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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’) 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 18 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;
“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…”
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Draft Policy IV1: Gaps between Settlements

This Policy is stated to serve two purposes. Firstly, defining five Local Gaps to prevent the visual
coalescence of the settlements in the Parish and secondly, defining three 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 - 5.14) then goes on to set out the supporting context and
purpose of the Policy. Read as whole, the Policy is based 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 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, ‘These
factors will create further pressures for development, for both residential and non-residential uses,
which could have a significant impact on the existing character of the settlements within the parish.
The setting and the rural character identity of the parish also adds to its attractiveness as a location
for residential development” (paragraph 5.6).
The Landowners welcome the recognition that as the land within the Local Gaps is within the Green
Belt, any development would be, by definition, ‘inappropriate development’ and cannot be approved
unless ‘very special circumstances’ can be demonstrated. Green Belt is a very high level of statutory
protection and as such, further protection in Local Gap policy within a Neighbourhood Plan is
unnecessary.
Its clear from paragraph 5.8 that the Parish Council are aware that Buckinghamshire Council and
Slough Borough Council are reviewing their own Local Plans and will need to release Green Belt
land to meet housing need. This will be done through the proper development plan process where
‘exceptional circumstances’ must be demonstrated to justify Green Belt release. Such process is
very rigorous and requires a full and robust assessment before a decision is made to release the
land from the Green Belt for housing. It is therefore clear that the primary purpose of the Local Gaps
is to frustrate any efforts by Slough Borough Council or Buckinghamshire Council in meeting their
housing needs through growth into the Neighbourhood Plan area.
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 the Landowners is Local Gap B (Iver Village to Shreding Green) and 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;
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“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;
“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”.
The Landowners considers there are several issues with this Policy which mean 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
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.
The INP notes that ‘this type of spatial expression in the Green Belt is rare’ (paragraph 5.9), but
notes that there is precedent in the made Ascot, Sunninghill and Sunningdale Neighbourhood Plan
2011-2026 (ASSNP). To make this comparison is misleading. Unlike some of the settlements in the
INP (i.e. Shreding Green, George Green and Middle Green), the settlements (i.e. Ascot, South
Ascot, Sunninghill, Sunningdale and Old Sunningdale) in the ASSNP are not washed over by Green
Belt. As such, whilst it may be deemed appropriate to place a Local Gap designation between
settlements excluded from the Green Belt (i.e. Local Gap A (Iver Heath to Iver Village), Local Gap D
(Richings Park to Langley) and Local Gap E (Iver Village to Ridgeway Industrial Estate)), Local Gap
B (Iver Village to Shreding Green), Local Gap C (Shreding Green to Langley) and Local Gap D
(Richings Park to Langley) should be deleted as they serve no additional function over the Green
Belt designation.
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 138 of the
NPPF). Therefore, the designation already fulfils the INP draft policy’s 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. 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
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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. Given Green Belt policy (NPPF, paragraphs 147 and 149) 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 around Shreding Green is sufficient to meet the
Policy objectives in restricting ribbon development in this location. Local Gaps B and C should
therefore be deleted.
2. Justification of the policy on grounds of development pressure does not align with important
national policy objectives
In seeking to avoid the coalescence of the settlements, the Policy relies on the pressure of future
housing growth to meet housing need in Slough Borough and Buckinghamshire more generally
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 60).
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 (in this case the forthcoming Buckinghamshire Plan) and not for
neighbourhood plans to constrain. For land to be removed from the Green Belt and allocated for
strategic housing development, Buckinghamshire Council will need to demonstrate that there are
exceptional circumstances from 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.
A key strand of Government policy on identifying suitable locations for housing growth is for such
development to be in sustainable locations where there is a genuine choice of transport modes.
Paragraph 73 of the NPPF states that:
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“strategic policy-making authorities should identify suitable locations for such development
where this can help to meet identified needs in a sustainable way. In doing so, they should:
a)

Consider the opportunities presented by existing or planned investment in infrastructure,
the area’s economic potential and the scope for new environmental gains;

b) ensure that their size and location will support a sustainable community, with sufficient
access to services and employment opportunities within the development itself (without
expecting an unrealistic level of self-containment), or in larger towns to which there is good
access;
…”
The INP area is less than 1km from Langley Station and therefore in a highly sustainable location
with good public transport accessibility. Langley Station will see services significantly improved (up
to 4 trains per hour to Central London, Slough and beyond) when the Elizabeth Line opens later this
year. The area also benefits from good highway accessibility, being around 3km from the M4
(Junction 5) and c7km from the M40 (Junction 1), both of which provide quick access to the M25.
The area is also c10km from Heathrow Airport and c10km from the centre of Slough and the wider
West London urban area, all of which offer a wide range of employment opportunities.
The pressures noted in the INP therefore reflect the suitability of the area to accommodate growth
which would need to be considered as part of the growth strategy for the emerging Buckinghamshire
Plan. It should not be the role of the INP to frustrate this process by placing additional restrictions on
growth in this area.
The proposed Local Gaps and Policy IV1 should therefore be deleted and the process for identifying
suitable areas for housing growth left to the Buckinghamshire Plan.
Summary and Conclusion

Draft Policy IV1 does not meet the basic conditions so far as it is not consistent with the national
policy and guidance. The evidence base and justification for the policy does not identify any unique
characteristics to the INP area that would indicate that Local Gaps are required to prevent the
coalescence of the settlements. This is particularly the case for land around Shreding Green (i.e.
Local Gaps B and C) which should be deleted from the INP. Indeed, the area is highly sustainable
and suitable for growth and it should not be the role of a Neighbourhood Plan to place additional
restrictions on growth ahead of the preparation of the Buckinghamshire Plan.
The policy and it’s justification does also not align with national policy in seeking to boost housing
supply in highly sustainable locations 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, as a minimum, Local Gaps B and
C are an unnecessary duplication of national policy and should be deleted from the plan.
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Yours sincerely

Karen Charles BSc(Hons) DipTP MRTPI
Director, Head of Boyer Wokingham
Tel:
07887 662303
Email: karencharles@boyerplanning.co.uk

TITLE:

REPRESENTATIONS BY COLNE VALLEY MOTORWAY SERVICE
AREA LIMITED ON THE IVERS NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 2020 – 2036
PRE-SUBMISSION PLAN (CONSULTATION UNDER REGULATION 14)
MAY 2021

Date:

23rd March 2022

Introduction and Context

1.

