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1.0

Introduction

1.1

Optimis Consulting (1148) presents this Representation on behalf of our client Key Land
Estates.

1.2

This Representation is provided in two parts. Part 1 is a presentation of the qualities of the
site in Blunham and Part 2 details the specific Representations to Regulation 19 Local Plan and
supporting technical documents.

1.3

This Representation relates to the site shown below:
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Part 1 – Site-Specific Considerations
2.0

Site Details

2.1

This site is located on northern side of The Hill in the centre of the village of Blunham. The
site extends to approximately 1.5 hectares (3.7 acres). The location of the site is identified
on the map below.

Aerial image showing the site (Source: Promap)

2.2

The site currently consists of agricultural land. This land use continues beyond the northern
boundary of the site. To the east is a small parcel of overgrown land and residential
development. Residential development also lines the western boundary and beyond the
road on the southern boundary.

2.3

The site is contained by a landscaped boundary on the eastern, southern and western edge
and amounts to an infill parcel.

2.4

The site is undulating and is lowest in the south eastern corner, rising to the north and
east. The properties to the south of The Hill are in an elevated position also. Accordingly,
the site largely nestles into a low discreet parcel.

2.5

The established residential development running along the western and southern
boundaries of the site comprises primarily of detached properties, nevertheless, terraced,
semi-detached dwellings and bungalows can also be seen throughout the village.

2.6

There are footpaths to both sides of The Hill and a public footpath running along the
eastern boundary of the site.

2.7

Sustainable Location
Blunham is a Large Village, which is well served by a wide range of services and facilities. In
terms of education, John Donne Church of England Lower School is located 0.16km from
4
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the site. In addition to this, there are 4 lower schools and 2 upper schools located
approximately 5.6km from the site in the adjacent town of Sandy.
2.8

The centre of the village, which is a short walk from the site, offers a variety of services and
amenities, such as two churches, two public houses, two local shops, a village hall, a
recreational area, a chip shop and a nursery.

2.9

The Hill links to the A421, 4.5km west of Blunham, and the A1, 1.9km north east. The A421
runs south to the M1 and north to the A1.

2.10

The nearest bus stops are within walking distance of the site, less than 0.1km away. The
village is serviced by 7 bus routes that connect Blunham to Cambridge, Biggleswade, St
Neots and Sandy, all major service hubs.

2.11

The closest train station is in Sandy, which is approximately 5.4km from the site. Sandy is
served by train services to Peterborough, London Kings Cross and Huntingdon.

2.12

The Environment Agency Flood Risk Map demonstrates that the site is located within Flood
Zone 1, with over 1 in 1000 annual probability of flooding from rivers, which is considered
to be at the least risk of flooding.

2.13

2.14

Landscape Considerations
The site lies within the ’Great Ouse Clay Valley’ (Area 4A) Landscape Character Area.

Paragraph 4A.6 of the assessment states that “the open, gently rising slopes of the Great
Ouse Clay Valley have strong visual links with the surrounding higher ground of Clay
Farmland to the north and within Bedford Borough and Clay Vales character areas
particularly the large scale arable fields”.
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2.15

The Landscape Character Assessment recognises “There is a considerable amount of
modern development” in the area. It understands that “Settlements are typically small to
medium scale, dispersed and linear with a mix of building age and style”, aspects that are
evident in Blunham.

2.16

The landscape is within a low-lying area in the Great Ouse Clay Valley which results in the
requirement for hedgerows and woodland, distinctive aspects of the landscape, to screen
larger developments. Therefore, this should be considered in new proposals. The
landscape character does not suggest that the site lies in a ‘valued landscape’ (Paragraph
109, NPPF).
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3.0

Proposals for the Site

3.1

The site can be considered a potential area for infill within the village due to its contained
location, surrounded by established residential areas on two sides. As mentioned in section
2 the site sits in a low parcel of land making potential development relatively discreet; in
addition to this, careful design of the boundaries on the edge of the settlement can conceal
development effectively, in line with the Central Bedfordshire Landscape Character
Assessment. These factors contribute to making this site an ideal expansion area for the
village of Blunham.

3.2

Planning History
A pre-application was submitted for residential development comprising 29 dwellings on
this site on the 12th February 2018. This development proposes a range of 2, 3 and 4bedroom, 2 storey, detached and semi-detached houses (Appendix A). This is in keeping
with the local area, where there is a wide range of housing type and tenure.

