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 Page 31 – a policy is required for the allocation site. This policy should include 
the requirement for the provision of land for a school and details about open 
space to be provided on the site. Other issues such as access and traffic should 
also be addressed in the policy. The policy should include the requirement for 
a Transport Assessment and Travel Plan to be provided which discourages 
internal vehicular trips and travel through the village. 
The wording on this page (31) could be confusing. As it is the neighbourhood 
plan group who is responsible for the selection of the allocation, the plan 
should clearly set out the process that the group took to choose the preferred 
site and not rely on the Bedford Borough Council’s site assessment document. 
It should also refer to the site assessments and not the SHELAA. Maybe it 
would be better if the explanation of how the site was chosen was put in a 
supporting document rather than in the plan itself. The plan text could cross 
reference to it. 
Page 33 – first paragraph – the Settlement Policy Area boundary is identified 
on the Policies Map in accordance with the methodology set out in the 
Allocations and Designations Local Plan and not the Core Strategy and Rural 
Issues Plan. 

Policy to be drafted 
 
 
 
 
 
Text to be clarified 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Amendment accepted 

L&Q Estates 31  We agree that the recommended site has been through a thorough process in 
consultation with the local community. 
However, we note that the draft version of the Neighbourhood Development 
Plan does not actually contain a policy which allocates the Option 1 (‘Milton 
Hill’) site. We would welcome a policy which allocates the site for 500 
residential units. This would prevent speculative applications for other large 
sites within the parish 

Policy to be drafted 

De Merke 31  The promotion site has been identified as having the potential for allocation 
within the Clapham Neighbourhood Plan. Although an alternative Option has 
been selected for allocation within the Plan by the Parish Council, De Merke is 
highlighting the opportunity to allocate the promotion site as a reserve 
allocation, should the Examination of the emerging Bedford Local Plan 
conclude that it is necessary to allocate more sites to this sustainable Key 
Service Centre, or in the event that the preferred allocation is unable to 
deliver. Furthermore, the allocation of a reserve site would ensure the 
medium/long-term flexibility of the Neighbourhood Plan to respond to 
change, in terms of the need for further housing in the future. 

Site would conflict with policy L1 to 
maintain the important landscape area 
between Clapham and Bedford. 
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Disagree – see attached document 

Both sites were assessed as sustainable and 
suitable for development by Aecom.  
Residents preferred option 1 (northern site) 
to the amended option 2 (eastern site). 

Natural 
England 

  Natural England does not wish to make comment on the suitability of the 
proposed plan area or the proposed neighbourhood planning body. 
However we would like to take this opportunity to provide you with 
information sources the neighbourhood planning body may wish to use in 
developing the plan, and to highlight some of the potential environmental 
risks and opportunities that neighbourhood plans may present. We have set 
this out in the annex to this letter. 

Noted 

Resident   Disagree.  My reasons may seem trifling but 500 houses at this end or 
anywhere is excessive, look at Great Denham – awful, so spoilt.  Another 
reason is traffic.  You are installing cameras.  This is not going to help in any 
way. 

Housing number set by Bedford Borough 
Council.  Traffic is an issue for any 
development site and will be addressed as 
part of the planning application process. 

Resident   
Disagree.  No more houses unless you make more road infrastructure.  Too 
many cars.  Roads are insufficient to carry them.  Stop spoiling village life. 

Housing number set by Bedford Borough 
Council.  Traffic is an issue for any 
development site and will be addressed as 
part of the planning application process. 

Resident   

Disagree.  In 1976 I was 21 years old.  Anglian Water representative told me 
water is now on standpipe as all household water is being turned off.  August 
of that year he told us “whatever happens now, no more houses must be built 
in East Anglia.”  Before MK was built Rutland and Grafham were extremely 
low.  So you tell us you want to be greedy and build so many new homes 
regardless water will run out.  Luckily it rained September that year. 

Housing number set by Bedford Borough 
Council.   

Residents x 23   Agree  

Former 
resident 

  Disagree.  Aecom were commissioned to report on Options 1 & 2 which they 
did in 2017.  The land involved and designs of both Options changed after this 
report.   A supplementary report was commissioned in 2018, and that report 
dealt with the amended Option 1 and a new site.   However review of the 
amended Option 2 site was not included in the brief.   The reasons for this are 
not clear but it means that the process was not objective.  Did the 
membership of the NDG change during the process? 

Internal layout of a site would be decided at 
the planning application stage.  Residents 
preferred option 1 to the amended option 2. 