These representations have been prepared by AXIS, on behalf of Colne Valley
Motorway Service Area Limited (‘CVMSA’), a wholly owned subsidiary of Welcome
Break.

2.

CVMSA submitted an outline planning application to Buckinghamshire Council, on
21 December 2020 (ref: PL/20/4332/OA), for the proposed development of the
Colne Valley Services (‘CVS’), a Motorway Service Area (‘MSA’), and associated
works on land between junctions 15 and 16 of the M25, near Iver Heath,
Buckinghamshire. The application has been subject to full consideration with
comments received from technical consultees. These responses have led to
amendments to the scheme parameters and illustrative design to: better mitigate
the proposal, reduce its overall effects; and respond to comments arising through
the consultation period. As such, updated information in support of the CVS
proposal was submitted to Buckinghamshire Council on 25 June 2021. This
application falls within the Ivers Neighbourhood Plan area and is currently awaiting
determination.

3.

In accordance with paragraph 2 of the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF),1 when the Ivers Neighbourhood Plan is brought into force, it will become
part of the statutory Development Plan. As such, CVMSA welcomes the
opportunity to provide its comments on the Submission version of the Plan.

1https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment

2021.pdf

data/file/1005759/NPPF July

Development Plan Context

4.

The adopted South Bucks Local Plan 1999 and the South Bucks Core Strategy
2011 pre-date and do not reflect the policies of the NPPF, and in particular,
relevant to this representation, paragraph 106(e) [and footnote 44] with regard to
the provision of roadside services. Similarly, they do not reflect national policy on
the provision of MSAs as set out in Department for Transport Circular 02/2013.2

5.

The need for a new MSA, specifically between junctions 15 and 16 of the M25,
has been evident for decades and was raised by Highways England more recently
in their representation to the 2016 Initial Regulation 18 consultation on the ‘Vision
and Objectives’ for the emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan (‘CSBLP’).
The consultation identified that one of the ‘main issues’ the CSBLP should seek to
address is: “Highways England view that a new Service Area should be developed
in the Green Belt off the M25 between the M40 [J16 M25] and M4 [J15 M25].” 3

6.

Subsequent to the above consultation, the CSBLP progressed through a’ Call for
Sites’ exercise in late 2018 / early 2019, with consultation on the Publication
Version occurring between June and August 2019.

7.

AXIS submitted formal representations on the CSBLP promoting the allocation of
the current CVS site as an MSA on:

8.

•

14 January 2019 in response to the Call for Sites exercise; and

•

23 August 2019 in response to the Publication Version of the CSBLP.

The representations made it clear that should CSBLP not make a specific
allocation for the CVS MSA, then it should, as a minimum, provide an appropriate
criteria-based policy relating to MSAs.

9.

Due to the manner in which the CSBLP was progressed, the Council did not
publish responses to the Publication Version. However, as a matter of fact the now
withdrawn CSBLP did not make any provision for MSA development. Accordingly,

2 https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/file/237412/dft-circular-strategic-road.pdf
3 Emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan to 2036, Issues and Options Consultation
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we welcome the identification of major development schemes within the draft
Neighbourhood Plan (paragraph 3.19 and Plan D) including the CVS.

Representations on the Draft Neighbourhood Plan

10.

CVMSA is pleased to respond to consultation on the Plan and have set out our
comments subsequently. CVMSA would welcome the opportunity to work with the
Parish Council to ensure that if the CVS were to be delivered the opportunities to
improve local biodiversity, green infrastructure and the local economy, are
maximised.

11.

We note that the Plan is primarily focused on the protection and enhancement of
the Parish’s environment, heritage and green infrastructure, rather than promoting
or planning for future development. Accordingly, it is suggested that Section 5 of
the Plan (Vision, Objectives and Land Use Polices) recognises that new
development is likely to come forward within the Neighbourhood Plan area, in
accordance with both the future Bucks Council Local Plan and national policy,
noting that MSAs are frequently dealt with as national level development.

12.

With regard to Policy IV1 ‘Gaps between Settlements’, we suggest that the policy
title is amended to better reflect the policy content. In short, the policy has two
distinct strands and thus we suggest that it is titled: “Gaps Between Settlements
and Corridors of Significance.”

13.

With regard to Policy IV7 ‘Air Quality’, we make the following comments:
•

Point A: it is suggested that the text should be amended to read: “should
contribute to and / or be consistent with, the actions and objectives set out in
…” The reason for the suggested change is that it may not be appropriate that
all individual developments to specifically contribute to the AQAP, but
nevertheless all should be cognisant of it.

•

Point B: it will not be possible for all new development proposals to be ‘Air
Quality Neutral’. Improvements in local air quality will be primarily delivered
via legislative change across society, e.g. the Government’s ban on all new
petrol and diesel engine cars by 2030, rather than by new built developments.
Accordingly, we suggest that criterion B of the policy would be better worded
along the following lines:
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“Planning applications for the following types of development proposals will
need to be supported by an Air Quality Assessment:
•

Major Development:

•

Development likely to material effects on air quality; and

•

Development that requires a submission of a Transport Assessment.

The AQA should assess the effects of the development through both the
construction and operational phases, including during longer term operation.
Proposals should seek to avoid causing or contributing to worsening air quality
in the Iver Parish Air Quality Management Area and, where necessary,
propose mitigation measures. Development proposals that result in an
increase in air pollution will only be justified in exceptional circumstances”.
•

Point C: this criterion is unclear as to what is required. We believe the
reference to major development proposals refers to the building of new
dwellings as referenced in the second line of criterion C. Otherwise the policy
wording does not appear to make sense. We make the same comment on
criterion D. In short, it is suggested that in both cases the term: “new major
residential development proposals” is used.

•

Point G whilst CVMSA strongly supports electric vehicle (EV) charging and
proposes extensive EV infrastructure at CVS, the final sentence appears to
suggest that major non-residential development with off-street parking is
required to make 100% EV charging space provision. Such a level of provision
will never be required as EV vehicle users will all have home charging. Further,
it would not be possible to make such provision from an electricity supply
standpoint. As such we suggest that criterion G of the policy would be better
worded along the following lines:
“Development proposals which make provision for electric vehicle charging
points will be supported. Major residential development will be required to
make provision for an electric vehicle charging point for every new home,
unless the development is proposing fewer off-street parking spaces than
required under the parking standards, in which case each off-street parking
space provided will have an electric charging point. Major non-residential
development will be required to make appropriate provision for electric vehicle
charging points proportionate to the number of off-street parking spaces
required as part of the development.”
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14.

