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1. Introduction 

1.1. The Bedford Borough Local Plan (2030) has a housing requirement of 500 homes for Great Barford 

over the Local Plan period. The Parish Council opted to determine the location of these homes in 

the Great Barford Neighbourhood Development Plan.  

1.2. Bedford Borough Council (BBC)undertook a 'Call for sites' during 2014 and 2015.  Here the Council 

invited the submission of sites for consideration for potential housing allocation in the plan. 

Further sites were also submitted to Bedford Borough Council in 2017 and 2018. 

1.3. Bedford Borough Council undertook a comprehensive site appraisal of all sites that initially came 

forwards as a result of the ‘calls for sites’ consultation. Bedford Borough Council used a four-step 

methodology for assessing whether sites were suitable for development. The four steps were –  

 1. Suitability - Identifying those sites in locations identified in its spatial strategy as being 

suitable for development.   

 2. Availability - This included assessing whether there were any legal or ownership issues, and 

whether the site is controlled by a developer willing to sell.  

 3. Deliverability - This required an assessment of whether there was a reasonable expectation 

that a site is viable based on the call for sites information, and at what point could the site be 

available for development?  

 4. The fourth step was an assessment of sites in relation to physical, environmental and other 

factors, including accessibility, as well as the contribution sites would make to the wider 

(Borough Council) Plan.  

1.4. This work identified 15 (of the 25 in total that came forward) suitable, available and achievable 

sites for development.  In the 2017 Local Plan consultation, BBC identified 3 options which were 

different combinations of these sites to meet the 500 dwelling requirement. 

2. Great Barford NP Site Selection Process 
2.1. Great Barford Parish Council asked AECOM to undertake an independent site assessment process 

by extending the Bedford Borough Council site assessment by adding a set of eight local criteria, to 

create a shortlist of options that would meet the Neighbourhood Development Plan objectives.   

2.2. The following list sets out the ‘local criteria’ provided by GBPC:  

 Avoid any adverse visual impact on the local character, and preserve the openness and long 

views across gently rising slopes of the Renhold Clay Farmlands, to the north and north-west of 

the village.  

 Development to be kept below the 25m contour.  

 Conserve the open setting and views of the distinctive Medieval Bridge and nearby Church 

Tower.  

 Be sympathetic to, complement and enhance the established rural village setting.  

 New development beyond the current built envelope should retain the rural character, and not 

adversely affect the visually open aspect of farmland blending into the village environment. 

There should be a soft transition to conserve the tranquil setting of a rural community.  

 New developments should not harm the heritage assets and their settings.  
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 Consideration to traffic routes from new development sites. Generation of additional traffic 

flows should avoid the already narrow and congested High Street, Silver Street, Addingtons 

Road and Green End Road, and should feed into the local and wider network with minimal 

impact.  

 Any development within Flood Risk zones will have to accommodate flood mitigation 

measures. This may limit development on some proposed sites, and reduce their potential for 

available housing density.  

2.3. This exercise resulted in a tier rating of the sites based on how well the site met the local criteria; 

Tier 1 sites performed the best in meeting the local criteria, Tier 2 sites performed fairly well in 

meeting the local criteria but have some constraints and Tier 3 sites performed poorly in meeting 

the local criteria (but nevertheless are still considered suitable for development as concluded by 

BBC).  

2.4. Of the individual sites assessed, three were considered to best meet the Neighbourhood 

Development Plan’s objectives (Tier 1) along with a further 12 sites which potentially meet the 

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

concluded that no group of sites are free from constraints. The AECOM report presented two 

options for consideration in deciding which sites to allocate to meet the housing requirement.  It 

also recognised that an option proposed by Bedford Borough Council also merited consideration.  

As such three options were proposed: AECOM 1(a), AECOM 1(b) or BBC Option 3. 

2.5. The AECOM report was published on the Parish Council’s website in October 2019. 

2.6. A further site was submitted to the site selection process in 2019 and some adverse comments 

were received regarding the AECOM report from a promoter of two of the sites. The comments 

were a partial review of the AECOM report, limited to an evaluation of the conclusions for those 

sites with an identified capacity which exceeds 150 dwellings, as the scale of development 

compared more closely with the agent’s and their client’s interest. Accordingly, AECOM were asked 

to reconsider their conclusions bearing both of these in mind. An Addendum report was received 

from them. 