 
 
 
 



Hallam Land Management 
Question 3: Do you agree with the assessment process for allocating the site? Agree; Disagree. If Disagree, why? 

Hallam Land Management disagrees with the assessment process for allocating the site. It does so in a number of contexts: 
• the process itself is inconsistently applied; 

• the conclusions drawn are inconsistent or given inappropriate weighting in in the overall conclusions; 
• a number of factors have not been taken into account or fail to reflect national or strategic priorities; and 
• the evaluation of the contribution of the alternatives towards the overall Neighbourhood Plan objectives is weak and inaccurate. 

The assessment process adopted in the allocation of Site 1b, the Northern site, is only partially apparent. The Draft NP notes that the Parish Council decision was taken 
at the Parish Council meeting on 18th December 2019 and based on a “balanced assessment of the two sites, incorporating technical advice, topography and the ability 
of the site to meet planning policy and NDP aims, as well as recognising the impact on residents adjoining the sites and the impact on the whole village”. The Parish 
Council minutes of the meeting simply record that “Steering Group had previously circulated an assessment of both sites against criteria. Steering Group had agreed 
that, on balance, Clapham North best fulfilled these criteria. Council thanked NDP Group and the Clerk for their work on the Neighbourhood Plan”. Hallam imagines that 
that assessment was the one by Aecom – in two parts – as no other material or reports appear to have been made available on the website or as part of the evidence 

base. 
Overview of Assessment Process 

The only real evidence base, which sets out evidence as to the choice of allocation, then is the Aecom Site Assessment report December 2017 and the Site Assessment 
Addendum in November 2018. 
Irrespective of the flaws in the assessment process, Option 2 (Land East) has consistently performed well in the process. In the 2017 report Option 2 had a number of 
deliverability advantages over the then Option 1 (Land North of Clapham), and was found to have performed significantly better than that location in a number of 
respects: 
• “greater flexibility in the scheme to achieve a sensitive and cohesive layout” (page 19); 
• “more opportunities to support the vision and objectives for the NP” (page 1); 
• “acceptable access”; 
• “acceptable impact on highways network”; and 

• straightforward delivery of infrastructure (para 19). 

Regrettably, while the November 2018 Aecom report accepted that additional information had been presented in relation to Site 2 and indeed included the updated 
Illustrative masterplan for Option 2 in the report, no further evaluation of Option 2 was conducted in the 2018 report. In correspondence to the Parish dated 6th August 

2018, Hallam Land Management highlighted that the red line had changed and that the revised site/proposals should be subject to the updated Aecom assessment. No 

account was taken of the revised access proposals through the site of the Ursula Taylor School. No account of the revised 3FE proposals for delivering education at 
Clapham and the removal of school related traffic from the High Street. Had consideration been given to this updated information then the already considerable 
advantages of the proposals would have been further emphasised. Nor is an Option 2 Site Appraisal included in the appendix. The focus on Option 1b and the absence of 
further consideration of the updated proposals for Option 2 suggests a lack of objectivity in the comparative assessments made of the sites. 
Nevertheless, the strengths of the Option 2 scheme are reiterated in para 3.18 of the November 2018 report. The report also highlights the inherent accessibility 
advantages of Option 2 as follows: “Option 2 is closest to the apparent existing centre of the village and therefore offers an opportunity to help define this area” (page 
5). It follows, inevitably, that Option 2 would be likely to enhance the viability of existing shops and a more vibrant village centre. A compelling case is made in the 

report for the allocation of Option 2: “Option 2 is the closest in proximity to the apparent existing centre of the village, where the primary school, nursery, pharmacy and 
sports facility are located. Option 2 is close to a number of bus stops which are located on Highbury Grove (if a pedestrian link can be provided), the High Street and 
Green Lane. The allocation of Option 2 could help to define the existing ‘centre’ of the village in its current location through the provision of a second school”. 
Robustness of Assessment Reports in relation to Site 2 

Given the very positive Aecom commendation of Option 2 described above, only occasional negative observations are made. And in each case, such negative 
observations are either contradicted or resolved in the reports. 
It is suggested in para 3.18 of November 2018 that Option 2 is affected by the loss of best and most versatile land. This is presented as a negative of this option. This is 

misleading as a comparison. Contrary to the suggestion that Option 1b (the allocated site) is a mix of green and brownfield (page 26), the site is entirely or almost 
entirely greenfield and now accepted to include best and most versatile agricultural land. There is no significant distinction between the sites on this matter. 
Option 2 (along with Option 3) is also said to be “closer to built environment constraints (listed building)” (page 5 and Table 1, November 2018) than Option 1b. Whilst 
technically 



accurate as a measurement, this is of no consequence in the assessment process as the report itself accepts that Option 2 “has the potential, through sensitive design, 
to preserve and/or enhance the setting of the listed buildings which are close to the sites and to deliver green infrastructure for the benefit of the residents of Clapham” 

