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Dear Sir or Madam

} write 1o express my strong objection to the Neighbourhood Plan due to a number of factors:
The Plan is not supported by the evidence but rather contradicts it.

The proposed site is excessively large because it could fit more than twice the housing requirement of 170
houses. 97% of respondents in the parish questionnaire wished to protect the natural environment & green
spaces around Barrow. The preferred site weould build on an unnecessarily large greenfield site.

The parish guestionnaire shows that 83% of respondents wished to see a minimum amount of development.
However, if there had to be development, 55% of respondents chose the north west quadrant of the parish,
nearer the main transport links so as to minimise traffic through the village. The proposed site is in the south
east qguadrant of the viliage — diametrically opposite and furthest away from the transport iinks. Given there
are no bus stops in the south east quadrant, this will increase traffic through the village.

The Pian also proposes further office/industrial development. 81% of respandents to the parish questionnaire
thought that Barrow-cum-Denham had sufficient business premises. Additional business premises are
unnecessary given the planning allocation for Barrow Business Park and planning permissions for large offices
at Barrow Hall and Green Farm, Barrow Hill. Moreover, the rise in home working has reduced demand for
office development.

Palicy BCD7 is alarming as it would allow the site to be used solely for housing, which would equate to 400+
houses.

The consuftation states that the preferred site ‘has been carefuily selected on the basis of an independent,
comparative site analysis’. This is highly misleading as the expert report actually states that other sites are
more suitable.

The expert report on site assessment found that the Denham Lane site was highly suitable:- “Development of
the site therefore has potential to round off the settlement to the west while providing a defensible boundary
to further risk of coatescence” It is a small site and its elongated shape would not alter Barrow’s settlement
boundary materially. The PC’s decision to reject this site on grounds of coalescence Is irrational.

The expert environmental report shows that the Denham Lane and Bury Road sites are more suitable than the
proposed site. The PC’s decision to reject the Bury Road site on grounds of coalescence is irrational because its
site plan shows its north east portion as an open/green area. This negates any risk of coalescence. Notably, the
Bury Road site has good pubtic transport links given the bus stops along Bury Road at Sharpe’s Hill & Papeley
Meadow {which have been omitted from the Plan’s map of amenities on page 26).

A convincing argument as ta why the PC has disregarded expert advice and the parish questionnaire is absent
from the Plan,

The owners of the preferred site used Turley consultants to promote their land to West Suffolk Council in the
emerging Lacal Plan. The PC’s decision to use public money for the same consultants to write the
Neighbourhood Plan is regrettable. On a matter such as this, independence is important and perception of
independence even maore 50.



Kind regards
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Dear Parish Council,

lease accept this email as a strong objection to the Neighbourhood Pian.
The Plan is not supported by the evidence but rather contradicts it.

The proposed site is excessively large because it could fit more than twice the housing reguirement of 170 houses.
97% of respondents in the parish questionnaire wished to protect the natural environment & green spaces around
Barrow. The preferred site would build on an unnecessarily large greenfield site.

The parish questionnaire shows that 83% of respondents wished to see a minimum amount of development.
However, if there had to be development, 55% of respondents chose the north west quadrant of the parish, nearer the
main transport finks so as to minimise traffic through the village. The proposed site is in the south east guadrant of the
village - diametrically opposite and furthest away from the transport links. Given there are no bus stops in the south
east quadrant, this will increase traffic through the village.

The Pian also proposes further office/industrial development. 81% of respondents to the parish questionnaire thought
that Barrow-cum-Denham had sufficient business premises. Additional business premises are unnecessary given the
planning allocation for Barrow Business Park and planning permissions for large offices at Barrow Hall and Green
Farm, Barrow Hill. Moreover, the rise in home working has reduced demand for office development.

Policy BCD7 is alarming as it would aliow the site to be used solely for housing, which would equate to 400+ houses.

The consultation states that the preferred site ‘has been carefully selected on the basis of an independent,
cornparative site analysis’. This is highly misleading as the expert report actually states that other sites are more
suitable.

The expert report on site assessment found that the Denham Lane site was highly suitable:- “Development of the site
therefore has potential to round off the settlement to the west while providing a defensibie boundary to further risk of
coalescence.” It is a small site and its elongated shape would not alter Barrow's settlement boundary materially. The
PC’s decision to reject this site on grounds of coalescence is irrational.

The expert environmental report shows that the Denham Lane and Bury Road sites are more suitable than the
proposed site. The PC's decision to reject the Bury Road site on grounds of coalescence Is irrational because its site
plan shows its north east portion as an open/green area. This negates any risk of coalescence. Notably, the Bury
Road site has good public transport links given the bus stops along Bury Road at Sharpe’s Hill & Papeley Meadow
{which have been omitted from the Plan's map of amenities on page 26).

A convinging argument as to why the PC has disregarded expert advice and the parish questionnaire is absent from
the Plan.

The owners of the preferred site used Turiey consuitants to promote their land to West Suffolk Council in the
emerging Local Plan. The PC's decision to use public money for the same consultants to write the Neighbourhood
Plan is regreiiable. On a matter such as this, independence is important and perception of independence even more
SO.

Kind regards



























