3.3

The proposed residential use of the site is in keeping with the existing character of this part
of the settlement without having an adverse effect on existing amenities and living
standards.

3.4

The proposal has used landscaping to minimise the visual impact of the development on
both the village on the southern border and the landscape on the northern border. In
addition to this it is sensitive of its surrounding area in terms of size and density. Both
considerations are in conjunction with discussed landscape area considerations.
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3.5

This site offers an ideal location for the expansion of a sustainable large village, such as
Blunham, with an excellent public transport network, a range of services and facilities
within walking and cycling distance, and good access to the existing highway network. As
such, the site has high sustainability credentials and its loss would have limited impact on
the local landscape. In addition, the site is not designated as an important countryside gap
in the Plan and would not result in coalescence with any surrounding settlements.

3.6

The village of Blunham is an important location for growth due to its proximity to the A1. It
is important that residential development is focussed in this location for both local and
strategic reasons.

3.7

In our view, this site at The Hill, Blunham should be allocated because it represents a better
choice for development than many other proposed sites in the Local Plan and the Plan has
overestimated its ability to deliver the strategic sites. Accordingly, we consider that the site
should be allocated as follows:

HAS99 – Land at The Hill, Blunham
Land at The Hill, Blunham as identified on the Proposals Map below, is allocated for a
residential development consisting of up to 30 dwellings, including 35% affordable housing
and appropriate landscaping.
The Principles of Development are:
1) The development will form a well-designed sustainable extension to Blunham, integrate
with existing adjoining land uses and facilitate a permanent edge to the village. The
proposals will include:
a. Residential development up to 30 dwellings;
b. Affordable Housing, up to 30% of all dwellings will be provided to meet local
needs.
2) The development will maximise the opportunity to deliver enhanced Green
Infrastructure, including:
a. Enhancement of the biodiversity of the site through the introduction of
enhanced tree and hedgerow planting, a landscape buffer along the northern
boundary of the site and improved habitat areas and features to support any
existing protected species;
b. Delivering a sustainable urban drainage solution that permeates through the site
and offers the opportunity for future biodiversity gains;
c. Consider enhancing the Conservation Area through careful considered design.
3) The development will also consider other improvements such as:
a. Off-site highway provisions;
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b. Incorporate measures to adapt to climate change, minimise energy use and
include renewable energy technologies.
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Part 2 – Representations to the Plan and Technical Documents
4.0

4.1

4.2

Representation to the Regulation 19 Draft Local Plan (January 2018)
Section 2 – Key Themes
We support the intention of the Plan to direct development towards the most sustainable
locations, such as those situated close to the A1 corridor (Para 2.4.2). We support the
review of the Green Belt and the intention to find the most suitable sites for development
along Transport Corridors and in areas that meet the wider growing needs of the District
(Para 2.3.3).
Section 5 – The Spatial Strategy
Paragraph 5.2 encourages “to grow existing communities across Central Bedfordshire,
proportionate to their scale and environmental context, so that they are more sustainable
through improved services, facilities and employment opportunities, leading to reduced
travelling and outflows”.

4.3

This objective is reflected in The Spatial Strategy Approach at 5.4 (page 31) recognising that
around 39,350 new homes need to be delivered through moderate extensions to existing
villages “in line with the provision of new infrastructure and to meet identified housing need
close to key transport corridors.”

4.4

The second bullet point also refers to key transport corridors such as the A1 corridor and the
East Coast Mainline as important areas for development. It states this can be achieved
through “moderate extensions to existing towns and villages”, we support this approach.

4.5

We support bullet point 7 as this proposal fulfils this approach and appropriate allocation of
this site and adjustment to boundaries should be made to facilitate this.

4.6

The Partial Plan Review is supported in principle, but it also needs to review how the release
of strategic development sites and the delivery of homes are being achieved. An opportunity
exists for an immediate improvised adjustment so that, if there is an under-provision,
reserved sites, for example, can immediately be introduced.

4.7

The Partial Plan Review should also commit to review the Objectively Assessed Housing
Need (OAN) based on the new formula presented through the revised NPPF, so that it is
relevant to the latest and most up to date means of calculation.