2.7. Full details of the site assessment are set out in the AECOM Final Site Assessment Report. 

3. Public Consultation 
3.1. The required number of houses as set out in the Local Plan plus the allocation of sites is clearly of 

great importance to residents.  The Great Barford Neighbourhood Plan sub-committee, having 

spent some considerable time discussing and debating the various possibilities, decided to put 

forward the three options as presented in the AECOM report for public consideration, and obtain 

informed local comments. 

3.2. Given the large amount of sites, information and also taking into account that some developers 

had already held public consultations promoting their sites, it was decided that in order to ‘level 

the playing field’ all site promoters should be given an opportunity to present their sites to the 

public prior to collecting representations and opinions on the sites on a different occasion. It was 

important that both events were held relatively close together so that residents were able to retain 

the information they may have learned at the Developers event. 

3.3. A public meeting took place on 23rd November 2019 where developers were given the opportunity 

to put forward their vision.  This was called ‘Meet the Developers’. This was followed up with a 

consultation event on the 5th December 2019 where 162 residents signed in and were presented 
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with the three options from the AECOM report and invited to give comments, both positive and 

negative, on each.  The 161 returned response forms were analysed to give a picture of the 

resident’s reactions. 

3.4. The responses show that the imposition of 500 houses into Great Barford is not popular. Residents 

do not like the idea of development near to where they live. Infill, for this reason, becomes an 

unpopular choice. Single large sites become more popular because they confine the development 

to one location.  Traffic, flood risk and the sewage treatment site all gave cause for concern. 

3.5. Of the three options presented, BBC 3 (South West Great Barford) came out significantly better 

than the other two.  It had a higher number of Likes than Dislikes, in contrast to the other two 

options.  Almost 50% of all Likes were for BBC 3 and it recorded less than 22% of all Dislikes. 

3.6. Responses relating to traffic produced the greatest number of reactions.  South West Great Barford 

‘scored’ well in respect to this being, effectively, a single site on the Bedford side of the village.  

The AECOM 1(a) and 1(b) options fared poorly, partly due to the perceived necessity of traffic to 

travel through the village, both during development and once complete. 

3.7. Full details are set out in the Consultation Statement. 

3.8. Details of the developers/promoters activities, and issues raised after the December consultation 

event, which were independent of the Neighbourhood Plan process, are set out in Appendix 1 to 

this document. 

4. Decision-making Process for site selection in the 
Neighbourhood Plan 

4.1. The Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group have discussed the site assessment process and outcomes 

in conjunction with the consultation outcomes. There are concerns remaining recommending, 

what is in effect, a single large site.  It is recognized that a single development will produce its own 

problems, however, on balance, it was felt that this would be the best fit to address residents 

concerns whilst best meeting the housing allocation requirement of the Local Plan.  The group are 

aware that some residents will have strong objections to this proposal but equally that for the 

majority it will be the least unpalatable. The Regulation 14 Consultation provides the opportunity 

for residents and stakeholders to comment on the proposed site at Great Barford South West. 

Those representations will be taken into account when producing the Submission version of the 

Neighbourhood Plan. 

4.2. The consequence of any new development must not be underestimated. As highlighted in the 

‘local criteria’, the main concerns include, but are not limited to: 

 visual impact dominating the skyline, without sympathy to heritage and open aspect 

 impact on important heritage assets 

 generation of additional traffic through the heart of the village 

 potential of flood risk on low level land and areas adjacent to water courses 
4.3. The main historic settlement evolved as linear development along the High Street and Green End 

Road, and also along the Bedford Road and Roxton Road (C44, old A421/A428), that bisects them 

at the cross-roads. Minor through-roads of Silver Street and Addingtons Road link the mid High 

Street to Bedford Road and Roxton Road respectively. The only other through-route of New Road, 

links the High Street/Bridge to Roxton Road, giving a south to east ‘bypass’ of the main built area. 

The road structure within the heart of the village evolved long before the predominance of motor 

vehicles, and today exposes the inadequacies of its historic medieval roots. An increase in High 
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Street traffic will be detrimental in terms of noise, pollution and safety of both pedestrian and 

vehicle movements. 

4.4. The close proximity of the river and brook presents Flood Risk Level 2 (1 in 100 yr) bounded by 

alignment with New Road. Flood Risk Level 1 (1 in 1000 yr) closely approximates the 20m contour, 

covering most of the land between New Road and Addingtons Road, and continuing up the High 

Street away from the river. Development in these areas is considered to severely reduce natural 

surface drainage and rain water absorption due to the proportion of hard surfaces associated with 

new roads and roof areas. 

