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Introduction 
 

I write as a resident of Barrow in response to the draft Neighbourhood Plan presented to the parish 

in September and October 2023. I am a Parish Councillor but had no part in the preparation of the 

plan. These are my personal views of the Plan and of the briefing given in the Village Hall. 

 

Summary 
 

The draft Neighbourhood Plan presented to the Parish for comment 12th Sept – 24th Oct 2023 was an 

opportunity to inform the residents of the choices facing the Parish and to seek residents’ views on 

the issues to be considered in the next version of the plan. It contains some good ideas and 

proposals. Sadly, overall, it is not fit for purpose and needs to be rewritten from scratch. 

It is verbose. 

It uses complex semi-legal language. 

It contains many errors. 

It is biased. 

It omits important information thus compromising the readers’ ability to comment 

accurately and in full. 

It ignores independent objective evidence. 

The planning adviser has a conflict of interest with Pigeon and with Bloor Homes. This has 

not been declared. 

The document is awash with ‘get out clauses’ to excuse non-delivery of many desirable 

benefits. 

A casual reader of the draft Neighbourhood Plan could be forgiven for thinking all the 

benefits described will come if they vote in favour of the plan. 

 

 

Questions 
 

I have numerous questions arising from the document. It is a very long document so you must expect 

a long list of questions. I list below the questions to be answered. Subsequent appendices give 

detailed analysis of the many defects in the Plan. 
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Questions 
1. Do you really have a mandate for all these proposals ? 

2. Have you checked the reading age of the document ? 

3. Why do the Briefing notes propose up to three times as many four/five bedroom houses 

than suggested in AECOM’s advice ? 

4. Why did you ignore the objective advice from AECOM and the Parish Council’s own objective 

scoring when you made the site selection ? 

5. What was the reason for leaving the other sites out of the document ? 

6. Can you explain why the AECOM reports of June 2022 and September 2023 reach very 

different conclusions when there has been no change in the objective evidence ? 

7. Have you explained why West Suffolk Council’s preferred site has been ignored in the Plan ? 

8. What were the four parish councillors’ reasons for voting for the Barrow Hill site ? 

9. Why does the briefing note offer only 9 houses being suitable for home working while policy 

BCD2.7 wishes to facilitate remote working ? 

10. Have you got references for the demographic data used in the document ? 

11. Have you allowed for the opinions of new occupants of the 137 homes sold in Barrow since 

the original Parish consultation exercise ? 

12. Did you or your Planning Consultants do a site visit on foot or bicycle when considering how 

and where to build the Pedestrian/cycle link ?  

13. Precisely where will the Pedestrian/cycle link be built ? 

14. Will any of the existing village facilities be directly served by the Pedestrian/cycle link ? 

15. How will cycle ways mitigate the short car journeys and commuter traffic ? 

16. What are your views on pollution from private cars and its impact on climate change ? 

17. Why have the bus stops on Bury Road and the bus routes through the village been omitted ? 

18. Where is the plan to sort out the chaotic bus routes and timetables ? 

19. Have you or your agents tried to take a bus journey from Barrow to Bury ? 

20. Has the Care Home proposal been subjected to a test of financial viability ? 

21. Do you understand that Bungalows cannot be a substitute for a Care Home ? 

22. Have you consulted local GPs about their capacity to service the needs of a Care Home ? 

23. Please explain why we need BCD11. How does it add to existing regulations ? 

24. Can you explain how new houses on the Bury Road or on the Barrow Hill sites will have an 

adverse effect on listed buildings ? 

25. Will views of listed buildings, from public land be impaired by any of the sites considered ? 

26. Have you done a site visit on foot of the Bury Road site to check views of listed buildings ? 

27. Have you checked each new benefit to the village for viability ? 

28. Pigeon’s most recent presentation in the Village Hall showed sports pitches on the side of a 

hill. Is this wise ?  

29. Can you explain how the new sporting facilities etc will be managed and funded in the long 

term ? 

30. How many parishioners requested BCD3.3 on page 55 ? 

31. How many landowners will benefit from BCD3.3 ? 

32. Is BCD3.3 a vehicle for bypassing planning checks at a future date ? 

33. How many parish residents are affected by BCD3.3 ? 
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Appendix 1 Errors and Omissions. 
 

1. Pages 13 and 99. AECOM SEA publication date is June 2022 not September 2023. Some 

illustrations are in the wrong order. The illustration on page 13 is clearly June 2022 for AECOM. 

2. Page 17 and others. The document is verbose and uses complex language. You should be aiming 

for a reading age of no more than 10 years. 