(para 3.26, November 2018). More people will have a better appreciation of the listed building(s) and their settings. Thus, the relationship between Option 2 and the 
historic and green environment is accepted as a positive one – reinforced through the explicit design approach set out by Hallam in material made available to the 

Neighbourhood Development Planning Group. 
In Table 1 of the November 2018 report the following reference is made in relation to the landscape of Option 2: “undulating site which is currently open and visible 
vantage points”. Such a remark is wholly unsubstantiated by the evidence or by the report. Indeed, on page 16 of the December 2017 report, Option 2 is positively 
identified as having “a much gentler slope” than the then Option 1 and an acceptance that “its larger site area and topography present opportunities for the future the 
scheme (sic) to respond to the undulations and mitigate potential harm through sensitive design”. Table 1 fails to reflect the NPs own evidence, evidence which in any 
event can be attributed very little weight as a result of the acceptance by Aecom that there is little available landscape evidence and that “it would be useful to get 
advice about the landscape impacts/constraints for all of the Options” (para 6, November 2018). 

It is disappointing, and a failing, that the NP fails to take account of Landscape evidence that was made available to it by Hallam Land Management on 24 October 2018 
and which concluded: 
• The Option 2 site is bordered by housing in Clapham and on Green Lane/The Baulk; 
• The northern extent of Option 2 is below the 45m contour and therefore development would relate to the existing pattern of development in the village (which is 

contained below 45m); 
• The Option 2 site is undistinguished farmland; 
• The Option 2 area is well contained owing to the built development and topography. 

In relation to access and traffic impacts Hallam Land welcomes the evidence provided by Aecom in respect of the traffic impacts of the alternative options, but is very 
concerned that this is not reflected in the choice of allocated site. A robust, and plainly accurate, conclusion in relation to traffic impacts is drawn by Aecom in section 

2.2.2 of the Dec 2017 report. Option 1 (which would apply equally to Option 1a) would result in future occupiers of dwellings at Clapham North being “likely to drive 
south down Milton Road and along the High Street to get to Bedford, adding pressure to the existing road network. The impacts of the additional vehicle movements are 
likely to be compounded by the location of a potential new primary school”. 
In contrast, while Option 2 would also increase traffic through the village centre, “the impact would be lessened given the shorter distance out of the village (in a 
southerly direction) compared to sites in Option 1” (December 2017, page 14). Furthermore, Option 1 is closer to the existing shops and services principally located 
along the Clapham High Street, thus offering a greater opportunity for trips that are not reliant upon the private car. 
Had Aecom assessed the revised proposals for Option 2 (whereby access would be taken through the existing site of Ursula Taylor school and a new replacement 3FE 

school would be built within the Option 2 site) then the traffic benefits of Option 2 would improve even further with traffic travelling south needing to pass through a 
further reduced section of the village centre and the removal of the school traffic congestion from outside the school on the village High Street. Such additional benefits 
directly contribute to the realisation of the objectives of the Neighbourhood Plan. These added benefits have not been taken into account in the assessment, or reflected 
in the allocation. 
Technical work undertaken by Hallam Land Management, and made available during the Neighbourhood Plan process to date, has investigated the travel characteristics 
in and around Clapham including a review of where the future residents are likely to travel to. This review was based on Census travel to work statistics for the existing 

Clapham area. This suggests that 12% would want to travel to the north with the remaining 88% heading south. The distribution of potential traffic movements 
underlines the importance of Aecom’s findings. With Option 1 or 1a the dominant transport movement has the propensity to be drawn through the whole length of the 
High Street, the shortest of the available routes. 
 
With Option 2, the dominant traffic movement will be drawn away from the substantial majority of Clapham High Street. 
Robustness of the AECOM Assessments in relation to Option 1b 

Naturally a number of conclusions in relation to Option 1 – set out in the December 2017 report - apply to Option 1b. However, Option 1b is only set out specifically in 

the report dated November 2018. The assessment of Option 1b in that report cannot be considered either robust or sufficient, as is evident in the inconsistencies drawn 
in the conclusions and the flawed assessments made (for the reasons set out below). 
By way of example Hallam would make the following observations on the assessment of Option 1b set out in Table 1 and Appendix Option 1b of the November 2018 
report. 
The site should not be considered “as part previously developed land and part agricultural land” i.e. a mixture. The site is predominantly and fundamentally a greenfield 
site with over 90% of the site in agricultural use. 