With regard to Policy IV13 ‘Colne Valley Regional Park’, we make the following
comments:
•

In overall terms, this is a development management policy. Accordingly, in
order to be consistent with the policies of the NPPF (for example NPPF
paragraph 196 in relation to heritage assets), it should have a costs / benefits
component. In short, development should be permissible where it does not
specifically deliver the policy objectives if the wider public benefits of the
scheme outweigh the need to do so. Thus it is suggested that the last
sentence of Part B is amended to read as follows: “Development that fails to
demonstrate the above will be refused unless the context of the proposed
development means that the above factors are not relevant; or the wider public
benefits of the proposal outweigh the need to meet each policy objective”.

•

The first bullet point of Part A seeks to ‘maintain and enhance’ the landscape
and historic environment of the park. To ensure that the policy wording is
consistent with the NPPF, it is suggested that these topics are addressed
through separate bullet points, as follows:
In terms of landscape, a proposal should: “protect and enhance

i.

[valued] landscapes” in line with paragraph 170(a) of the NPPF.
ii.

In terms of historic environment proposals, a proposal should:
“sustain and enhance the significance of an asset and, where relevant,
new development should make a positive contribution to local character
and distinctiveness” in line with paragraph 185 of the NPPF.

15.

It is suggested that the Green Infrastructure Network Plan mirrors the Mid-Colne
Green Infrastructure Plan provided on page 45 of the Colne & Crane Green
Infrastructure Strategy.4 This would help to address the following matters:
• The Green Infrastructure Network Plan and Legend contained within the Plan
illustrate, amongst others, ‘opportunity and new landmarks / destinations’.
However, details of what these annotations mean are not provided in the Plan
and only become clear upon reading the Colne & Crane Green Infrastructure
Strategy. As such, it is suggested that a table (similar to that on page 46 of the
Strategy), which includes details of the relevant annotations is provided within
the Plan.

4 https://www.colnevalleypark.org.uk/green-infrastructure-strategy-downloads/
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16.

With regard to Appendix D Schedule of Local Heritage Assets, it is suggested that
a grid reference is added to the table to ensure clarity if the local heritage assets
are not to be identified on the Policies Map.
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Your comments
Any comments you make in this section will be made available to the public on our website,
as required by law. It is very important you don’t include any personal details in your
comments.
9. Please provide your comments, suggested changes or reasons for objecting.
If you comment on specific sections of the Neighbourhood Plan, please make it clear
which sections these are.
If you have evidence to support your comments, please send it to us by email or post.
Please see enclosed representations.

End of survey
Thank you for completing the consultation survey.
Please return your completed survey by midnight on Thursday 24 March 2022. You can:

•
•

Post it to The Ivers Neighbourhood Plan, Planning Policy Team, Buckinghamshire
Council, Queen Victoria Rd, High Wycombe HP11 1BB.
Take it to one of our three main council access points located at:
o Walton Street Offices, Aylesbury, HP20 1UA
o Queen Victoria Road, High Wycombe, HP11 1BB
o King George V House, King George V Road, Amersham, HP6 5AW

The Ivers Neighbourhood Plan –
Regulation 14 Consultation
Representations on behalf of Inland Homes – March 2022
1

Introduction

1.1

These representations have been prepared on behalf of Inland Homes in response to The Ivers
Neighbourhood Plan (“the NP”) Regulation 14 Consultation.

1.2

Inland Homes controls 4.2 hectares of land to the west of 148 Swallow Street (“the Site”) which lies
within the NP area.

2

Housing Requirement

2.1

The NP does not identify a housing requirement and does not allocate any housing sites. Paragraph
3.13 of the NP notes that the previously emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan (“CSBLP”),
which was withdrawn in October 2020, allocated three major strategic sites within the NP area.
Paragraph 3.12 of the NP outlines that, in addition to the strategic allocations, a housing requirement
figure for the NP area was also included within the CSBLP.

2.2

Whilst there is no up-to-date adopted Local Plan context that identifies a housing requirement for
the NP area, the Submission Version of the CSBLP set out a requirement for the NP area to deliver a
minimum of 223 dwellings between 2016 and 2036. The Settlement Capacity Update January 2020
anticipated that 377 dwellings would come forward from other sources for the plan period 20162036. It is recognised that some of this requirement was made up of existing commitments, but there
remained a shortfall against the identified minimum requirement.

2.3

The housing requirement identified in the CSBLP was over and above the strategic allocations
which were as follows:


Allocation SP BP10 – Iver Heath – 360 dwellings



Allocation SP BP11 – North of Iver Station – 1,000 dwellings



Allocation SP BP12 – East of Ridgeway Business Park – 90 dwellings
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Representations on behalf of Inland Homes continued

2.4

In light of the withdrawal of the CSBLP, 1,450 dwellings of planned development will not be coming
forward within the NP area until a Buckinghamshire Plan is progressed (which is in the early stages
with adoption not expected until 2025). Furthermore, there is significant uncertainty whether windfall
development can meet any meaningful housing needs.

2.5

Given the Green Belt constraints within the NP area and lack of an up to date development plan, the
NP represents an excellent opportunity to address the substantial shortfall in market and affordable
housing needs in the area, noting that a long term failure to plan properly for growth will likely result
in an adverse impact on the vitality and viability of the Ivers.

2.6

Notwithstanding the above, Paragraph 67 of the National Planning Policy Framework (“the
Framework”) outlines that neighbourhood areas can request an indicative housing figure from the
local planning authority to inform their preparation of a neighbourhood plan. In light of the
withdrawal of the CSBLP, and the implications of this on the Ivers, the Parish Council could have
requested an indicative housing requirement from Buckinghamshire Council to ensure that the NP
area is delivering the housing that is needed in the area, although this does not appear to have taken
place, which does not reflect a particularly proactive approach to growth in the area. Whilst it is
accepted Green Belt restricts what the NP can formally allocate at this stage, other land outside the
Green Belt and on brownfield sites within the Green Belt could have been allocated, such as land
controlled by Inland Homes.