4.5. Great Barford nestles in the bowl of a shallow valley, with gently rising slopes to adjacent 

farmlands. There is a strong rural character over much of the earlier linear settlement, with minor 

roads, the stone Church and Medieval Bridge over the River Great Ouse. The gently undulating 

topography means that tall structures and large scale buildings are highly visible. Development on 

the prevailing and highly visible slope to the north of Roxton Road will be observable throughout 

the village, and even seen from the beautiful area along the river. 

4.6. To prevent these adverse impacts as much as possible, the existing topography must be exploited 

to conceal rooflines within the rolling landscape. This could be possible by spatial distribution of 

several smaller development sites, or utilising the natural hollows outside the current built area 

that are available to the west of the village. 

4.7. Consideration has also been given to the practicalities, and various positive and negative impacts 

of the AECOM proposed spatial distribution options.  

4.8. The several small sites of AECOM Options 1(a) and 1(b) disperse growth in the village. The 

allocation of a number of smaller sites across the village may reduce the visual, heritage and 

highways network impacts because the scale of each allocation would be smaller and the impacts 

spread across a wider area. However, there could potentially be less opportunity to capture 

planning gain through Section 106 contributions. From previous traffic surveys, it is also likely that 

a large majority of commuter traffic will be in the direction of Bedford to the west, increasing the 

likelihood of vehicles from eastern sites taking a short-cut through the heart of the village with 

adverse impact on the High Street and minor side roads. Silver Street is already very busy during 

rush-hours and school drop-off and pick-up times. The eastern side of the village is also at higher 

risk of flooding according to government flood risk information available from: 

 https://flood-warning-information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-risk/map 

and 

https://flood-map-for-planning.service.gov.uk/confirm-

location?easting=512861&northing=252097&placeOrPostcode=great%20barford 

4.9. Summary of AECOM Option 1a: 

 Sites here will have some adverse effect on the views in and around the village. 

 Vehicles from the easterly sites are likely to increase traffic through High Street, and compound 
issues with peak hour through traffic from across the river. 

 Some large areas of flooding risk to the sites adjacent to New Road, plus the brook and the 
proximity to sewage works odours. 

4.10. Summary of AECOM Option 1b: 

 There will be some negative impact to the views seen when entering the village from both 
Bedford and Roxton sides. 

https://flood-warning-information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-risk/map
https://flood-map-for-planning.service.gov.uk/confirm-location?easting=512861&northing=252097&placeOrPostcode=great%20barford
https://flood-map-for-planning.service.gov.uk/confirm-location?easting=512861&northing=252097&placeOrPostcode=great%20barford
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 Increase in traffic will be mainly limited to Bedford Road and Roxton Road but could also increase 
peak hour congestion at the cross-roads with a lot of through traffic emanating from Blunham 
and A1 direction across the river. 

 Low risk of flooding associated with these sites, with exception of the brook north of Roxton Road 
that drains the high lands to the north. 

4.11. Summary of Option BBC3 (land South West of Great Barford): 

 There may be some low impact to the views entering the village from Bedford. 

 There will be limited increased traffic impact on High Street as the development will be accessed 
from Bedford Road to the west. 

 Possibly some minor risk of flooding associated with a small localised northern part of these sites. 
4.12. The BBC Option 3 concentrates growth to one location. The advantages of concentrating growth 

include it being easier to secure the delivery of necessary infrastructure, greater potential to 

provide affordable housing and greater potential for the delivery of community benefits, such as 

open space. However, these opportunities would depend on the specific site and scheme and 

there may be more visual, heritage, highways and other impacts because the scale of the 

allocation. However, the larger site area means that any required mitigation for these impacts can 

more easily be accommodated. But with the large site being to the west of the village, the 

predominant traffic generation would be to the west, without entering the heart of the village and 

impinging on the constricted High Street. The area does have contours that do rise to the west, but 

also offers a reverse slope towards Green End. With sympathetic screening along Bedford Road, 

the approach could be mellowed to obscure rooflines close to the main road. Apart from a very 

small area towards Green End, which could be avoided/landscaped, the overall area is of very low 

concern from flood risk. In terms of heritage impact, part of the site adjoins the Conservation Area 

and a listed building is in relatively close proximity to the eastern part of the site. However, there is 

scope to ensure that built development can be sited away from these heritage assets and mitigate 

any impact upon them. 

4.13. On balance, the single Great Barford South West site is considered to offer the best compromise 

between visual impact, traffic, and flood risk. The large area can easily incorporate landscaped 

buffer zones, open green spaces and additional village facilities, while still being able to provide a 

lower housing density for a rural feel. 