The treatment of accessibility is wholly inadequate. It appears from the Appendix to the Nov 2018 report that the site is considered accessible because there are nearby 
bus stops, footpaths and a station in Bedford. This is not the principal basis upon which accessibility should be assessed. In the first instance accessibility relates to the 

proximity of relevant services and facilities as is made clear in the NPPF. The conclusion on page 28 of the November 2018 report that Option 1b be “favourably located” 
in relation to existing community facilities and services is incorrect. As the narrative indicates, Option 1b is 0.8km from the nearest part of the High Street and 

therefore, in accordance with the criteria in the report, is “poorly located” in relation to the High Street. In reality, Option 1b is “furthest from most of the existing social 
infrastructure facilities” (para 3.25). This is in stark contrast to the Option 2 described as: “the closest in proximity to the apparent existing centre of the village, where 
the primary school, nursery, pharmacy and sports facilities are located” (para 3.27). 
Similarly, the conclusions suggested in Table 1 of the November 2018 report that Option 1b is of “low landscape value”. Appendix 1 talks of low to medium sensitivity 
perhaps because of the acknowledgement that the north of the site is open agricultural land. That the Aecom report itself does not consider such findings accurate or 
robust is reflected in Aecom’s recommendation that the Neighbourhood Plan Development Group takes additional advice on landscape impacts from the Borough 
Council. This does not appear to have happened. Perhaps it is intended when the document is provided to the Local Planning Authority. 

In reality, there is considerable evidence of real and substantive landscape sensitivity in relation to Option 1b: 
• Development of Option 1b would conflict with the BBC Landscape Sensitivity Study principle for the Oakley Greet Ouse Limestone Valley Landscape Character area of 

needing to avoid “linear extension of the village along local roads” (page 16, December 2017) 
• The NP ignores the resultant prospect of coalescence with the neighbouring settlement of Oakley – contrary to the argument that the A6 provides a permanent 

boundary, the Oakley Neighbourhood Plan clearly identifies Option 1b site as contributing to the non-coalescence policy of the Oakley Neighbourhood Plan (Oakley NP – 
pages 31 and 32) 
• The NP ignores the prospect of impact from the development on The Glebe Open Space protected as a Local Green space in the Local Plan and Map 3 of the NP; 
• The only specific landscape technical evidence relating to the two options – the landscape summary assessment prepared by CSA environmental and submitted to the 

NP Group on 24 October 2018 and its conclusions are ignored (Hallam enclose the summary again with these representations). Important evidence (not supposition) is 

provided that the development of Option 1b, in the northern part of the site, would extend to higher ground – above and at odds with the prevailing settlement at 
Clapham or indeed Option 2 – where development is contained below the 45m AOD contour. In consequence a visual appraisal concludes that the higher parts of Option 
1b are exposed in views from the west and southeast – including a number of sensitive views from higher ground above the River Great Ouse Valley. The higher ground 
of site 1b is visible from neighbouring villages. 
Also missing from the assessment of Option 1b, is any assessment or consideration of placemaking and the impact of the A6 on the noise and air quality environment of 
any new development. Nor the extent to which future residents would be potentially isolated. 
Education 

The issue of education provision is given only very little consideration in the assessment of the relative merits of the sites. Its importance is emphasised by national 
planning policy and the role the enhancement of education in rural services villages has played in the Strategic policies of the Bedford Local Plan. 
The November 2018 report makes no reference to education or primary schools other than to note the physical capability of any option to include a school within the 
site. 
The requirement generated by 500 new dwellings is 1 additional form of entry – or a new school of 210 pupils. 
Education issues need to be considered in the light of technical considerations, educational good practice and deliverability issues. The advice of the Education Authority 

as to what is achievable should assist. 
The Neighbourhood Plan’s evidence base recognises some of the complexity: 
• on page 14 of the December 2017 report doubt is expressed about whether current standards could be met with the proposals then being promoted in Option 1; 
• the benefits of the then proposition in Option 2 of a 1FE second school close to the existing Ursula Taylor school were also recognised as a positive; 
• also, anecdotal evidence of the positive effects of a single bigger primary school was also set out. 

