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THE IVERS NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 
 
REGULATION 14 ANALYSIS: STATUTORY BODIES  
 
1. Introduction 
 
1.1 This note summarises the representations made by the statutory bodies and by 
developer/landowners on the Pre-Submission version of the Ivers Neighbourhood 
Plan (INP) during its recent ‘Regulation 14’ consultation period. It concludes by 
recommending main modifications to the INP so that it may be submitted to the 
local planning authority, Buckinghamshire Council (Bucks Council), to arrange for its 
examination and referendum. 
 
1.2 The report will be published by the Qualifying Body, The Ivers Parish Council, and 
appended to the Consultation Statement that will accompany the submitted INP in 
due course, in line with the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 (as 
amended). 
 
2. Representations 
 
2.1 Representations have been received from: 
 

1. Buckinghamshire Council 
2. Natural England 
3. Environment Agency 
4. National Grid 
5. Thames Water 
6. Turley on behalf of Pinewood Group Ltd 
7. Barton Willmore on behalf of David Wilson Homes  
8. Turley and Savills on behalf of Segro plc and Thorney Lane LLP 
9. Boyer on behalf of Albany Trustee Co. Ltd 
10. AXIS on behalf of Colne Valley Motorway Service Area Limited 
11. Gams Field landowner 
12. Nexus Planning on behalf of Inland Homes 

 
2.2 The other adjoining Parishes, the Colne Valley Regional Park and Historic England 
were consulted but have not made representations. Natural England, the 
Environment Agency and Thames Water representations raised no specific issues on 
the INP and provided its generic neighbourhood plan advice. The National Grid 
provides mapping indicating electrical assets in the parish. It is therefore 
recommended that the Colne Valley Regional Park and Historic England are 
encouraged to submit comments as quickly as possible.  
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3. Analysis 
 
3.1 The representations, notably those of Bucks Council, include suggested minor 
modifications to the text of the document, as well as those of more consequence. 
This note focuses only on those of greater substance as all those others can be 
addressed in finalising the document. 
 
3.2 Bucks Council and AXIS on behalf of Colne Valley Motorway Service Area 
Limited has welcomed the approach the INP has taken in relation to most of its 
policies and in some cases suggested that they are more consistently worded. Bucks 
Council raises three points of substance with regards to the INP and its content: 
 

• Concerns that Policy IV7 Air Quality will be workable due to its detail. 
 
3.3 Clauses A, B and G are from the withdrawn Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan 
and therefore there ought not be an issue with implementation. Clause C, E and F 
operates in the City of Westminster through the made Knightsbridge Neighbourhood 
Plan. Clause C will require some minor amendments to require major development 
proposals to demonstrate that the development has been designed to ensure 
compliance whereas Clause D requires that information is submitted to demonstrate 
that the implemented design has ensured there are no harmful levels of indoor air 
pollutants for 10% of new dwellings within the first five years, unless exempt by Policy 
IV14 Passivhaus Buildings. Planning conditions are required to be fair, reasonable, 
and practicable and must be necessary, relevant to planning, relevant to the 
development permitted, enforceable, precise and reasonable in all other aspects. It 
is therefore recommended that the implementation of the policy and a fair, 
reasonable and practicable percentage is discussed with Bucks Council.  
 

• The principle of Policy IV15 Thorney Business Park  
• The principle of Policy IV16 Link Park Heathrow & Thorney Mill Sidings  

 
3.4 Whilst Nexus Planning on behalf of Inland Homes considers that there is a strong 
case for the INP to change Green Belt boundaries, Bucks Council rightly points out 
that there is no existing strategic policy basis for the INP to propose Green Belt 
changes. But, this is a grey area for policy making – the policy has avoided 
allocating the land for development and is merely seeking to establish some key 
principles of development, if, and only if, either the land is promoted through the 
new Local Plan (as expected) or a planning application is made in the meantime. 
The policy is not making the ‘very special circumstances’ case, nor itself seeking to 
modify the Green Belt boundary. Bucks Council raises concerns about the loss of 
employment for both sites and the return of land to the Green Belt at Thorney 
Business Park and suggests that the Iver Relief Road has not been abandoned. Turley 
and Savills on behalf of Segro plc and Thorney Lane LLP have also expressed 
concern with the policy approach. It is therefore recommended that the approach 
of these policies is discussed with Bucks Council and Turley and Savills representing 
the landowners.  
 