4.8

Section 6 – The Proposed Locations for Growth
The Plan tries to break the District into four locations of growth, but these do not entirely
match up with the Key Diagram on page 49. Blunham is in the Central Area made up of small
towns and villages, however, could also be considered part of the A1 corridor due to its
proximity to the A1 and the towns that play a key role in the A1 corridor mentioned in
section 6.1. This overlap is helpful and demonstrates the potential role that Blunham plays in
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delivering development in these growth areas (A1 Corridor and Central Area combined).
Furthermore, there is little growth planned in the northern part of the District and allocating
this site will provide a better spread of development across the District.
4.9

In addition to this, the Plan states that development in the Central Area revolves around the
concept of a “number of small and medium allocations are proposed around settlements that
have good access to services and facilities”. This document provides evidence that Blunham
has both the facilities and a suitable site, such as this, to aid in the delivery of housing. More
so than other site allocations that have been put forward in the proposed, central growth
area such as HAS22, HAS36/37 and HAS40 (Appendix B).

4.10

It is noted in para 6.6.2 that only a “modest contingency” has been applied for the supply of
sites to provide a failsafe if sites do not come forward. The Council continues to support the
proposition of significantly large strategic sites that have often failed to deliver through the
past 9 years (since CBC merged MBDC and SBDC) because of the slow infrastructure delivery
and a constrained market place. This continued under-delivery of the main strategic sites
around Houghton Regis, for example, has had consequences on the success of section 78
appeals, where numerous Inspectors have had little regard to the delivery of dwellings from
strategic sites. It is important that this plan delivers certainty so that the Council can achieve
a comfortable supply of homes, not just a minimum 5-year supply.

4.11

We advocate for a greater number of smaller more modest sites such as this site in Blunham
to deliver a present housing target but also acknowledge that the target will be significantly
increased when the plan is reviewed and the new methodology for OAN is required to be
calculated.
Policy SP1 – Growth Strategy

4.12

Policy SP1 provides a Growth Strategy for the District for the full requirement of homes and
employment land. It does not provide a breakdown over the 20 year period as the Council is
presumably relying on a smooth delivery of development. Given the reliance on so many
large sites this is a dangerous strategy and given the “modest contingency” there is a
reasonable chance that the land supply might not meet the requirements of a rolling 5 year
supply.

4.13

In our view it would be helpful if the policy included targets for each 5 year period of the plan
to give the policy some structure and to give clarity on the anticipated delivery for each
strategic area. This will also allow for adjustments through windfall delivery, where the 5
year supply falls below the minimum requirement.

4.14

Our concern for the role of the strategic sites is centred around a misunderstanding, in our
view, that they are delivered expeditiously. This is not evidenced, nor a satisfactory basis to
place so much reliance on. The new settlement in Wixams took 33 years from conception to
the delivery of its first phase and it delivered 2250 homes over 18 years (125p.a). If the same
lead in time were to occur for the new settlements proposed in this plan this policy would
11
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fail considerably and there needs to be an opportunity to have an early warning sign that
could be introduced through a monitoring delivery mechanism. It is noted that the
development management team at CBC insist is that a delivery timetable is introduced into
section 106 agreements to monitor the delivery of homes by developers. We think this
concept might also be introduced into this plan to effectively monitor the outcomes.
4.15

The third paragraph would benefit from not limiting the growth of settlements to those
defined as towns or villages, but to all sustainable locations for growth; which can include
hamlets.

4.16

The final paragraph is negatively written and lacks any objective test, for which any
application might reasonably be judged. It fails the test of the NPPF (para 154).

4.17

Para 6.7.1 identifies sites of up to 650 dwellings as medium sized developments. These are
not medium but substantial developments that may require significant infrastructure before
they deliver homes. Unless started early in the plan their contribution to the overall 20-year
period may be limited.

4.18

The policy may rely on the delivery of homes through Neighbourhood Plans but is unclear
whether these are in addition to the 39,350 requirements or included within it. The Plan
needs to provide clarity in this regard, so that a proper assessment of its delivery can be
robustly judged. It would be inappropriate for the Plan to rely on outside bodies to deliver
its own homes as this would leave the plan open to immediate review.
Section 7 - Implementation

4.19

The anticipated delivery rates do not account for the cumulative effect of other development
sites. Furthermore, these rates are not consistent with the evidence of other sites that are
more advanced in delivery, such as the existing strategic commitments. (see section 3.35
onwards)