3

Release of Land from Green Belt

3.1

Paragraph 3.13 of the NP outlines that:

“…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)”
3.2

Whilst paragraph 140 of the Framework (same as para 136) does refer to the need for strategic
policies to establish the need to amend Green Belt boundaries, the CSBLP was clear that even with
significant unmet needs to be met by the former Aylesbury Vale District, significant Green Belt
releases were required to meet the need for houses and jobs.

3.3

Given the above, and even when noting that Buckinghamshire Council has now been formed, it is
somewhat inconceivable that Green Belt releases will not be required within the NP area. Indeed,
the CSBLP proposed this.

3.4

Given the above, we consider that it would be entirely appropriate for the NP to identify potential
‘preferred’ locations/directions for growth, which could then inform the future Buckinghamshire
Local Plan (“BLP”). Importantly, this would ensure that the local community maximises its say in
shaping the future growth of the NP area and ensures that local objectives are delivered that might
not otherwise be identified within the BLP.
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4

Neighbourhood Plan Proposed Policies

4.1

In respect of Policy IV13 (green infrastructure network) Inland Homes notes that the proposed plan
shows the Site to be partially located within the ‘other green space including farmland’ category and
adjacent to the ‘opportunity to enhance landscape/ wildlife value/ create public open space’ category.
We agree that the Site should not be subject to other designations, such as Local Gaps.

5

Land at 148 Swallow Street (the Site)

5.1

Inland Homes promoted the Site for Green Belt release and a housing allocation through the
CSBLP. Part of the Site has also been submitted to Buckinghamshire Council as part of their recent
brownfield call for sites consultation.

5.2

In total, the Site measures 4.2 hectares (Appendix 1), although an area of 0.29 hectares (Appendix
2) was presented as part of the brownfield call for sites submission. On this basis, the Site has a
capacity of 10 – 110 dwellings. We would be delighted to discuss the feasibility of also
accommodating suitable community infrastructure needs on part of the Site.

5.3

The Site is deliverable in accordance with the definition outlined in the Glossary of the Framework,
as follows:

Available
5.4

Inland Homes is promoting the Site for residential development, and it is therefore clearly available
for residential use.

Suitable
5.5

The delivery of housing on the brownfield extent of the Site would be wholly compliant with
national policy and is suitably and sustainably located on the settlement edge.

5.6

In term of the wider Site, it performs as follows against the purposes of including land within the
Green Belt (paragraph 134 of the Framework):


Check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas – the redevelopment of the Site
would contribute towards increasing the built form but there would be no reduction in
perceived openness as the open land within the site is not visible to the public other than
glimpsed views of the west boundary from Wood Lane. There would therefore be no
reduction in the sense of openness experienced in views towards the settlement edge. The
site is bounded by the existing settlement, which the current Green Belt boundary extends
up to. A precedent has already been set for some ‘infill’ development in this area with the
recent development at Colborne Close having taken place as a settlement extension but on
Green Belt land with an exposed southern boundary which the Site could logically connect
into. A mature vegetated boundary now forms the western edge of the settlement and it is
proposed that this same strong hedgerow boundary with mature trees forms the new
settlement edge and Green Belt boundary to the south of Colborne Close (and north of
Martindale) completing the western edge of Iver Heath.



Prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another - it is noted that existing
development off Swallow Street contains the Site on three boundaries, and therefore the
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Site forms a logical location for infill development. Development of the site would not
reduce the gap between Iver Heath and Iver to the south.


Assist in safeguarding the open countryside from encroachment - in landscape
character terms, the Site does not display typical characteristics of open countryside, being
visually screened from its surroundings and more closely related to the settlement edge
than the limited area of more open countryside between the site and Wood Lane. The Site
has an urbanised settlement edge character, being overlooked by properties on Swallow
Street and containing equestrian development. The strong field boundary hedgerows are a
key characteristic which unify the landscape, but the character of the site and its immediate
surroundings is also consistent with the published assessment for the Iver Heath Mixed Use
Terrace LCA, in terms of negative characteristics, where strength of character is weak, being
fragmented by development, roads and unmanaged hedgerows.



Preserve the setting and special character of historic towns - Iver Heath is not
protected by a Conservation Area and contains few listed buildings. With this in mind the
town is not considered to possess a historic core, with the majority of built development
being late C20th to early C21st in style (as acknowledged at paragraph 2.10 of the NP).
Development of the Site will not, therefore alter the character of the setting of the
settlement, and in part may improve the quality of integration of the settlement edge with
the adjacent landscape.



Assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other
urban land – it has been evidenced that there is an acute housing need within the former
south Bucks District and that the full housing need cannot be accommodated exclusively
on previously developed brownfield sites (albeit part of the Site does comprise brownfield
land). The release of land from the Green Belt to accommodate this housing need is
therefore required.

5.7

In light of the above, it is evident that the Site does not perform strongly in Green Belt terms.
Furthermore, it is possible to form a new defensible Green Belt boundary along its western edge.

5.8

In terms of other matters, safe and easy access points are available into the Site, and the scale of
development proposed will not significantly impact the local highway network. Furthermore, Iver
benefits from Iver railway station and contains a wide-range of facilities including a library, primary
school, a convenience store and post office. As such, it is clearly a sustainable settlement capable of
accommodating further growth (as identified in the CSBLP).

5.9

The Site is located entirely within Flood Zone 1 in accordance with the Environment Agency’s Flood
Maps for Planning, which has the lowest probability of flooding. There are no ecological
designations within the site, and none within close proximity that would be impacted by the
development of the site.

5.10

A layout is proposed (see Appendix 3) that effectively utilises the site in a manner suitable for
residential development, and is consistent with emerging NP policies.

