlements is not a reason to apply a ‘local gap’ when Green 

Belt designation will already balance these counter policy objectives. These strategic issues are a 

matter for local plans and not for neighbourhood plans to constrain. For land to be removed from the 

Green Belt and allocated for strategic housing development, a local planning authority would need to 

demonstrate that there are exceptional circumstances for Green Belt release through the local plan 

process, with substantial supporting evidence that would ultimately be tested through the 

examination process. If land were to be allocated through this process, any masterplan would need 

to take account of the landscape character and other material matters, including the surrounding 

openness of the Green Belt.  

Therefore, again, Policy IV1 goes beyond what is necessary to restrict future development in this 

area, with supporting justification that does not align national policy objectives for growth and 

potentially constraining important future sustainable development. Seeking to justify the Policy on 

these grounds is based on conjecture and would not align with important national objectives, 

potentially undermining the future local plan making process. 

Summary and Conclusion  

Whilst the ethos of draft Policy IV1 is understood, Albany Trustee considers it does not meet the 

basic conditions, so far as it is not consistent with the national policy and guidance outlined above. 

The evidence base and justification for the policy does not identify any unique characteristics to the 

INP area that would indicate that ‘Local Gaps’ designated in the policies map are required to prevent 

the coalescence of the settlements. The policy and it’s justification does also not align with national 

policy in seeking to boost housing supply and the presumption in favour of sustainable development 

as it aims to constrain development beyond what is necessary, in an area that is already sufficiently 

protected and managed by its Green Belt designation. Therefore, overall, the policy is an 

unnecessary duplication of national policy and should be deleted from the plan.  

Yours sincerely  

 

 

Karen Charles BSc(Hons) DipTP MRTPI 
Director, Head of Boyer Wokingham 
 
Tel:  07887662303 
Email:  karencharles@boyerplanning.co.uk 
 
 