3. Page 23. Typo in para 3.5. You mean Bury Road  not  Barrow Road. 

4. Page 26. Map of services and facilities. 

a. The bus stops on Bury Road/Papely Meadow have been left out. Why ? 

b. The bus routes through Barrow are not shown. Why not ? 

c. The Post Office has moved. 

d. The café has closed. 

e. The Garage opposite the Three Horseshoes is not shown. 

5. Page 33. Para 3.41 “Work undertaken by AECOM………….only 12% should have four or more 

bedrooms” is immediately contradicted in the briefing notes “25-35% of new homes will have 

four or five bedrooms”. Who are you trying to fool ? This is a hidden change of specification to 

permit up to three times as many large houses. Will this increase the profits for landowners and 

developers ? 

6. Page 39. Para 3.70 is misleading. The true figure is 75% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed 

that Barrow-cum-Denham has sufficient sports & leisure facilities. 

Page 39. Para 3.71 is unfounded speculation with no supporting evidence. Please remove 

this speculation unless you have sound supporting evidence. 

7. Page 46. Site selection.  

a. Para 4.9 “on the basis of an independent, comparative site analysis, using an appropriate 

and objective site selection methodology” is not true. The objective advice from AECOM  

and the Parish Council’s own objective scoring was ignored. See appendix 4: Site 

Selection. 

b. Para 4.10 Barrow Hill is not a “Single Site”. It is hybrid of three separate sites on both 

sides of the road put together by three separate land owners. It will need at least 

two new road access points. 

c. The draft plan makes no reference at all to the other sites considered for selection. 

What are you trying to hide ? 

8. Page 51 Policy BCD2.7 “…..to facilitate remote working” is directly contradicted in the 

briefing notes “….around 5% of 170 new homes to incorporate provision for home working” 

9. Page 52 Concept plan. The “Pedestrian/Cycle link” shown is the current cycle path. There is no 

plan for any new link visible on this map.  

The “PROW” probably means Public Rights of Way. These are not suitable for cycles, pushchairs, 

wheelchairs or pedestrians without sturdy walking boots. You have presented an illustration 

which contradicts the very Policies you have written into the Plan. 

10. Pages 46, 49, 51, 55 and 59 refer to Policies prefixed by ‘BD’ not ‘BCD’. Please proof read the next 

version of the Plan. 

11. Whole document.  

The dates and sources of demographic data are missing. 

At least 137 homes in Barrow have been sold since the July 2020 consultation. When will their 

occupants be consulted ? 
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Appendix 2 BCD12 and BCD8. Cycling, walking and buses. A fantasy project. 
 

BCD12 is not focussed on linking the centre of Barrow to all the facilities. 

2.1 The draft plan recognises the importance of cycling and walking for many reasons. 
• Health and wellbeing. 

• Encouraging public transport use. 

• Safe walking and cycling. 

• Improving access to services and facilities. 

• Minimising motor vehicle contributions to climate change. 

The draft plan makes 13 references to support these highly desirable objectives. 

2.2 Climate change 
The rapidly deteriorating climate change will soon force governments to introduce draconian 

changes to private transport. Driving a car for 10,000 miles burns 1135 litres of fuel (at 40 mpg). It’s 

about the same amount as the oil burnt in your central heating boiler. The current BCD12 is all about 

linking only one new development to the village. 

2.3 The cycling and walking project is a fantasy. 
• NONE of the facilities and services, page 26, are accessible by the “Pedestrian/cycle Link”.  

• How did the Parish Council and a professional Planning Company fail to spot this oversight? 

• BCD12 should start in the centre of the village and work outwards. 

• Page 71. Consideration will be given to how new facilities can complement and enhance the 

existing provision. New facilities should be located in a way that is able to maximise 

accessibility by foot or cycle and the co-location of facilities and adaptable buildings will be 

supported. BCD8.5 Really ? 

• Page 86. The cycleways will not reduce or mitigate the commuter traffic to Cambridge, 

Newmarket and Bury. Would anyone consider commuting to Cambridge by bicycle ? 

2.4 What is the problem ? 
Much of the centre of Barrow has public land ideally suited for cycle/pedestrian ways. But only The 

Street and Watsons Way are in direct contact with it. 

The pavement on Barrow Hill is too narrow for pedestrians to pass without stepping into the road. It 

is too narrow for wheelchairs and cycles. See attached photos for detail. 

New housing on Barrow Hill will add a large number of short car journeys into the village for school 

runs and shopping. This is why the Barrow Hill site has the worst impact on climate change.   

See the ‘Get out clause’ on page 86 “…pedestrian safety and local cycle routes will be expected.” 

“Expected” is not the same as “Delivered”. 

2.5 What about bus service 312 ? 
It has an infrequent and confusing schedule. It has three different routes through the village. These 

vary according to the day of the week, time of day and school holidays. It is so confusing that I am 

surprised anyone manages to take the bus to Bury or Newmarket. Have you ever used this bus ? 