The NP however adopts an approach that contradicts this evidence. It does so without having considered Hallam’s amended proposals for Option 2 – where the 

construction of a single 3FE is now proposed. 
The NP now proposes a single form of entry primary school within the Option 1b site. In reality, it is understood that it would be very difficult for the Education Authority 
or DofEd to support the construction of a single form entry school - in terms of cost effectiveness or educational curriculum offer - in comparison with the expansion of 
an existing 2FE school into a 3FE school. 
The 3FE option delivers both cost efficiencies, significant education benefits and significant community benefits. The proposals in the NP in terms of education are 

certainly not the positive ones that the NPPF seeks, and appear to be subject to considerable doubt as to whether they could ever be implemented. The Neighbourhood 
Plan itself recognises that “balancing education provision between two schools in one village will be challenge” yet ignores the obvious benefits of a single 3FE solution. 



A second 1FE school, in addition to Ursula Taylor school would not only be inefficient to operate but result in surplus educational capacity, having detrimental impacts on 
the existing Ursula Taylor school and other local village schools as the surplus capacity is filled from the school rolls of existing schools in Clapham and beyond. 

Contribution of Respective Options to Neighbourhood Planning Objectives. 
Hallam welcomes the beginning of a consideration of how the alternative options might contribute positively to the wider NP objectives on page 24 of the Aecom 

November 2018 report. Admittedly the consideration is cursory but, even so, it is extremely difficult to see how the report concludes that “it would appear that Option 
1b could provide the greatest contribution to the NDP’s objectives”. Other than the provision of housing in accordance with Objective 1 (which applies to all sites) the 
only other benefit mooted with Option 1b is the possibility of a small local centre. However, there is no evidence that any such centre is a serious proposition of the 
proposal (it is not part of the policy) or that it could in any way be viable. Local centres are notoriously difficult to deliver, especially on relatively small developments of 
500 homes. Furthermore, even if a new local centre was to be delivered within Option 1b, this could be to the detriment of existing shops and services within the village 
centre. 
The contribution of an Option 2 scheme towards the neighbourhood plan objectives has been substantially underplayed or not considered. 

The vision of Option 2 in the para 3.27 of November 2018 recognises the close relationship with the village centre and the ability of Option 2 to “help define the existing 
centre of the village” is a powerful one that best fulfils the aspiration among residents for Clapham to “retain its village identity” and to “maintain a strong and viable 
community” (NP page 8). It will best support the village centre and hence the aspiration in Objective 5 to maintain a thriving commercial environment. 
In contrast the suggestion in the evidence base that Option 1b “may result in a second centre starting to emerge on the western edge of the village” is both fanciful but 

also in conflict with the aspiration to maintain rather than disperse the village feel and would, if successful, undermine the village centre. 
In addition, Hallam Land Management considers that the Option 2 would also make significant additional positive contributions towards the NP objectives for the village: 
• with proposals designed as a landscape led scheme (and with a substantial proportion of the illustrative layout comprising GI) the proposals result in a substantial 

expansion of green infrastructure within the village. Moreover Option 2 is well located to link the existing village to the wider GI network and is accessible to the whole 
of the village – as opposed to be provided in an isolated parcel accessible to only a small proportion of the village; 
• it would provide the means to bring positive solutions and improvements to the drainage systems in the village, with residents of Highbury Grove currently 

experiencing surface water flooding from the adjacent fields, which can only be resolved by the implementation of SUD’s as part of the development of Option 2; 
• relocating the UTS within the development as part of a new 3FE school, with dedicated parking, would generate substantial highways and safety benefits, avoiding the 

existing congestion caused by pick up and drop offs along the High Street. In addition, Option 2 provides additional new community car parking, with a dual benefit for 
the Church. 
• the relative absence of additional traffic from Option 2 from much of the High Street (compared with Option 1b) also contributes positively to the transport purpose “to 

improve parking within Clapham and protect the village from increasing congestion” (page 17 of NP); 

• is capable of offering benefits in terms of parking provision within the defined areas of constrained access (Policy T1) – should residents wish to see such improvements 

implemented 
• it best protects the village green spaces identified on Map 3 by avoiding any development immediately adjoining such space (unlike Option 1b). 