4.20

We do not consider that the strategic sites will deliver in accord with the table 7.1 and given
the “modest contingency” further sites should be allocated in areas that are not located near
to strategic allocations. The cumulative impact of many sites being allocated in close
proximity can have the effect of reducing the success of delivery as the market can only
accommodate at a maximum rate of sale. Such over reliance on few strategic locations is
unhelpful. Development at Blunham, where there is limited provision proposed, would be a
sensible proposition.
Policy SP3 - General Requirements for Strategic Sites

4.21

The policy background to SP3 recognises the value of large sites, although reference should
be to sites over 500 units not 1,500. CBC has previously considered this to be the threshold
for strategic sites and recognition must be had that although these are sustainable options
for growth, they are NOT necessarily the most sustainable. Furthermore, the delivery of
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these sites is very difficult to predict and the reliance on them in this Plan needs further
control than is imposed by SP3. The Plan cannot allow the delay of the proposed strategic
sites in the same way that HRN1 and 2 (Houghton Regis North) have been allowed to stall,
because these sites are vital to the delivery of the plan over the entire plan period, because
the Council relies so heavily on them.
4.22

To achieve a level of control, the Council should consider imposing milestones that if they
have not met the delivery timetable the allocations may be removed from the plan. Not only
will this encourage early planning negotiation through the Development Management
process it will prevent unwanted land banking, that could cripple the delivery of the planned
housing requirement.

4.23

We advocate that the Policy SP3 includes key milestones for the submission of
outline/reserved matters and implementation of consent to ensure that the delivery can be
controlled.

4.24

The policy requires the inclusion of a number of community facilities, non-residential uses
and specialist housing provision, but this is not recorded in the individual allocations. SE3,
does not include provision for older residents, for example. It is unclear which policy carries
the greatest weight and there is a lack of clarity in what is being expected of the sites.
Strategic Sites – policies SA1 – SE4

4.25

We consider that the Council has unrealistic expectation for the delivery of the homes in the
various sites and has not fully considered the impacts of cumulative impact and an
overstretched housing market, along with other site-specific concerns.
Policy SA1 – North of Luton

4.26

The delivery of the residential units is recorded in the Housing Implementation Strategy as
beginning in 2022/23. In the commentary this is noted as being supplied by the agent. It is
noted also that one of the potential barriers to development is the multiple landowners.
Despite some significant infrastructure works including flood mitigation measures the
anticipation that the first delivery of homes might be as early as 2022 is extremely optimistic
and unlikely for such a constrained site. Suggesting that the first 50 dwellings might be
delivered within the next 5 years is in our view erroneous.

4.27

It is noted that other sites that are deemed to have multiple land ownership issues, but are
much more modest in scale with limited infrastructure constraints are projected to deliver
much later in the process, such as HAS05 Barton Le Clay, HAS07 Caddington, HAS10 Clifton,
HAS20 Harlington, HAS23 Henlow, HAS29 Houghton Regis, HAS30 Langford, HAS46 Stondon,
HAS49, Toddington.

4.28

Even schemes with consent such as land south of Wixams (former policy MA3) is not due to
commence until 2023/24 and yet this has “no known barriers to development”. The same
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can be said of HRN1, Houghton Regis, which has a consent dated 2013, but no delivery
expected until 2023/24, despite the major infrastructure now in place. Development at
Arlesey also predicts delivery of home in 2023/24.
4.29

In our view the anticipated date to deliver homes in SA1 is significantly over-estimated.

4.30

The Council has acknowledged and demonstrated in their own analysis that the lead-in to the
delivery of homes on strategic sites is significantly longer than is ordinarily planned. The
delays through planning, secretary of state approval and approval of statutory bodies and
landowner/developer agreements introduce significant unforeseen delays. The projected
delivery on North of Luton is not a credible position.

4.31

In our view the earliest that the units will be delivered will be 2025/26.

4.32

Not only is the speed of implementation overestimated, there is no evidence that the site
will deliver 300 dwellings per annum, as the Council advocates on the advice of the
landowner’s agent. Wixam delivered only 125p.a in its first phase that took 18 years to
complete. The delivery proposed on similar large sites (over 500 dwellings) in the plan at
their highest annual delivery, is as follows:
Arlesey (HT005)
Arlesey (HT006)
East Biggleswade (HT014)
Houghton Regis HRN1
Houghton Regis HRN2
Leighton Buzzard (HT078)
Leighton Buzzard (HT079)
Wixams (HT116)
Wixams (HT117)

150
100
100
200
150
150
150
100
150

4.33

Only one committed site is predicted to be above 150 per annum and that is HRN1, which is a
consent for over 5,000 dwellings; and yet this is only as high as 200 per annum.