3.5 Turley also submitted comments on behalf of Pinewood Group Ltd and raises 
concerns that the INP should not be brought forward ahead of the emerging Bucks 
Local Plan. Other specific concerns relate to the plan period, the principle of Policies 
IV1 Gaps between Settlements, IV6 Sustainable Travel, IV9 Reducing HGVs, IV13 



The Ivers Neighbourhood Plan: Regulation 14 Summary Report 
 

3 

Colne Valley Regional Park, IV14 Passivhaus Buildings; the specific detail of Policies 
IV2 Design in Iver Heath and IV7 Air Quality, the implementation of Policies IV5 Local 
Heritage Assets and IV8 Managing Traffic, and in particular objects to further 
constraints added by Policy IV17 Pinewood Studios. The Gams Field landowner has 
also objected to its site being identified in Policy IV13 Colne Valley Regional Park.  
 
3.6 These comments are noted; however, the response wrongly asserts that the INP 
cannot be brought forward before an up-to-date local plan is in place and makes 
incorrect assumptions about what policies a neighbourhood plan should contain. 
Neighbourhood plans are not obliged to contain policies addressing all types of 
development. The principle of the policies listed in the response is supported by 
Bucks Council who welcomes Policy IV13 Colne Valley Regional Park in particular. 
The INP contains only non-strategic policy proposals that refine strategic policy to fit 
the circumstances of the Area without undermining the purpose and intent of those 
strategic policies, including saved Local Plan Policy E2 on Pinewood Studios.  
 
3.7 Barton Willmore on behalf of David Wilson Homes has focused its comments, as 
landowner, on Policy IV1 Gaps between settlements. It considers that the policy 
duplicates one of the purposes of the Green Belt (as does Boyer on behalf of Albany 
Trustee Co. Ltd) and fails to identify the capacity of each local gap to 
accommodate new development. Paragraph 5.9 of the INP clearly sets out the 
relationship of the ‘Local Gap’ designations with the Green Belt status of these areas 
and does not prevent development proposals from coming forward.  
 
3.8 The response also supports the objectives of Policies IV6 Active Travel, IV7 Air 
Quality, IV8 Managing Traffic and IV9 Reducing Heavy Goods Vehicles and seeks to 
demonstrate how its site can contribute to the objectives of these policies. It 
considers that the Relief Road would continue to be possible through the 
development of its site. The representation also objects to the INP supporting 
development in its Policy IV15 Thorney Business Park and to Policy IV14 Passivhaus 
Buildings through inaccurately assessing the basis on which the latter policy is made. 
The Government has confirmed in its response to the Future Homes Standard 
consultation that they do not intend to amend the Planning and Energy Act 2008 
and that as a result the setting of energy efficiency standards at the Local Plan or 
Neighbourhood Plan scale is permissible.  
 
3.9 Finally, changes to the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) came into 
effect since the end of the consultation period. NPPF references will therefore need 
to be updated. 
 
4. Conclusions & Recommendations  
 
4.1 The majority of developer/landowner representations have not supported the 
intention of the INP whilst Bucks Council is generally supportive of the INP. Once 
comments have been sought from the Colne Valley Regional Park and Historic 
England, further clarification has been sought from Bucks Council and Turley and 
Savills, and proposed modifications from this report are made, it is recommended 
that the Neighbourhood Plan can proceed to submission without further consultation.  
 
 