A key objective of the national and strategic policy agenda is delivering a high-quality development. Alone of the options, Option 2 is considered by Aecom to offer the 

flexibility, topography and landscape setting to achieve a sensitive and cohesive layout (3.18) 
The Table below provides a summary comparison of the alternative proposals when assessed against the Neighbourhood Plan policies and objectives and demonstrates a 
heavy balance in favour of Option 2 in terms of contribution it would make to Neighbourhood Plan objectives. 
Neighbourhood Plan Vision Objectives and Policies 
Option 1B: Clapham North 
Option 2: Clapham East 
Vision 

Provide a thriving, inclusive community which maintains its rural village feel 

In reality Option 1b is “furthest from most of the existing social infrastructure facilities” (Draft Neighbourhood Plan, para 3.25). 
It is very much at the western end of the village and will in effect be a 
“Option 2 is closest to the apparent existing centre of the village and therefore offers an opportunity to help define this area” (page 5). “Option 2 is the closest in 
proximity to the apparent existing centre of the village, where the primary school, nursery, pharmacy 
separate rather than inclusive development form. The distance from the village centre precludes inclusivity. 
and sports facility are located. Option 2 is close to a number of bus stops which are located on Highbury Grove (if a pedestrian link can be provided), the High Street and 

Green Lane. The allocation of Option 2 could help to define the existing ‘centre’ of the village in its current location through the provision of a second school”. 



The vision of Option 2 in the para 3.27 of November 2018 recognises the close relationship with the village centre and the ability of Option 2 to “help define the existing 
centre of the village” is a powerful one that best fulfils the aspiration among residents for Clapham to “retain its village identity” and to “maintain a strong and viable 

community” (NP page 8). 
East Clapham, close to and connected to the existing village heart, is specifically intended to support Clapham’s growth as an integrated and inclusive village. 

Neighbourhood Plan Objectives 
Understand Housing Needs and Allocate Sites for Development 
Both sites will contribute towards meeting the housing needs of the village and District. 
Both sites will contribute towards meeting the housing needs of the village and District. 
In addition, Policy HN8 supporting the delivery of housing for older residents is best met in a location with substantially better access to village services and facilities. 
Agree Appropriate Siting for Proposed New Community Centre 
The NP proposes that the Proposed New Community Centre be located immediately to the north of the existing facility. 

The NP proposes that the Proposed New Community Centre be located immediately to the north of the existing facility. 
The new facility is significantly more accessible to residents living on Option 2 than Option 1a. 
Protect Green Spaces and provide sites for leisure activities 
GS1: Development will not be permitted on the village green spaces listed in Appendix 2 and shown on Map 3 on page 22 

Policy GS5: Green spaces in new developments will be linked to each other with dedicated cycle and walking routes. The siting of green spaces will be encouraged to 
provide pedestrian links to neighbouring areas, allowing for future connections between housing areas. 

The NP ignores the prospect of impact from the development on The Glebe Open Space protected as a Local Green space in the Bedford Local Plan and Map 3 of the NP. 
Work presented in Option 1b suggests the opportunity for additional green space – albeit there seems insufficient room for playing field uses should they be appropriate. 
The location of the proposed green space is compromised being both located against the A6 and not being connected in any way to the wider green Infrastructure of the 
village. It would be an isolated parcel accessible to only a small proportion of the village – the immediately population of Option 1b. This isn’t consistent with the 
inclusive vision for Clapham. 
With proposals designed as a landscape led scheme the proposals result in a substantial expansion of green infrastructure within the village. 
The natural and built features within the site create a strong context for development and allow East Clapham to integrate a network of open spaces and corridors that 

relate well to these features and to the existing population of Clapham. It capitalises on existing footpath and walking connections. It also provides the opportunity for 
sport and recreation opportunities with an indicative location for playing fields included in proposals made available to the Parish. 
Option 2 is well located to link the existing village to the wider GI network and is accessible to the whole of the village. 

Retain Historic/important structures in Clapham 
There appear to be no positive or negative impacts on the historic environment 
Option 2 “has the potential, through sensitive design, to preserve and/or enhance the setting of the listed buildings which are close to the sites and to deliver green 
infrastructure for the benefit of the residents of Clapham” (para 3.26, November 2018). 