Some bus stops are not even marked on page 29. This shows how low you prioritise bus travel. 
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2.6 Barrow Hill looking North showing how narrow the pavement and road are. 

The HGV has to cross the midline to avoid the pedestrian. 

                            

2.7 Pedestrian on Barrow Hill                      2.8 The cycle way ends 20m short of     

Too narrow for wheelchairs or cycles.         Johnson Road. You must now cross the road. 
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Appendix 3 BCD2 BCD4 Is it a Care Home or a Bungalow ? 
 

3.1 A previous Care Home proposal 
On 2nd March 2020 the Parish Council Meeting learnt of ‘Strawberry Care’ a company wishing to 

build a care home in the vicinity of Ley Road. Weekly charge £1,250. Why did this plan come to 

nothing? 

3.2 This new Care Home is an add on feature, over and above the 170 houses. 
It is part of the additional benefits to the village included in the Barrow Hill site package.  See Policy 

BCD2 “an appropriately located and scaled Care Home…. “. 

It all sounds very nice, but…… 

3.3 Is it viable in Barrow ? 
The Care Home proposal should not be included in the neighbourhood plan until we have seen a 

professional analysis of viability. It is misleading to imply it will be delivered on current evidence.  

1. It will cost many millions of pounds to build. 

2. Can you find 70 people who can afford over £1,000 per week each to reside in the Home? 

3. Can you staff it ? This will be challenging in a rural setting with no public transport. 

There are substantial staff vacancies in the care home industry. 

4. Where is the specimen business plan and financial viability test ? 

5. Have the local GPs agreed to service it ?  

6. I do not think the authors of the draft plan have really grasped the challenges. 

3.4 What is the catch ? 
1. All mentions of the Care Home come with a “get out clause” to build some bungalows 

instead, not a care home. 

2. Bungalows have, and never will be, a substitute for a Care Home.  

3. Including the concept of a Care Home in this Neighbourhood Plan will allow a future 

planning application to claim it has support from the community thus bypassing an 

important planning step. 

3.5 Another get out clause to torpedo the Care Home plan and its location 
Page 59. Special Needs and Local Affordable Housing 

BCD4.1 New development proposals to accommodate elderly and/or other vulnerable groups 

should demonstrate evidence of local need, primarily from within the Neighbourhood Plan 

area, that cannot be reasonably met on a suitable, alternative, non-rural, site. All special 

needs proposals, located outside of the Settlement Boundaries, will be considered on their 

own individual merits, and will be supported in principle, subject to meeting all of the 

relevant criteria of Policy BD4. 

Who wrote this verbose confusing paragraph? This means that a care home can only be built on the 

Barrow Hill site if all other possible sites within Barrow have been deemed unsuitable. This can be 

interpreted in many ways. This needs to be rewritten in Plain English. 

3.6 Further information 
I can provide a detailed description of the facilities and services expected of a Care Home, if 

requested. It is too lengthy to include with this reply. 
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Appendix 4 BCD2 Site Selection. 
 

4.1 Is it a policy or a proclamation ? 
Surely the Policy should be to consider all options. Then select a suitable site, rather than a 

proclamation of a site chosen by only four people with no supporting objective evidence. 

4.2 Objective evidence. 
The site selection is justified on Page 46 by  

BCD4.9 “……..has been carefully chosen on the basis of an independent, comparative site 

analysis, using an appropriate and objective site selection methodology. “ This is not true. 

The objective evidence favoured the Bury Road site.  

No mention is made of any of the other four development site options. 

West Suffolk Council’s preferred site is not included in the discussion. 

There are two objective pieces of evidence. 

1. AECOM’s Strategic Environmental Assessment, June 2022. 
Bury Road came top in five of the eight domains examined. Barrow Hill came top in only 

three – Landscape, Historic Environment and Land Soil & Water. 

2. The Parish Council’s own objective scoring. 
At the PC meeting of 18th October 2022, Bury Road scored 28.5 points. Barrow Hill came 

third with 23 points.  

4.3 Voting to over-rule objective evidence. 
Four councillors voted for the Barrow Hill site and one for Bury Road. So we have ended up with the 

Barrow Hill site on the basis of only four out of 2,501 residents voting for it. Is this fair ? 

 

To my knowledge, the councillors who voted for Barrow Hill have not provided any objective 

evidence to support their voting decision. The parish residents were not consulted on this selection.  

4.4 Professional advice. Site financial viability appraisals not done. 
In September 2021 AECOM advised as follows  

Viability  
6.11 The Parish Council should be able to demonstrate that the sites are viable for 
development, i.e. that they are financially profitable for the developer. It is recommended that 
the Parish Council discusses site viability with West Suffolk Council. It is further suggested 
that any landowner or developer promoting a site for development should be contacted to 
request evidence of viability, e.g. a site financial viability appraisal. 
 