Achievable
5.11

Inland Homes are eager to deliver this Site at the earliest opportunity, and are satisfied that the
layout provided at Appendix 3, or a smaller scheme on the site area presented as part of the
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brownfield call for sites represents a viable scheme (subject to the necessary financial obligations
that would be associated with it).
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24 March 2022
Delivered by email

The Ivers Neighbourhood Plan
Planning Policy Team
Buckinghamshire Council
Queen Victoria Road
High Wycombe
HP11 1BB

Dear Sir/Madam
REPRESENTATIONS TO THE IVERS NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 2021-2040 – SUBMISSION PLAN
We are writing on behalf of SEGRO Plc (‘our Client’) in response to the Submission version of Iver Neighbourhood
2021- 2040 which is currently subject to consultation by Buckinghamshire Council.
These representations are provided in respect of our Clients interest in land part of Thorney Lane Business Park,
Iver. SEGRO’s interests relate to the western extent of the Business Park within the area identified under
Neighbourhood Plan Policy IV15 Area A. As the Parish Council is aware, our Client is currently preparing a planning
application for a new data centre proposal on this area of the site and have already engaged in pre-application
discussions with the Parish Council.
The remainder of land within Policy IV15 is under the control of Thorney Lane LLP who will be submitting separate
representations to this consultation for your consideration. Both parties are working collaboratively to ensure the
representations submitted are aligned with a focus on assisting the Neighbourhood Plan process moving forwards.
Previous Involvement with the Iver Neighbourhood Plan
Our Client previously submitted representations to the pre-submission version (Regulation 14) of the Plan in July
2021, where concerns were raised over the failure of a number of the draft policies to meet the basic conditions as
set out under paragraph 8 (20) of Schedule 4B of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, particularly with regard
to Policy IV15 (Thorney Business Park).
Since this consultation, our Client has met with the Parish Council to discuss the evolving redevelopment proposals
at Thorney Business Park within the context of the adopted South Bucks Core Strategy, specifically the South of Iver
Opportunity Area (Core Policy 16).
Through these discussions, it was clarified that the existing Business Park is previously development land and not
designated as Green Belt under the adopted Development Plan. The redevelopment of the site for data centre use
will provide an opportunity to reduce the HGV movements and improve the amenity of the surrounding area. We

The Pinnacle
20 Tudor Road
Reading
RG1 1NH
T 0118 902 2830 turley.co.uk
"Turley is the trading name of Turley Associates Limited, a company (No. 2235387) registered in England & Wales. Registered office: 1 New York Street, Manchester M1 4HD."

understand this continues to be an aspiration of the NPG and local community and is reflected within the emerging
Neighbourhood Plan.
Scope of these representations
These representations principally relate to our Client’s interests at Thorney Business Park and seek to ensure that
the Neighbourhood Plan satisfies the basic conditions and reflects Planning Practice Guidance with regard to
Neighbourhood Plan making.
Our Client welcomes the amendments that have been made since the Regulation 14 consultation version and hope
that the enclosed response will assist in aligning the Neighbourhood Plan with the strategic policies of the adopted
South Bucks Core Strategy and the emerging proposals at Thorney Business Park.
The comments relate to principally to the following matters:
•

Policy IV9 (Reducing Heavy Goods Vehicles);

•

Policy IV13 (Colne valley regional park);

•

Policy IV15 (Thorney Business Park) – Area A; and

•

Proposals Map Clarifications.

We discuss each of the above policies in turn below:
Policy IV9 (Reducing Heavy Goods Vehicles)
Our Client welcomes the amendments proposed to Policy IV9 which broadly aligns with the strategic policies of the
adopted Development Plan. The policies focus on the redevelopment and/or change of use of existing development
to result in an overall reduction in HGV movements is aligned with the strategic objectives outlined in Core Policy
16.
Our Client recognises that Thorney Business Park currently contributes towards the number of HGV movements
through the Parish. The emerging Data Centre proposals will assist in reducing the number of HGV movements
currently generated by the site.
Policy IV13 (Colne Valley Regional Park)
Policy IV13, in part, aligns with the strategic policies set out within the adopted Development Plan, particularly
South Bucks Core Policy 16 which requires that any comprehensive redevelopment proposals at Court Land located
within the South of Iver Opportunity Area ‘provide for habitat improvements and improved access to the open
space and water areas in the Colne Valley Park’.
However, it should be noted that Core Policy 16 does not apply this part of the policy to redevelopment proposals
at Thorney Business Park where the focus relates to the ‘reduction in HGV movements’ which is addressed through
Policy IV9 above.
Whilst our Client appreciates that the purpose of the policy is to ensure that the Neighbourhood Plan facilitates and
supports improvements and access to Colne Valley Park, the ability for ‘development proposals’ more generally to
demonstrate compliance with all elements of Part A of Policy IV13 needs to be considered in light of the following
comments:
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•

Points A (a), (b), (d), (e), (f) appear to be drafted within the context of proposals that come forward within or
adjacent to Colne Valley Park, similar to the requirement reflected with Core Policy 16 in relation to Court
Lane redevelopment proposals, it should not be applied to all development proposals within the
Neighbourhood Plan Area;

•

Point A (f) is more likely to apply to new residential proposals where public accessibility to the wider area
can be enhanced rather than economic development proposals where access will depend upon the nature,
type and security requirements of the employment uses proposed; and

•

Point A (c) and (g) is a policy requirement that could be provided on any development proposals and not
solely in relation to the Colne Valley Regional Park given it would ensure the long-term maintenance of onsite green infrastructure.

In our view, minor amendments are needed to the policy to ensure new development proposals outside of Colne
Valley Park are mindful of and do not undermine the objectives of the Colne & Crane Valleys Green Infrastructure
Strategy or the Mid Colne Sub-Area.
In addition, it may be more appropriate for Points A (c) and (g) to be covered by a separate Green Infrastructure
policy that would be applied to all development proposals.
With regard to Part B of Policy IV13, whilst our Client is supportive of the policy, it may be challenging for all points
of the policy to be satisfied through a development proposal. We would suggest that the introductory policy
wording to Part B states:
Development proposals that may affect a watercourse or other water-body should demonstrate that their design
and operation will ‘where possible and/or relevant’:
The justification for such as an approach, by way of an example, is the policy requirement to deliver increased
public access to the river and improving connectivity. The ability to deliver such an enhancement will be very much
dependent on agreeing such a strategy with various stakeholders including the Canal and Rivers Trust and would
need to be appropriate within the context of the nature and operation of a specific development proposals.
In addition, any off-site mitigation to existing watercourses/water bodies proposed through a new development
will be required to comply with the relevant clauses within the CIL Regulations 2010 Clause 122, which requires
that any planning obligation must be demonstrated to be reasonable by virtue of it being:
(a)

necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms;

(b)

directly related to the development; and

(c)

fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development.