Thus, the relationship between Option 2 and the historic and green environment is accepted as a positive one – reinforced through the explicit design approach set out 
by Hallam in material made available to the Neighbourhood Planning Group. 
Maintain a Thriving Commercial Environment 
BE1: New Business/retail premises will be supported in mixed use development 
There is no evidence that the possibility of a small local centre any such centre is a serious proposition of the proposal (it is not part of the policy) or that it could in any 
way be viable. Local 

The vision of Option 2 in the para 3.27 of November 2018 recognises the close relationship with the village centre and the ability of Option 2 to “help define the existing 
centre of the 

centres are notoriously difficult to deliver, especially on relatively small developments of 500 homes. 
Furthermore, even if a new local centre was to be delivered within Option 1b, this could be to the detriment of existing shops and services within the village centre. 
village” is a powerful one that best fulfils the aspiration among residents for Clapham to “retain its village identity” and to “maintain a strong and viable community” (NP 
page 8). It will best support the village centre and hence the aspiration in Objective 5 to maintain a thriving commercial environment. 
If appropriate there is flexibility to integrate employment accommodation within the proposals. 

Policies 
HN1 Development Should enhance the village character and the way in which it functions and should integrate sensitively within the surrounding landscape. 



Development of Option 1b would conflict with the BBC Landscape Sensitivity Study principle for the Oakley Greet Ouse Limestone Valley Landscape Character area of 
needing to avoid “linear extension of the village along local roads” (page 16 December 2017) 

The NP ignores the resultant prospect of coalescence with the neighbouring settlement of Oakley – contrary to the argument that the A6 provides a permanent 
boundary, the Oakley Neighbourhood Plan clearly identifies Option 1b site as contributing to the non-coalescence policy of the Oakley Neighbourhood Plan (Oakley NP – 

pages 31 and 32) 
Option 1b will result, in the development above and at odds with the prevailing settlement at Clapham or indeed Option 2 – where development is contained below the 
45m AOD contour. In consequence a visual appraisal concludes that the higher parts of Option 1b are exposed in views from the west and southeast – including a 
number of sensitive views from higher ground above the River Great Ouse Valley including from neighbouring villages 
Option 2 is positively identified by Aecom as having “a much gentler slope” than the then Option 1 and an acceptance that “its larger site area and topography present 
opportunities for the future the scheme (sic) to respond to the undulations and mitigate potential harm through sensitive design”. 
Evidence provided by Hallam Land Management on 24 October 2018 confirms: 
• Option 2 is bordered by housing in Clapham and on Green Lane/The Baulk; 
• The northern extent of Option 2 is below the 45m contour and therefore development would relate to the existing pattern of development in the village (which is 

contained below 45m); 
• The site is undistinguished farmland. 

The area is well contained owing to the built development and topography 
11 
The vast majority of existing development at Clapham is below the 45m AOD contour and does not intrude on the visually open higher ground which encloses the 
settlement to the north and east. Development would extend the linear form of Clapham and on the rising northern part of the site would have an impact of extending 
development up the visually open and exposed valley sides above the majority of housing in the settlement. 
Development by rising significantly above the 45m AOD contour, would therefore be contrary to the prevailing pattern of development in Clapham. 

T2 Proposals to reduce traffic speeds and improve the High Street for walking and cycling will be supported. 
[“at key drop off and pick-up times the High Street outside Ursula Taylor School is particularly congested with parked cars and children walking along and across the 
busy road” 
The transport policies seek to “reduce reliance on cars”] 
Option 1a would result in future occupiers of dwellings at Clapham North being “likely to drive south down Milton Road and along the High Street to get to Bedford, 
adding pressure to the existing road network. The impacts of the additional vehicle movements are likely to be compounded by the location of a potential new primary 

school”. 

The nature of the proposals presents no opportunities for removing traffic from the High Street. 
In contrast, while Option 2 would also increase traffic through the village centre, “the impact would be lessened given the shorter distance out of the village (in a 
southerly direction) compared to sites in Option 1” (December 2017, page 14). 
Furthermore, Option 2 is closer to the existing shops and services principally located along the Clapham High Street, thus offering a greater opportunity for trips that are 
not reliant upon the private car. 
Had Aecom assessed the revised proposals for Option 2 whereby access would be taken through the existing site of Ursula Taylor school and a new replacement 3FE 

school would be built within the Option 2 site then the traffic benefits of Option 2 would improve even further with traffic travelling south needing to pass through a 
further reduced section of the village centre and the removal of the school traffic congestion from outside the school on the main street in the village. 
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Relocating the UTS within the development as part of a new 3FE school, with dedicated parking, would generate substantial highways and safety benefits, avoiding the 
existing congestion caused by pick up and drop offs along the High Street. In addition, Option 2 provides additional new community car parking, with a dual benefit for 

the Church. 
L1: New development should not adversely impact on the important landscape area between Clapham and Bedford and Clapham and Twinwood Business Park. 

