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INTRODUCTION 

 

1. Cerda Planning are instructed by Kler Group to act on its 

behalf in preparing submissions to the draft Great Barford 

Neighbourhood Plan November 2020. 

2. Kler Group are an important stakeholder in the iterative 

neighbourhood plan making process, having a legal interest 

in two sites which have been considered as draft residential 

allocations, approximately half of site 123/526 and all of site 

535. 

3. The purpose of these representations is to assist the Parish 

Council in bringing forward a neighbourhood plan which 

meets the legal requirements and basic conditions set out in 

the Localism Act 2011.  

4. As set out later in these submissions, we conclude that the 

draft Neighbourhood Plan falls some way short of these 

requirements, and it is our respectful but important 

submission that significant modification and additions to the 

evidence base and the draft Neighbourhood Plan itself are 

required before the plan should proceed.  

 

BACKGROUND 

 

5. A neighbourhood plan is an important document against 

which all planning applications and appeals must be 

assessed. Once ‘Made’, a neighbourhood plan forms part of 

the Development Plan and benefits from the provisions of 

Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 

2004 insofar as decisions must accord with the Development 

Plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. 

6. For a neighbourhood plan to proceed and be ‘Made’, it must 

meet certain Basic Conditions. These are:  

• Having regard to national policies and advice 

contained in guidance issued by the Secretary of 

State it is appropriate to make the neighbourhood 

plan.  

• Having special regard to the desirability of preserving 

any listed building or its setting or any features of 
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special architectural or historic interest that it 

possesses, it is appropriate to make the order. This 

applies only to Orders.  

• Having special regard to the desirability of preserving 

or enhancing the character or appearance of any 

conservation area, it is appropriate to make the order. 

This applies only to Orders.  

• The making of the neighbourhood plan contributes to 

the achievement of sustainable development.  

• The making of the neighbourhood plan is in general 

conformity with the strategic policies contained in the 

development plan for the area of the authority (or any 

part of that area).  

• The making of the neighbourhood plan does not 

breach, and is otherwise compatible with, EU 

obligations.  

• Prescribed conditions are met in relation to plan and 

prescribed matters have been complied with in 

connection with the proposal for the neighbourhood 

plan.  
 

7. Regulations also require that a neighbourhood plan should 

not be likely to have a significant effect on a European Site or 

a European Offshore Marine Site either alone or in 

combination with other plans or projects.  

8. It is also a requirement for a neighbourhood plan to comply 

with certain legal requirements. In summary, they are whether 

it; 

• Has been prepared by a qualifying body. 

• Has been prepared for an area that has been properly 

designated. 

• Meets the requirements that they must not include 

excluded development. 

• Relates to one Neighbourhood Area. 

• Relates to the development and use of land. 
 

9. A neighbourhood plan must have regard to national policies 

and advice, contained in Ministerial Statements and guidance 

issued by the Secretary of State, and contribute to the 

achievement of sustainable development.  

10. The National Planning Policy Framework is an important 

material consideration in both decision taking on planning 
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applications and appeals, and for the purposes of plan 

making.  

11. Paragraph 16 of the National Planning Policy Framework 

makes clear; 

 “Plans should:  

 a) be prepared with the objective of contributing to 

 the achievement of sustainable development;  

 b) be prepared positively, in a way that is aspirational 

 but deliverable;  

 c) be shaped by early, proportionate and effective 

 engagement between plan-makers and communities, 

 local organisations, businesses, infrastructure 

 providers  and operators and statutory consultees;  

 d) contain policies that are clearly written and 

 unambiguous, so it is evident how a decision maker 

 should react to development proposals; 

 e) be accessible through the use of digital tools to 

 assist public involvement and policy 

 presentation; and  

 f) serve a clear purpose, avoiding unnecessary 

 duplication of policies that apply to a particular area 

 (including policies in this Framework, where 

 relevant).” 

12. Paragraph 31 of the National Planning Policy Framework 

then makes clear; 

 “The preparation and review of all policies should be 

 underpinned by relevant and up-to-date evidence. 

 This should be adequate and proportionate, focused 

 tightly on supporting and justifying the policies 

 concerned…” 

13. The Planning Practice Guidance assists further in relation to 

the requirements of relevant and up-to-date evidence. 

Paragraph reference 41-040-20160211 states; 

 “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 
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 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.” 

14. We raise significant concerns in these submissions that; 

• The drafting of the neighbourhood plan does not 

contribute to the achievement of sustainable 

development.  

• The neighbourhood plan is not deliverable and thus 

not positively prepared. 

• The preparation of the policies in the draft 

Neighbourhood Plan are not underpinned by relevant, 

up-to-date, adequate and proportionate evidence. 