4.34

We therefore consider that the North of Luton site, will not achieve greater than 150
dwellings per annum at its most prolific delivery. We consider the rate should be reduced to
150 dwellings per annum, maximum.

4.35

Based on this site starting on 2025/26 and reduced to a maximum of 150 dwellings, this site
is over estimated by 2,350 dwellings in this plan period.
Policy SA2 – Marston Vale New Village

4.36

The concept of this village in an area of degraded landscape provides positive regeneration
opportunities. However, the delivery timescales of the village is significantly overestimated,
both in numbers and timeframes. The village of Wixams took 33 years from the initial
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concept to the delivery of the first phase. This provides anecdotal evidence of long it will
take to deliver a village of this scale, given the vast infrastructure requirements.
4.37

The Council is not encouraging piecemeal delivery and therefore there will be no quick
delivery of homes from small sites and the process of an overarching comprehensive
development delivery is reliant on a very detailed and slow planning and delivery process,
similar in kind to Wixams. Although learning the lessons from Wixams may prevent a 33 year
wait for the delivery of the first home, it is inconceivable that the first homes might be
delivered in three years from this plan.

4.38

There is a danger that the Council has considerably overestimated the delivery of the
residential development for a site that is a long way from an outline application being
consented. To expect the first delivery of homes in 2021/22 is completely unrealistic, even if
a piecemeal approach was taken. This date should be revised to 2031/32 so that there is no
undue pressure on the first phases to be delivered.

4.39

The rate of delivery is also overestimated, when compared to the other sites in the area.
Marston Vale has undergone significant expansion and the housing market can only
accommodate enough to satisfy residual demand. No consideration has been given to the
expansion of nearby development in Milton Keynes, Bedford west, Cranfield, Wootton,
Stewartby, Wixams and Marston Moretaine. The cumulative impact of the vast delivery from
many large sites on the edge of these towns will reduce the sales rates in this new village.

4.40

For further evidence that the Council has overestimated, the present trajectory for Morteyne
Farm (HT082) reaches a predicted maximum of 100 dwellings per annum. This allocation in
the Marston Village should not be any higher as the market cannot accommodate a higher
delivery rate.

4.41

Based on a more sensible delivery rate of 100 per annum, if the first delivery was in 2021/22
as predicted by the LPA then the plan has overestimated by 2,350 and if that got pushed
back to 2031/32 the overestimation would be 3,200. We consider this site will only deliver
450 dwellings in this plan period.
Policy SA3 – East of Arlesey

4.42

This site should be removed and replaced with an Important Local Gap. Previous plans have
sought to protect the gap to Fairfield hospital and although the proposals suggest that there
will be a country park there is little detail in the policy that provides any certainty on the
distribution of the land uses. In absence of such important further detail the allocation
should be removed and more appropriate sites allocated, with a more modest development
on the edge of Arlesey, commensurate in proportion to the existing community.

4.43

Notwithstanding the unsuitability of the site, the proposals indicate delivery in 2023/24 and
given the vast infrastructure component this is an overestimation. It is more realistic to seek
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delivery in 2025/26 to give time for the adjoining housing allocation to proceed and the vast
infrastructure on this site be delivered.
4.44

Furthermore, the delivery rate is overemphasised and should be reduced to 100 per annum
at its greatest. This would be consistent with other sites in the are (HT006) and will reflect
the cumulative market supply of homes.

4.45

If the site is reduced to an annual delivery of 100 dwellings per annum, this would reduce the
LPA projected plan delivery by 450. If this is further delayed as we suggest this will reduce
the delivery by 650.
Policy SA4 – East of Biggleswade

4.46

Biggleswade has been a centre of growth over successive plan periods and substantial
number of homes have been delivered into a relatively small market area. The most recent
expansion to the east of Biggleswade is not expected to complete until 2027/28 according to
the Council’s HIS. It is therefore over-optimistic to propose that a new expansion for a
further 1,500 homes would start delivery in 2023/24. Not only is there a limited housing
demand in the locality, that is largely saturated, but the high infrastructure implementation
that is required for the site will delay the proposed start times and influence the annual
delivery rate.