The prominent nature of the northern end of the site adjacent to the A6 promotes concerns that development will significantly reduce the physical gap between Clapham 
and Oakley. In this context development would be in conflict with relevant policies of the Local Plan and the emerging Oakley Neighbourhood Development Plan. 
Option 1b is not visually contained by existing development and the landform. 
The design response that has emerged so far for East Clapham has been informed by its context and key features that have provided opportunities for integrating 
development with the village. 



The change in landform at the bottom edge of the Crow Hills that forms part of the Great Ouse Valley informs the potential development extent. Development at this 
edge is proposed to be contained below the 45m AOD contour, consistent with the prevailing pattern of development in Clapham to the west. 

Option 2 is more visually contained by existing development and the landform. 
H2: Future Development should recognise the importance of the community facilities in Appendix 15: Village hall/football club; scout hut, pre school, Ursula Taylor 

School 
The NP now proposes a single form of entry primary school within the Option 1b site. In reality it is understood that it would be very difficult for the Education Authority 
or DofEd to support the construction of a single form entry school - in terms of cost effectiveness or educational curriculum offer - in comparison with the expansion of 
an existing 2FE school into a 3FE school. The 3FE option delivers both cost efficiencies, significant education benefits and significant community benefits. The proposals 
in 
The provision of a 3FE school within East Clapham is understood to be consistent with LEA advice and brings substantial resource efficiencies through the avoidance of a 
requirement for a costly and potentially difficult to deliver 1FE school or, indeed, a new 2FE school which could compete with and impact negatively on the existing 

Ursula Taylor school. A 3FE school close to the heart of the village offers education benefits in terms of a wider curriculum offer compared 
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the NP in terms of education are certainly not the positive ones that the NPPF seeks and appear to be subject to considerable doubt as to whether they could ever be 
implemented. The neighbourhood Plan itself recognises that “balancing education provision between two schools in one village will be challenge” yet ignores the obvious 

benefits of a single 3FE solution. 
A second 1FE school, in addition to Ursula Taylor school would not only be inefficient to operate but result in surplus educational capacity, having detrimental impacts on 

the existing Ursula Taylor school and other local village schools as the surplus capacity is filled from the school rolls of existing schools in Clapham and beyond. 
with a split school and additional community benefits arising from a broader range of facilities potentially available to the wider community. The added benefit of 
relocating and expanding the school will be to address the current traffic and parking issues associated with dropping off and picking up pupils on the High Street during 
rush hour. 
Address surface water drainage (page 12) 
Neutral impact on drainage issues in Clapham 
It would provide the means to bring positive solutions and improvements to the drainage systems in the village, with residents of Highbury Grove apparently 

experiencing surface water flooding from the adjacent fields, which can only be resolved by the implementation of SUDs as part of the development of Option 2. 
Overall Conclusions in relation to Question 3 
Having regard to the evidence base and to the observations set out above, the additional evidence provided by Hallam Land Management in the form of the 

Sustainability Appraisal and Landscape Summary Note (provided 24 October 2018), it is difficult to see how it is possible to conclude that the allocated site: 
• is supported by evidence let alone robust evidence; 
• will deliver sustainable development; and 

• will fulfil NP aspirations as well as national priorities. 

Many aspects relied upon in the assessment of Option 1b do not appear to be capable of delivery. 
Across a broad range of factors and in many key respects (such as traffic in the village centre) Option 2 clearly outperforms the chosen option. In addition, Option 2, 
clearly offers substantial additional benefits in terms of delivering the Neighbourhood Plan objectives. 

To the extent that the Neighbourhood Development Plan Group survey (attracting about a 10% response) suggests that “there was broadly more support for the north 
Clapham site (Option 1) than the east Clapham site (Option 2)”, then there is an inevitability regarding 
such a conclusion as a substantially larger population lives in the vicinity of Option 2 than Option 1. 
For such reasons, Planning Practice Guidance on Neighbourhood Plans while ensuring consultation takes place as part of the process equally expects that “proportionate, 
robust evidence should support the choices made and the approach taken” (PPG, para 40). Similarly, the Basic Conditions require that the outcome of the NP process be 

a plan that helps achieve sustainable development: “to demonstrate that a draft neighbourhood plan or Order contributes to sustainable development, sufficient and 
proportionate evidence should be presented on how the draft neighbourhood plan or Order guides development to sustainable solutions” (para 72). 

For the reasons set out above it does not. 

 