Has the Parish Council demonstrated financial viability for any of the sites and any of the ‘benefits to 
the village’? 
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Appendix 5 BCD11 Listed Buildings and local heritage assets. Policy not needed. 

 

5.1 How are these assets currently protected ? 
Existing Planning regulations already give Listed Buildings extensive protection. 

The Parish Council already has a statutory requirement to comment on all planning 

applications in the Parish. 

BCD11 could be seen as scaremongering. Raising the possibility of damage or destruction of 

listed buildings and blotting the landscape – but not a real risk. 

 

5.2 The setting of listed buildings in Barrow. Two questions must be considered: 
 

1. The view OF the listed buildings from public land or rights of way. 
 

Will the new houses impair the view OF the listed buildings and their back drop ? 

No. Existing views will be preserved. 

Tall trees and hedges already restrict views of these buildings and surroundings. 

. 

2. The view FROM the listed buildings. 

 
This applies only if the public have access to the listed building, e.g. The Weeping Willow. 

 

Will the new houses impair the view FROM the listed building? 

No. Existing views of The Green, the Truck Store, Telephone Exchange and Mobile 

Phone Mast will be preserved. 

Tall trees, hedges and holiday lodges already restrict views from this building. 

5.3 In conclusion. 
I do not think we need a special policy on Local Heritage sites because they are already 

protected by statutory legislation. 

None of the sites proposed for new houses will have any impact on the listed buildings of 

Barrow. 

 

 

I attach relevant photographs of the terrain in question. 
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5.4 View East along Bury Road towards Burthorpe 

5.5 View West along Bury Road towards Barrow 
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5.6 Telephone Exchange and Phone mast on East side of Weeping Willow 

 

5.7 View from public footpath looking North towards Weeping Willow 

 

5.8 Historic setting of Weeping Willow and Truck Store 
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Appendix 6  Viability test. Will the benefits really be delivered ? 
 

Please come clean on these issues and demonstrate to the residents of the Parish which of these 

benefits are viable and will actually be delivered. 

 

6.1 Is the draft Neighbourhood Plan realistic and viable?  
The plan introduces many developments and excellent aspirations for the village. The only 

guarantee is the number of new houses: 170. 

The add on benefits to the village are wishes, not cast iron promises.  

6.2 Which benefits are we talking about ? 
1. Cycle ways/paths   Undeliverable 

2. Pavement improvements  Lacks detail 

3. Footpath upgrades   Possible 

4. Care Home    Unlikely 

5. Sports Facilities    Insufficient detail 

6. Play areas    Possible 

7. Public transport    Needs more detail 

8. Medical services   Not explored 

9. School improvements   Possible 

6.3 the detail in the draft neighbourhood plan exposes poor preparation. 
I quote two examples of poor planning. 

a. The last presentation by Pigeon in the Village Hall showed sports pitches on the side 

of Barrow Hill. The OS contour map shows a gradient with a drop of more than 10 

metres at this location. Is this really going to happen ? 

b. The management and funding arrangements for the sports and community facilities 

are very vague. If the landowners agree to take on these tasks, how long will it last ? 

What happens when they die or become unable to manage ? There is a real danger 

of adding substantial costs to the Parish Council. 

6.4 Has the reader been misinformed ? 
A casual reader of the draft Neighbourhood Plan could be forgiven for thinking all these 

benefits will come if they vote in favour of the plan. On present evidence, I disagree. 
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Appendix 7 BCD3 Non-strategic Housing delivery. An example of bias. 
 

7.1 Where did this policy come from ? 
I was not aware that this was a problem for the parishioners. Surely it will benefit only a 

small number of residents i.e. the owners of redundant or disused rural buildings. It will 

bypass the restriction on building new homes outside the village settlement boundary.  

 

7.2 What are we talking about ? 
Page 55 Non-Strategic Housing Delivery 

BCD3.3 In addition, proposals for the conversion of redundant or disused rural buildings, 

including agricultural barns for residential use outside of the defined Settlement Boundaries 

of Barrow and Burthorpe, will also be supported in principle, where they meet all of the 

relevant criteria of Policy BD3, as set out below: 

 

7.2 What does this mean ? 
That’s a green light for any farmer wanting to do a barn conversion or other housing project 

involving other redundant agricultural buildings. It would bypass some planning questions 

such as “Have you consulted local residents?”.  

Inclusion of this policy in the neighbourhood plan is giving the farming community a big 

advantage which is not being offered to other residents. 

 

 

 






































































































