4.47

In our estimation the delivery start should be amended to 2026/2027 to coincide with the
end of the earlier phasing. The Annual delivery should also be no higher than 100 per annum
in recognition of the existing projections at Biggleswade East.

4.48

The reduced rate to 100 dwellings per annum would reflect a reduction of 450 dwellings
within the plan period, using the Council’s start date and this would reduce further to 600 if
the first units were not delivered until 2026/27.

4.49

Based on the adjustments that we have proposed to the above strategic sites, this would
require further allocations to accommodate the shortfall of 6,800 dwellings that we do not
consider will be realistically achieved in this plan.
Policy HA1 – Small and Medium Allocations

4.50

In our view there are many proposed small and medium sites that do not warrant being
treated as the best alternative locations for development in the plan period and should not
be allocated. The Policy is flawed because there are better sites, in our view and the process
of identifying the best sites has not been objectively assessed because good sites have been
ruled out for inappropriate reasons. The sites that have been chosen are not satisfactory in
number nor are they the most suitable sites in the Borough and we comment on the
proposed sites in Appendix B.
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4.51

In the Appendix B attached we provide our critique of sites and the summary from that is the
following sites should be considered for deletion from the Plan, either because they are in
unsustainable small settlements, are harmful due to their cumulative number, represent
unwanted and unrestricted encroachment into the countryside or other site-specific reasons:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

HAS03
HAS05
HAS06
HAS07
HAS08
HAS09
HAS12
HAS13
HAS14
HAS15
HAS16
HAS17
HAS20
HAS21
HAS22
HAS24
HAS25
HAS26
HAS27
HAS35
HAS38
HAS40
HAS41
HAS42
HAS48
HAS50
HAS51

Aspley Guise
Barton Le Clay East
Biggleswade North
Caddington
Campton
Chalton
Cranfield South
Dunton
Eaton Bray
Everton North
Everton South
Flitwick West
Harlington West
Harlington South
Haynes
Hockliffe south
Hockliffe North
Hockliffe West
Wixams
Marston Moretaine
Maulden
Moggerhanger
Northill
Upper Caldecote
Sutton
Toddington West
Westoning North

4.52

We consider that with the removal of the above sites one such replacement is this site in
Blunham, which provides a better option to develop within a sustainable settlement whilst
providing significant benefits to the village. The removal of all or most of the above sites
would lead to a requirement to find between 1 and 3,407 additional dwellings and this site
would provide a contribution towards that requirement.

4.53

The Plan recognises that within the settlement hierarchy, Blunham is defined as a Large
Village. It is noted that the definition of each settlement is made having regard for their ‘local
sustainability credentials’ (para 9.1.1) due to their access to a variety of services and
facilities.
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4.54

Section 9.0 – Settlement Envelopes and Settlement Hierarchy
The Plan also acknowledges that the Large Villages are one of the most sustainable locations
for growth. As Large Villages are the MOST sustainable locations and provide a focus for
services, this is the perfect opportunity to deliver homes to the most sustainable settlements
for the foreseeable future.
Policy SP7 – Development within Settlement Envelopes

4.55

The role of the Settlement Envelope is defined in this plan to represent the boundary
between settlements and the surrounding countryside. It is stated clearly that their role is
not to identify land for development. Therefore, the Council must not attempt to try and
draw boundaries that frustrate development any more than might encourage it. They must
not define the boundary as being brownfield versus greenfield, but rather it is a judgement
of what might constitute urban and rural land uses.

4.56

It is essential that the Council defines this clearly and, in their review, they include all land
uses that relate to the land use of the settlement, including formal open space, rear gardens,
church grounds, schools etc. In the past the Council introduced a different approach which is
misleading and attempts to frustrate suitable infill development, which is a vital component
of the delivery of housing.
Section 11.0 – Housing

4.57

The Policy and the commentary provide sensible statements but there is a lack of clarity. The
policy is supported in that it is not too prescriptive, but it is ambiguous and provides an area
for dispute at Development Management. The requirement for a mix should consider the
geographical location and character of areas as well as the market place. A town centre site
might have different “needs” than a village location, but the policy doesn’t seek to
differentiate between this and this might lead to dispute at decision making.