• The evidence base does not support the choices 

made or the approach taken in the neighbourhood 

plan.  

 

ENGAGEMENT 

 

15. We have engaged in the neighbourhood plan process for 

Great Barford for some considerable time, having opened a 

dialogue with the Parish Council in July 2019. 

16. Since that time, there has been regular contact made with the 

Parish Council.  

17. The Parish Council took the view, early in the preparation of 

the draft Neighbourhood Plan, to remain impartial and neither 

endorse, nor promote, any individual scheme. We were 

advised that the Parish Council were keeping an open mind 

on where and how much development was required, and that 

the approach being taken was not to host a meeting with any 

specific promoter. The Parish Council did indicate that 

promoters had publicised their proposals to the village and 

that this could be an approach Kler Group might wish to take. 

18. Respecting the Parish Councils position, we prepared a 

leaflet and issued this to the village publicising a website 

containing details of our proposals for the part of site 123/526 

we control and site 535 (having first sent the publicity leaflet 

to the Parish Council and sought views on the geographical 

area for leaflet distribution). We also kept the Parish Council 

up to date on the comments we received to our website 

publicising our proposals.  
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19. At this time, in autumn 2019, the Parish Council advised that 

site selection was being considered. Reference to an AECOM 

report was made. The Parish Council advised that the report 

was not able to be released publicly since it was being 

considered internally, but that some form of ‘meet the 

developers’ engagement would be organised for promoters to 

come to the village and outline their proposals. The Parish 

Council made clear that site selection could take some time 

since it was an important exercise, stating that the 

neighbourhood plan process is evidence based, and must 

show how decisions have been derived. The Parish Council 

went on to make clear that if the process is not impartial, with 

objective evidence, it will likely fail when put to examination, 

prior to being ‘Made’. 

20. The AECOM report was duly placed in the public domain in 

October 2019 and was followed by the ‘meet the developers’ 

day held on 23rd November 2019. Kler Group attended the 

‘meet the developer’ day in relation to both Site 123/526 and 

Site 535. 

21. There has been only limited ongoing dialogue with the Parish 

Council since this time, with indications that the next step was 

to await publication of the draft Neighbourhood Plan. 

22. Separately, Kler Group have engaged with LoneStar Land, a 

further promoter of land for inclusion in the draft 

Neighbourhood Plan. The LoneStar Land site is the balance 

of site reference 123/526. 

23. The purpose of Kler Group and LoneStar Land engaging is to 

ensure that any proposal for bringing forward Site 123 and 

Site 526 through the neighbourhood plan process would be 

comprehensive in the sense of having a unifying design 

language, layout principles, and character. 

24. Engagement between Kler Group and LoneStar Land 

continue.  

 

REPRESENTATIONS 

 

25. By way of preliminary matters, we have noted that the draft 

Neighbourhood Plan is accompanied by a series of 

documents. These are listed as ‘supporting documents’ on 

the Parish Councils website. The website makes clear; 



  

  6 

Representations 

 “These are the supporting evidence documents from 

 which the Draft Plan has been formed” 

26. The documents referenced are as follows; 

• AECOM Site Assessment 

• AECOM Site Assessment Addendum 

• Background evidence 

• Character Assessment & Design Guide 

• Consultation December 2019 

• Consultation Statement – Draft 

• Green Infrastructure Plan 

• Habitat Regulations Assessment 

• Housing Need Survey 2012 

• Local Green Space 

• Site Allocations Report 

• Strategic Environmental Assessment 
 

27. We also note that the draft Neighbourhood Plan contains nine 

objectives. We highlight the following objectives below which 

we refer to later in these representations; 

28. Objective 1 - Designs for future developments, whether for 

housing, business or leisure should maintain and enhance 

the essential rural ambience of the village, should be of an 

appropriate scale so as not to overwhelm its position or 

surroundings and should not detract from the visual aspect 

when entering the village. 

29. Objective 3 - New housing developments should include a 

mix of housing types, sizes and affordability to create a 

framework in which a balanced community can grow and 

become established. 

30. Objective 4 - New housing development will be visually 

attractive in design and landscaping and integrate as fully as 

possible with the existing village. 

31. Objective 7 - Well developed and integrated transport links to 

many places will be required, giving its residents travel 

options that reduce the dependence on the car in order to 

reduce the traffic through the village centre. 

32. Set in this context, we raise significant objections in relation 

to Policy H1, Location for Future Housing Growth. This policy, 

along with the accompanying proposals map, identifies Land 

at Great Barford West to be developed for residential use for 
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a maximum of 500 dwellings and associated open space. 