In light of the above position, full compliance with all the requirements of Part B of the policy may not be justified,
deliverable or achievable for all new developments.
Policy IV15 (Thorney Business Park) – Area A
Our Client welcomes the amendments that have been proposed to Policy IV15, and the inclusion of a specific policy
framework for Area A that will facilitate and support the redevelopment of Thorney Business Park. To assist in
ensuring that Policy IV15 Part A accords with the Basic Conditions, a number of suggested changes have been
included below:
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Date:
15 March 2022
Our ref: 383146
Your ref: Ivers Neighbourhood Plan

Planning Policy Team
Buckinghamshire Council

BY EMAIL ONLY
Neighourhoodplanning@buckinghamshire.gov.uk

Hornbeam House
Crewe Business Park
Electra Way
Crewe
Cheshire
CW1 6GJ
T 0300 060 3900

Dear Sir/Madam
Draft Ivers Neighbourhood Plan
Thank you for your consultation request on the above dated and received by Natural England on
date 10 February 2022.
At this time, Natural England is not able to fully assess the potential impacts of this plan on statutory
nature conservation sites or protected landscapes or, provide detailed advice in relation to this
consultation. If you consider there are significant risks to statutory nature conservation sites or
protected landscapes, please set out the specific areas on which you require advice.
The lack of detailed advice from Natural England does not imply that there are no impacts on the
natural environment. It is for the deciding authority to determine whether or not the plan is consistent
with national and local environmental policies. Other bodies and individuals may provide information
and advice on the impacts of the plan on the natural environment to assist the decision making
process.
Guidance on the assessment of Neighbourhood Plans, in light of the Environmental Assessment of
Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004 (as amended), is contained within the National Planning
Practice Guidance. The guidance highlights three triggers that may require the production of an
SEA, for instance where:
•
•
•

a neighbourhood plan allocates sites for development
the neighbourhood area contains sensitive natural or heritage assets that may be affected by
the proposals in the plan
the neighbourhood plan may have significant environmental effects that have not already been
considered and dealt with through a sustainability appraisal of the Local Plan.

Natural England does not routinely maintain locally specific data on all potential environmental
assets. As a result the responsible authority should raise environmental issues that we have not
identified on local or national biodiversity action plan species and/or habitats, local wildlife sites or
local landscape character, with its own ecological and/or landscape advisers, local record centre,
recording society or wildlife body on the local landscape and biodiversity receptors that may be
affected by this plan, before determining whether an SA/SEA is necessary.

Please note that Natural England reserves the right to provide further comments on the
Page 1 of 2

environmental assessment of the plan beyond this SEA/SA screening stage, should the responsible
authority seek our views on the scoping or environmental report stages. This includes any third
party appeal against any screening decision you may make.

Yours sincerely

Sally Wintle
Consultations Team

Page 2 of 2

By email only to: David.waker@buckinghamshire.gov.uk
Our ref: PL00765865
Your ref:
Main: 020 7973 3700
Direct: 020 7973 3659
e-seast@historicengland.org.uk
edward.winter@historicengland.org.uk
Date: 03/03/2022
Dear Mr Waker

The Ivers Neighbourhood Plan 2021-2040:
Submission Version
Thank you for inviting Historic England to comment on the above document. On the
basis of the information currently available, we do not wish to offer any specific
comments at this time. We may wish to comment on proposals later in the planning
process. Our general advice on the historic environment and neighbourhood plans
can be found here: https://historicengland.org.uk/advice/planning/planmaking/improve-your-neighbourhood/

Yours sincerely
Edward Winter
Historic Environment Planning Adviser

Historic England, 4th Floor, The Atrium, Cannon Bridge House, 25 Dowgate Hill, London EC4R 2YA
Telephone 020 7973 3700 HistoricEngland.org.uk
Please note that Historic England operates an access to information policy.
Correspondence or information which you send us may therefore become publicly available.

Central Square South
Orchard Street
Newcastle upon Tyne
NE1 3AZ
T: +44 (0)191 261 2361
F: +44 (0)191 269 0076

Our Ref:

MV/ 15B901605

avisonyoung.co.uk

23 March 2022
Buckinghamshire Council
neighbourhoodplanning@buckinghamshire.gov.uk
via email only
Dear Sir / Madam
The Ivers Neighbourhood Plan Regulation 16 Consultation
February – March 2022
Representations on behalf of National Grid
National Grid has appointed Avison Young to review and respond to Neighbourhood Plan
consultations on its behalf. We are instructed by our client to submit the following
representation with regard to the current consultation on the above document.
About National Grid
National Grid Electricity Transmission plc (NGET) owns and maintains the electricity transmission
system in England and Wales. The energy is then distributed to the electricity distribution
network operators across England, Wales and Scotland.
National Grid Gas plc (NGG) owns and operates the high-pressure gas transmission system
across the UK. In the UK, gas leaves the transmission system and enters the UK’s four gas
distribution networks where pressure is reduced for public use.
National Grid Ventures (NGV) is separate from National Grid’s core regulated businesses. NGV
develop, operate and invest in energy projects, technologies, and partnerships to help accelerate
the development of a clean energy future for consumers across the UK, Europe and the United
States.
Proposed development sites crossed or in close proximity to National Grid assets:
An assessment has been carried out with respect to National Grid’s electricity and gas
transmission assets which include high voltage electricity assets and high-pressure gas pipelines.
National Grid has identified that no assets are currently affected by proposed allocations within
the Neighbourhood Plan area.
National Grid provides information in relation to its assets at the website below.
•

www2.nationalgrid.com/uk/services/land-and-development/planningauthority/shape-files/

Please also see attached information outlining guidance on development close to National Grid
infrastructure.
Avison Young (UK) Limited registered in England and Wales number 6382509.
Registered office, 3 Brindleyplace, Birmingham B1 2JB. Regulated by RICS

Distribution Networks
Information regarding the electricity distribution network is available at the website below:
www.energynetworks.org.uk
Information regarding the gas distribution network is available by contacting:
plantprotection@cadentgas.com
Further Advice
Please remember to consult National Grid on any Neighbourhood Plan Documents or sitespecific proposals that could affect our assets. We would be grateful if you could add our details
shown below to your consultation database, if not already included:
Matt Verlander, Director

Spencer Jefferies, Town Planner

nationalgrid.uk@avisonyoung.com

box.landandacquisitions@nationalgrid.com

Avison Young
Central Square South
Orchard Street
Newcastle upon Tyne
NE1 3AZ

National Grid
National Grid House
Warwick Technology Park
Gallows Hill
Warwick, CV34 6DA

If you require any further information in respect of this letter, then please contact us.
Yours faithfully,

Matt Verlander MRTPI
Director
0191 269 0094
matt.verlander@avisonyoung.com
For and on behalf of Avison Young