4.58

This policy should be used to affect the tenure of development, which is most appropriately
dealt with in a specific policy such as older people (H3) and affordable housing (H4).
Policy H1 – Housing Mix

4.59

This policy advises that all developments for new dwellings include a mix of housing types
and sizes in order to meet the needs of all section of the community. However, it should be
accepted that a professional house builder will make proposals instructively to meet a
market and they are likely to be experts in understanding the local market for housing. The
policy or the supporting text should recognise that such expertise is relevant.
Furthermore, it is recognised that there is a “chronic under-delivery and loss of existing
bungalows” (paragraph 11.3.7). Together with ground floor apartments the need for
accessible accommodation for elderly persons wishing to remain in mainstream housing as
well as those requiring an element of care.
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Policy H2 – Housing Standards
4.60

The characteristics of some main stream housing sites may not be suitable for the inclusion
of adaptable homes, such as limited access to facilities or topographical limitations to a site.
It is therefore appropriate to use an evidence approach to ensure the specific requirement
for a site, as opposed to using a prescriptive percentage for all sites.
Policy H4 – Affordable Housing

4.61

The Policy should avoid prescription a of affordable tenure and amount. The tenure split
should be considered on a site by site basis with an overall target, that may or may not vary
dependant on specific situations. Furthermore, tenure split requirements should be
requested by housing departments based on evidence of need, using Local Housing Need
Surveys.
Policy H5 – Rural Exception Sites

4.62

As has been brought to the Council’s attention in previous representations this policy does
not meet the requirement of the NPPF. The eighth bullet point advises that the site must
“relate well to the existing pattern of development…” this is neither in accord with the NPPF,
nor is it in accord with the interpretation of Inspectors. An appeal in Henlow confirmed this
position, Central Beds has lost an appeal to this effect on a site on Hitchin Road in Henlow.
The Inspector in this case clarified this position in the appeal:

4.63

This policy should be altered to include the definition of the NPPF (see Annex 2: Glossary
page 55) which does not include the geographical relationship to a settlement. The policy is
unsound if it includes the need for such sites to be ‘well related’ to a settlement. By
definition rural exception sites are capable of being located anywhere in the rural area where
they meet other criteria. Furthermore, the policy should not limit the number of market
units to 20%. This is contrary to the NPPF definition as well as the overriding consideration is
that of viable delivery not proportionality.
Policy H7 – Self and Custom Build Homes

4.64

The sentiment in the policy is proactive, however it is ambiguous. As a starting point, all
forms of sustainable development should be considered “favourably” and therefore in what
circumstances is the Council willing to “… consider favourably applications for the delivery of
serviced plots on sites of less than 10 dwellings.” Is this policy alluding to ‘very special
circumstances’ in the Green Belt, or development in the open countryside? If this is related
to ten dwellings within the settlement boundary, then this would be favourably considered
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any way – what is the benefit to an applicant to take the self-build route as this policy does
not provide anything that is exceptional.
4.65

Furthermore, to insist that within a development of over 10 dwellings up to 20% should be
for self-build is to fail to understand that market place and to understand how housebuilders develop and how they operate commercially. The majority of sites that deliver over
ten dwellings will be built by commercial developers who have sales targets and key delivery
timescales to ensure that their ‘Return of Capital Employed’ meets their commercial terms,
both to their Board as well as any financial lender.

4.66

To bolt self-build plots onto a mainstream housing site will fail to deliver the plots in sensible
timescales. The self-build plots would most likely be delivered late in the development
phases, because a developer will not wish to hamper their own sale targets by offering
competing self-build plots. The last units on a site will therefore be the self-build plots.
Noting that there is no ‘commercial incentive’ for a developer to deliver the self-build plots,
as they cannot form part of their sales delivery targets, they will have little relevance to a
housebuilder and therefore their importance within a development site will be of the lowest
priority.

4.67

In our view, this policy should be about creative ways of accommodating self-build away
from normal policy restrictions on mainstream housing. These plots should not be seen as a
‘burden’ to development and we would advocate, that like affordable homes, they are
delivered as an exception to the countryside and Green Belt policies. This way there is an
incentive for landowners to deliver the self-build homes and to free the mainstream
housebuilders from a further obligation, that will act as a burden to the delivery of their
development sites.