33. This is an extensive green field tract of land. It adjoins the 

settlement edge of the village on part (though not all) of its 

north eastern boundary, and significantly extends the village 

in a south westerly direction. It is bounded by Bedford Road 

to the south east and simple field boundaries to the south 

west and west. 

34. We consider that the primary evidence accompanying 

(though we say, not supporting) the draft Neighbourhood Plan 

is the AECOM Site Assessment and Site Assessment 

Addendum. The Site Allocations Report is a further evidence 

base document though this does not assess sites per se. 

Rather, it seeks to explain the rationale for the site selection 

decisions taken in the draft Neighbourhood Plan. 

35. The Site Allocations Report explains the process broadly 

thus; 

• Great Barford Parish Council asked AECOM to 

undertake an independent site assessment process by 

extending the Bedford Borough Council site 

assessment by adding a set of eight local criteria, to 

create a shortlist of options that would meet the 

Neighbourhood Development Plan objectives. 

• This exercise resulted in a tier rating of the sites based 

on how well the site met the local criteria; Tier 1 sites 

performed the best in meeting the local criteria, Tier 2 

sites performed fairly well in meeting the local criteria 

but have some constraints and Tier 3 sites performed 

poorly in meeting the local criteria (our emphasis). 

• Of the individual sites assessed, three were considered 

to best meet the Neighbourhood Development Plan’s 

objectives (Tier 1) along with a further 12 sites which 

potentially meet the Neighbourhood Development 

Plan’s objectives, but were more constrained (Tier 2). 

AECOM concluded that no group of sites are free from 

constraints. The AECOM report presented two options 

for consideration in deciding which sites to allocate to 

meet the housing requirement. 

• The Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group discussed the 

site assessment process and outcomes in conjunction 

with the consultation outcomes. The Land at Great 

Barford West site was identified through this process. 

There were concerns remaining recommending, 
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what is in effect, a single large site (our emphasis). It 

was recognized that a single development will produce 

its own problems, however, on balance, it was felt that 

this would be the best fit to address residents 

concerns (our emphasis) whilst best meeting the 

housing allocation requirement of the Local Plan. 
 

36. As set out above, the AECOM Tier 3 sites were considered to 

perform poorly in meeting local criteria. A review of the 

AECOM Site Assessment work highlights that the Land at 

Great Barford West proposed to be allocated by Policy H1 is 

assessed as being a largely Tier 3 site by AECOM. It is thus 

– by the Parish Councils own evidence – a poorly performing 

site.  

37. We have reviewed the AECOM Site Assessment report in 

relation to the Land at Great Barford West site. The draft 

allocation is an amalgamation of AECOM site references 116, 

670 and 127 such is its scale and significant extent. The 

following conclusions can be drawn out; 

• Contour level between 20 to 40m – only a small section 

of the northern part of the site is within the 

recommended contour level.  

• The site is adjacent to the settlement boundary but this 

would be a large extension to Great Barford if fully built 

out. Any proposed development would also extend the 

existing village form in an unsympathetic direction. 

• The south-western part of the site, furthest from the 

existing settlement, is hidden from the village because 

of the slopes. Development here would therefore be 

physically and visually separated from the settlement. 

This would also adversely affect views to the village 

from Bedford Road. 
 

38. As a result of the scoring attributed by AECOM, the 

conclusion reached in the evidence base accompanying the 

draft Neighbourhood Plan is that Site 116 and Site 127 (the 

smaller of the three land parcels) are Tier 2 sites. The larger 

of the land parcels, Site 670, is categorised as Tier 3. As set 

out above, the Parish Council’s own evidence base confirms 

that Tier 3 sites perform poorly against the local criteria.  

39. None of the three sites assessed achieve AECOM Tier 1 

categorisation. 
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40. It is evident therefore that the evidence base does not 

support the choices made or the approach taken in the draft 

Neighbourhood Plan. Put another way, what the evidence 

base does explain is that Sites 116, 127 and 670 as an 

amalgamation are the wrong location for housing growth. 

41. Based upon the evidence base, the conclusion we reach is 

that Policy H1 will not achieve the draft Neighbourhood Plan 

objectives as follows; 

• Objective 1 – Development on Land at Great Barford 

West would be of such a scale so as to overwhelm the 

village surroundings, detract from the essential rural 

ambience of the village, and detract from the visual 

aspect when entering the village. 

• Objective 3 – Bringing forward new housing 

development on a single site undermines the potential 

to provide for a mix of housing and reduces greatly the 

potential to create a balanced community compared 

with a selection of smaller sites distributed across the 

village. 

• Objective 4 - New housing on a site the scale of that 

proposed in Policy H1, extending some distance from 

the village with a significant portion of the site not 

visually connected with the village and limiting the 

potential for pedestrian and cycle connectivity to village 

facilities, will not achieve the objective of integrating 

new development as fully as possible with the existing 

village. 