Avison Young (UK) Limited registered in England and Wales number 6382509.
Registered office, 3 Brindleyplace, Birmingham B1 2JB. Regulated by RICS
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National Grid is able to provide advice and guidance to the Council concerning their networks
and encourages high quality and well-planned development in the vicinity of its assets.
Electricity assets
Developers of sites crossed or in close proximity to National Grid assets should be aware that it
is National Grid policy to retain existing overhead lines in-situ, though it recognises that there
may be exceptional circumstances that would justify the request where, for example, the
proposal is of regional or national importance.
National Grid’s ‘Guidelines for Development near pylons and high voltage overhead power lines’
promote the successful development of sites crossed by existing overhead lines and the creation
of well-designed places. The guidelines demonstrate that a creative design approach can
minimise the impact of overhead lines whilst promoting a quality environment. The guidelines
can be downloaded here: https://www.nationalgridet.com/document/130626/download
The statutory safety clearances between overhead lines, the ground, and built structures must
not be infringed. Where changes are proposed to ground levels beneath an existing line then it is
important that changes in ground levels do not result in safety clearances being infringed.
National Grid can, on request, provide to developers detailed line profile drawings that detail the
height of conductors, above ordnance datum, at a specific site.
National Grid’s statutory safety clearances are detailed in their ‘Guidelines when working near
National Grid Electricity Transmission assets’, which can be downloaded here:
www.nationalgridet.com/network-and-assets/working-near-our-assets
Gas assets
High-Pressure Gas Pipelines form an essential part of the national gas transmission system and
National Grid’s approach is always to seek to leave their existing transmission pipelines in situ.
Contact should be made with the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) in respect of sites affected by
High-Pressure Gas Pipelines.
National Grid have land rights for each asset which prevents the erection of permanent/
temporary buildings, or structures, changes to existing ground levels, storage of materials etc.
Additionally, written permission will be required before any works commence within the
National Grid’s 12.2m building proximity distance, and a deed of consent is required for any
crossing of the easement.
National Grid’s ‘Guidelines when working near National Grid Gas assets’ can be downloaded here:
www.nationalgridgas.com/land-and-assets/working-near-our-assets
How to contact National Grid
If you require any further information in relation to the above and/or if you would like to check if
National Grid’s transmission networks may be affected by a proposed development, please visit
the website: https://lsbud.co.uk/
For local planning policy queries, please contact: nationalgrid.uk@avisonyoung.com
Avison Young (UK) Limited registered in England and Wales number 6382509.
Registered office, 3 Brindleyplace, Birmingham B1 2JB. Regulated by RICS
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Sent by email to:
neighbourhoodplanning@buckinghamshire.gov.uk

thameswaterplanningpolicy@thameswate
r.co.uk
07747 647031

8th March 2022

Buckinghamshire – South Bucks Area
The Ivers Neighbourhood Plan 2021-2040 Submission Plan
Dear Sir/Madam,
Thank you for allowing Thames Water Utilities Ltd (Thames Water) to comment on the above.
Thames Water is the statutory sewerage undertaker for the neighbourhood plan area and is
therefore a “specific consultation body” in accordance with the Town & Country Planning (Local
Planning) Regulations 2012. Affinity Water are the water undertaker for the area. We have the
following comments on the draft Neighbourhood Plan:
Infrastructure Policies – Comments on Water and Wastewater/Sewerage Infrastructure
Thames Water consider that there should be a separate policy covering wastewater/sewerage
[and water supply] infrastructure in the Neighbourhood Plan.
A key sustainability objective for the preparation of Local Plans and Neighbourhood Plans
should be for new development to be co-ordinated with the infrastructure it demands and to take
into account the capacity of existing infrastructure. Paragraph 20 of the revised National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), 2021, states: “Strategic policies should set out an overall
strategy for the pattern, scale and quality of development, and make sufficient provision for…
infrastructure for waste management, water supply, wastewater…”
Paragraph 11 states: “Plans and decisions should apply a presumption in favour of sustainable
development. For plan-making this means that:
a) all plans should promote a sustainable pattern of development that seeks to: meet the
development needs of their area; align growth and infrastructure; improve the environment;
mitigate climate change (including by making effective use of land in urban areas) and adapt
to its effects”
Paragraph 28 relates to non-strategic policies and states: “Non-strategic policies should be used
by local planning authorities and communities to set out more detailed policies for specific areas,
neighbourhoods or types of development. This can include allocating sites, the provision of
infrastructure…”
Paragraph 26 of the revised NPPF goes on to state: “Effective and on-going joint working
between strategic policy-making authorities and relevant bodies is integral to the production of a
positively prepared and justified strategy. In particular, joint working should help to determine
where additional infrastructure is necessary….”

Registered address: Thames Water Utilities Limited, Clearwater Court, Vastern Road, Reading RG1 8DB
Company number 02366661 Thames Water Utilities Limited is part of the Thames Water Plc group. VAT registration no GB 537-4569-15

The web based National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) includes a section on ‘water
supply, wastewater and water quality’ and sets out that Local Plans should be the focus for
ensuring that investment plans of water and sewerage/wastewater companies align with
development needs. The introduction to this section also sets out that “Adequate water and
wastewater infrastructure is needed to support sustainable development” (Paragraph: 001,
Reference ID: 34-001-20140306).
Thames Water therefore recommends that developers engage with them at the earliest
opportunity (in line with paragraph 26 of the revised NPPF) to establish the following:
•
•

The developments demand for water supply infrastructure;
The developments demand for Sewage/Wastewater Treatment and network
infrastructure both on and off site and can it be met; and
• The surface water drainage requirements and flood risk of the development both on and
off site and can it be met.
Thames Water offer a free Pre-Planning service which confirms if capacity exists to serve the
development or if upgrades are required for potable water, waste water and surface water
requirements. Details on Thames Water’s free pre planning service are available at:
https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/Developing-a-large-site/Planning-yourdevelopment/Water-and-wastewater-capacity
In light of the above comments and Government guidance we consider that the Neighbourhood
Plan should include a specific reference to the key issue of the provision of
wastewater/sewerage and water supply infrastructure to service development proposed in a
policy. This is necessary because it will not be possible to identify all of the water/sewerage
infrastructure required over the plan period due to the way water companies are regulated and
plan in 5 year periods (Asset Management Plans or AMPs). We recommend the Neighbourhood
Plan include the following policy/supporting text:
PROPOSED NEW WATER/WASTEWATER INFRASTRUCTURE TEXT
“Where appropriate, planning permission for developments which result in the need for
off-site upgrades, will be subject to conditions to ensure the occupation is aligned
with the delivery of necessary infrastructure upgrades.”
“The Local Planning Authority will seek to ensure that there is adequate water and
wastewater infrastructure to serve all new developments. Developers are encouraged to
contact the water/waste water company as early as possible to discuss their development
proposals and intended delivery programme to assist with identifying any potential water
and wastewater network reinforcement requirements. Where there is a capacity
constraint the Local Planning Authority will, where appropriate, apply phasing conditions
to any approval to ensure that any necessary infrastructure upgrades are delivered ahead
of the occupation of the relevant phase of development.”