4.68

For example, a policy that allowed (up to a finite number – say 10) the positive presumption
in favour of self-build plots located outside BUT adjacent to a Settlement Envelope, subject
to other criteria on delivery, scale etc would in our view deliver opportunities for new selfbuild plots in modest clusters that would not be harmful to the wider countryside policies,
whilst delivering a sensible source of housing.
Section 15 – Environmental Enhancement

4.69

We consider that Policy EE1 (Green Infrastructure) is a nebulous policy that provides a lack of
clarity on what might be acceptable. What is net gain and how is tested at development
management? The policy should identify considerations for what might constitute net gain,
not necessarily an exhaustive list but one which provides clarity on what is sought and that
all planning applications can be judged against. It is noted that the policy supports schemes
that have regard for enhancement of the infrastructure network and are multi-functional and
high quality.
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5.0

Representation to the SHLAA (January 2018)

5.1

The SHLAA is a key piece of evidence for informing strategy and in identifying suitable sites
for allocation. The purpose is to establish which sites are “suitable, available and achievable”
known as ‘deliverable’ (para 1.1.2). The SHLAA does not seek to determine whether sites
should be allocated for development as most importantly it is the Local Plan that must decide
which sites are most appropriate (para 1.2.3).

5.2

The Site Assessment (July 2017) results show ‘The Hill, Blunham’ (APL222) was excluded from
the Local Plan at Stage 2 of the assessment.

5.3

The Council’s justification for its exclusion was as follows:
“Development here would have a significant impact on the setting of Listed
Buildings and the wider conservation area”

5.4

Therefore, proposals for development on this land should invest in not only neutralising the
heritage issue but offering positive enhancement of the conservation area. The Conservation
Guide for Blunham was adopted in 2005, this document highlights important features of the
Conservation Area as well as areas for possible enhancement. One area identified for
enhancement is located on the southern border of the site and proposes improvement
through the provision of a new public bench. A good quality design solution is capable of
achieving this.

5.5

The Site Assessment Forms (August 2017), from the previous consultation, shows details on
the stages prior to Stage 2. The form for this site highlighted it was suitable in terms of
capacity, flood risk, its relationship to other settlements, its ability to provide critical
infrastructure, its availability and planning history. It was recognised that the site is not
within the Green Belt and there are no concerns with coalescence. The document also states
that “the site lies on the boundary of the settlement envelope. It is well related to Blunham.”

5.6

The exclusion of the site at this stage resulted in viability, deliverability and timescales not
being efficiently assessed and established. The site has been ruled out without an
understanding of all relevant components.

5.7

In our view this site has not been fairly or reasonably considered. It should have passed the
relevant stages to be ‘deliverable’ and considered alongside other sites located in sustainable
locations that might offer a suitable location for residential development. It should not have
been precluded from selection as an allocation and should be reconsidered.

5.8

The landowner therefore reiterates that this site is suitable for allocation and welcomes the
opportunity to demonstrate that the site is suitable for residential development.

21

Representation no: 1148/ALP222

6.0

Representation to the Settlement Envelope Review (January 2018)

6.1

We believe that the Settlement Envelope Review is flawed and in particular that an
amendment should be made. We consider that the LPA has been inconsistent in its
approach to the ‘drawing’ of the line and seek an amendment to the boundary for Blunham.

6.2

There are various aspects to be considered in the inclusion and exclusion of specific sites to
the settlement envelope. However, this is a site located within the centre of Blunham village.
The land has been excluded, in line with section 4.4.2 of the document, which states that
agricultural land is excluded from the settlement envelopes. Nevertheless, the same section
refers to areas that follow the existing line of the settlement, such as a proportion of this
site.

6.3

The settlement envelope of Blunham also shows inconsistencies in what has been included
and excluded from the boundary line. In some parts of the village residential garden space is
included in the settlement envelope however, in other areas garden space has been
excluded. Section 4.4.2 states “Large expanses of land associated with dwellings” should be
excluded nevertheless, in many cases garden space located immediately behind properties
has been excluded.

6.4

It is noted that some settlements have been excluded from amendment because there have
been no representations made to seek a change. This is not a sound basis for review, the
Council should not be relying on representations, but the Council officers should have
undertaken the review of all settlements and all edges, as this forms the basis of their
evidence for their plan.

6.5

A full review should be a full review not a partial review reliant upon representations. We
advocate that the Council undertakes a FULL review of ALL boundaries.

6.6

We can assist with this process. The Blunham boundary should be amended as follows:
1. To make the inclusion of garden space consistent throughout the village (BLU02 and
03)
The settlement boundary of Blunham should be amended as show on the map below.
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BLU03
BLU02
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