• Objective 7 – Future occupiers of the site proposed in 

Policy H1 will have reduced travel options given the 

distance to village facilities. This will increase 

dependence on the car and increase the traffic through 

the village centre. 
 

42. We submit that the AECOM evidence base correctly identifies 

better performing sites for delivering housing growth at Great 

Barford. Sites such as Site 123/526 and Site 535 have been 

robustly assessed, and correctly categorised as Tier 1 and 

Tier 2 sites. It cannot be said therefore that there are no 

alternative site options available to allocate, to avoid having 

to direct development to lower performing sites, as identified 

by AECOM in the evidence base. 

43. Similarly, if the draft Neighbourhood Plan were to allocate 

housing consistent with the AECOM evidence base, 
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Neighbourhood Plan Objectives 1, 3, 4 and 7 can be met. 

44. As a consequence, as presently drafted the neighbourhood 

plan does not contribute to the achievement of sustainable 

development. Indeed, it cannot even be said that the 

Neighbourhood Plan is neutral in relation to delivering 

sustainable development – as drafted the Neighbourhood 

Plan scores negatively against the three pillars of 

sustainability.  

45. It appears from reading the evidence base documents that 

the results from the public consultation exercises have had a 

significant impact upon the site selection strategy in the draft 

Neighbourhood Plan. We acknowledge that public 

engagement is a key component to plan making, and is a 

material consideration in the drafting of the Neighbourhood 

Plan. It is, however, not to be considered in isolation .  

46. A key issue raised by the local community is traffic, highway 

safety and congestion. This appears to have had a significant 

influence on the site identified in Policy H1. However, there is 

no evidence base explaining the extent of highway safety 

issues, evidence of congestion, and how each of the various 

site options performs against a set of objective, independent 

technical criteria. There is no technical appraisal of current 

conditions nor an assessment of the impact of different 

spatial options on the roads and junctions in question. There 

is no empirical evidence available to support the preferred 

approach. The evidence base is silent in this respect. 

47. Consequently, the preparation of the policies in the draft 

Neighbourhood Plan are not underpinned by relevant, up-to-

date, adequate and proportionate evidence. 

48. Our final area of significant objection is that the draft 

Neighbourhood Plan is not deliverable and thus not positively 

prepared. 

49. The strategy of the plan is to deliver the 500 houses required 

by the Bedford Local Plan 2030 on a single site. This is an 

inherently inflexible approach. The success or otherwise of 

the Neighbourhood Plan is dependant on the chosen site 

being brought forward in the first place, being brought forward 

in a timely manner, and delivering (on an annual basis) 

sufficient housing to ensure the 500 houses are built out in 

the plan period. 

50. A single site removes choice and competition. Whilst it could 

be said that opportunities exist for multiple housebuilder 
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outlets on a single site, by their very nature the housebuilders 

will be competing with one another. This slows down delivery 

rates. It also adversely affects sales values, which reduces 

the potential to achieve necessary infrastructure mitigation 

and also weighs upon the ability to deliver high quality design. 

There is a risk that the site is not developed in a cohesive, 

comprehensive manner which in itself undermines the 

potential for high quality design. 

51. Conversely, a strategy which seeks to deliver housing from 

multiple sites spread across the village allows for organic 

growth, bespoke designs for each site, different 

housebuilders delivering at different times but in higher 

quantities reducing the construction period and associated 

construction traffic through the village. There is no evidence 

that smaller sites cannot deliver necessary infrastructure 

mitigation. Any delay in one site does not cause the entire 

neighbourhood plan to be put at risk. Housing delivery is 

more assured, and can be achieved within the plan period.  

 

CONCLUSIONS 

 

52. These representations have been provided in the spirit of 

constructive engagement, to assist the Parish Council in 

bringing forward a neighbourhood plan which meets the 

relevant tests, tests which we have set out in detail. 

53. We have engaged in the process of neighbourhood plan 

preparation from the outset, and continue to wish to be 

involved as the draft plan progresses. 

54. As drafted, we consider that the neighbourhood plan falls 

some way short of the requirements and were it to be 

submitted in its present form, and with the evidence base as 

prepared, the plan should not proceed to Referendum. 

55. In summary, we raise significant concerns in these 

submissions on the basis that; 

• The drafting of the neighbourhood plan does not 

contribute to the achievement of sustainable 

development.  

• The neighbourhood plan is not deliverable and thus not 

positively prepared. 

• The preparation of the policies in the draft 
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Neighbourhood Plan are not underpinned by relevant, 

up-to-date, adequate and proportionate evidence. 

• The evidence base does not support the choices made 

or the approach taken in the neighbourhood plan.  

 

 