Comments in Relation to Flood Risk and Sustainable Drainage Systems
The National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) states that a sequential approach should be
used by local planning authorities in areas known to be at risk from forms of flooding other than
from river and sea, which includes "Flooding from Sewers".

When reviewing development and flood risk it is important to recognise that water and/or sewerage
infrastructure may be required to be developed in flood risk areas. By their very nature water and
sewage treatment works are located close or adjacent to rivers (to abstract water for treatment
and supply or to discharge treated effluent). It is likely that these existing works will need to be
upgraded or extended to provide the increase in treatment capacity required to service new
development. Flood risk sustainability objectives should therefore accept that water and sewerage
infrastructure development may be necessary in flood risk areas.
Flood risk sustainability objectives and policies should also make reference to ‘sewer flooding’ and
an acceptance that flooding can occur away from the flood plain as a result of development where
off site sewerage infrastructure and capacity is not in place ahead of development.
With regard to surface water drainage it is the responsibility of the developer to make proper
provision for drainage to ground, watercourses or surface water sewer. It is important to reduce
the quantity of surface water entering the sewerage system in order to maximise the capacity for
foul sewage to reduce the risk of sewer flooding.
Limiting the opportunity for surface water entering the foul and combined sewer networks is of
critical importance to Thames Water. Thames Water have advocated an approach to SuDS that
limits as far as possible the volume of and rate at which surface water enters the public sewer
system. By doing this, SuDS have the potential to play an important role in helping to ensure the
sewerage network has the capacity to cater for population growth and the effects of climate
change.
SuDS not only help to mitigate flooding, they can also help to: improve water quality; provide
opportunities for water efficiency; provide enhanced landscape and visual features; support
wildlife; and provide amenity and recreational benefits.
With regard to surface water drainage, Thames Water request that the following paragraph should
be included in the Neighbourhood Plan “It is the responsibility of a developer to make proper
provision for surface water drainage to ground, water courses or surface water sewer. It
must not be allowed to drain to the foul sewer, as this is the major contributor to sewer
flooding.”
Comments on Proposed Development
The level of information contained in the draft Neighbourhood Plan does not enable Thames Water
to make an assessment of the impact the proposed development will have on the waste
water/sewerage network infrastructure and sewage treatment works. To enable us to provide more
specific comments we require details of the type and scale of development together with the
anticipated phasing.
We recommend Developers contact Thames Water to discuss their development proposals by
using our pre app service (link below)
https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/Developing-a-large-site/Planning-yourdevelopment/Water-and-wastewater-capacity
It should be noted that in the event of an upgrade to our sewerage network assets being required,
up to three years lead in time is usual to enable for the planning and delivery of the upgrade. As

a developer has the automatic right to connect to our sewer network under the Water Industry Act
we may also request a drainage planning condition if a network upgrade is required to ensure the
infrastructure is in place ahead of occupation of the development. This will avoid adverse
environmental impacts such as sewer flooding and / or water pollution.
We recommend developers attach the information we provide to their planning applications so
that the Council and the wider public are assured wastewater [and water supply] matters for the
development are being addressed.
We note that the draft plan suggest land for data centre use at Thorney Business Park.Data
Centres in particular use a lot of water and therefore contact should be made with the water
company to discuss the requirements – in this case Affinity Water.
We trust the above is satisfactory, but please do not hesitate to contact David Wilson on the
number above if you have any queries.

Yours faithfully

Thames Water Utilities Ltd

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Ginn, Beata
Neighbourhood Planning Mailbox
Planning SE; Blake, Patrick
[EXTERNAL] FORMAL RESPONSE: #16132 The Ivers Neighbourhood Plan
03 March 2022 15:05:06

You don't often get email from beata.ginn@highwaysengland.co.uk. Learn why this is
important

FAO: Planning Policy Team
Our Ref: Tracker ID: #16132
RE: The Ivers Neighbourhood Plan – Publicisiong a plan proposal; The
Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012
Thank you for inviting National Highways to comment on the above consultation.
National Highways has been appointed by the Secretary of State for Transport as
strategic highway company under the provisions of the Infrastructure Act 2015 and
is the highway authority, traffic authority and street authority for the strategic road
network (SRN). The SRN is a critical national asset and as such National
Highways works to ensure that it operates and is managed in the public interest,
both in respect of current activities and needs as well as in providing effective
stewardship of its long-term operation and integrity.
We will therefore be concerned with proposals that have the potential to impact
the safe and efficient operation of the SRN, in this case M4, M40 and the M25
motorways.
We have reviewed the above consultation and have ‘No Comments’.
Regards
Mrs Beata Ginn
Assistant Spatial Planner (Area 3)

National Highways | Bridge House | Walnut Tree Close | Guildford GU1 4LZ
Tel: +44 (0) 300 470 1118 Mobile: 0787 204 6392

Web: https://highwaysengland.co.uk/our-work/planning-and-the-strategic-roadnetwork-in-england/
This email may contain information which is confidential and is intended only for
use of the recipient/s named above. If you are not an intended recipient, you are
hereby notified that any copying, distribution, disclosure, reliance upon or other
use of the contents of this email is strictly prohibited. If you have received this
email in error, please notify the sender and destroy it.
National Highways Limited | General enquiries: 0300 123 5000 |National
Traffic Operations Centre, 3 Ridgeway, Quinton Business Park, Birmingham
B32 1AF | https://nationalhighways.co.uk | info@nationalhighways.co.uk
Registered in England and Wales no 9346363 | Registered Office: Bridge House,
1 Walnut Tree Close, Guildford, Surrey GU1 4LZ
Consider the environment. Please don't print this e-mail unless you really need to.