4.14. Accordingly, the Neighbourhood Plan proposes to allocate Great Barford South West to 

accommodate all the development required of the BBC Local Plan. 
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Appendix 1 

Developer/Promoter Activities and Issues 

Since the original Call for Sites (CfS) submissions, many sites have had different agents promoting them as 

time progressed. Some Agents had produced Vision and/or Exhibition material that provided variance to 

original data. Most of this revised data was associated with changes to the Call for Sites land boundaries; 

some amalgamated adjacent sites, and others sub-divided original sites.  

This compilation of known information shows site variance with source over time. 

 

Site Name 
Area 

Hectare 
Dwellings 

Area 

Hectare 
Dwellings Dwellings Dwellings 

  

BBC 

CfS 

BBC 

CfS 

Vision / 

BBC map 

BBC 

Cnslt2017 

AECOM 

Rpt2019 

Optns 

Agent 

Vision 

114 Brewers Hall Holdings, New Rd 11.3 200     

116 Coalville Farm Holdings, Bedford Rd 12.9 220   220  

118 College Farm North, New Rd 3.9 104   104  

123(526) Land between Addingtons Rd & Roxton Rd 4.2 100  100 100  

125 Land at Green End 0.92 20-30  20 20-30  

127 Land at Home Farm 5.4 70   70  

128 Land at Roxton Rd 6.0 240     

129 Land at Silver St 0.7 10  10   

130 Plant Hire, Land north of Roxton Rd 2.5 80     

495(603) Land between Addingtons Rd & New Rd (114+118+535) 21.5 350     

526 see site 123 4 100-120     

532 Land north of Roxton Rd 25.93 500     

535 Land at New Rd 14 (a) 300-350 (a) 5.50 (f)  108 (b) 180 (f) 

603 see 495 (+131) 24.14 <350  350   

605 Land between Addingtons Rd and Roxton Rd 0.4 8-10  10 8-10  

670 Land between Green End & Bedford Rd 188.64 <2200     

123NW Land at Roxton Rd (Agent)  
 

1.85   48 

123SE Land at Addingtons Rd (Agent)  
 

2.25 (f)   74 (f) 

116+127 Land off Bedford Rd (Agent)   18.3   350 

532+ Willoughby Pk (Agent - Optn 1)  
 

? (c)   500 

128- Land off Roxton Rd (Agent - Optn 2)   ? (c)   100 

128(part) Land at Roxton Rd (AECOM)   2.3 (d)  70-93  

128/532 Land at Roxton Rd (included in BBC Optn 1)   5.0 (e) 100   

670(part) Southwest  Great Barford-inc 116 & 127 (BBC Optn 3)  
 

65 (e) 500 500  

670 Land to West of Great Barford (Agent)   49   500 



8 

Note: 

(a) Obvious error in CfS information 
(b) AECOM estimate correcting CfS error 
(c) Area not indicated by Agent 
(d) Estimate from AECOM assumed density of 30-40 dph 
(e) Estimate from measuring tool in BBC Policy Mapping App 
(f) Agent Planning Application post Feedback Consultation Event 

Bedford Borough Council (BBC), through the work undertaken to prepare for the Local Plan 2030, had 

undertaken a comprehensive site appraisal of all sites that came forwards as a result of the earlier “calls for 

sites” consultation. This work identified 15 suitable, available and achievable sites for development. AECOM 

were asked to take this work further by refining the BBC assessment, to identify the best options for meeting 

the housing requirement in line with a set of local criteria, and create a shortlist of options that would meet 

the Neighbourhood Development Plan objectives. 

The AECOM report therefore revisited the BBC assessments, and in particular the Strategic Housing and 

Economic Land Availability Assessment, and Site Assessments and Potential Options for Allocation (2017) 

that utilised the Call for Sites information of the period. Further objective details were also obtained from 

the Landscape Sensitivity Study – Group 1 and Group 2 Villages. 

The purpose of the Consultation/Feedback Event in December 2019 was to gauge opinion on the AECOM 

options presented in their report of May 2019. Hence, the displayed material needed to reflect that material 

which AECOM had used in their assessment process. 

There remained a dilemma of which information source should be used for site area outlines and dwelling 

figures at the event. For example: 

 BBC didn’t specify area for Site 128 (part of) in the 2017 Consultation paper 

 AECOM didn’t specify area for Site 128 (part of), but assumed a (high) density at 30-40 dph 

 Site 123/526 has changed capacity and recently was split in two, with different agents 

 Agent revised information for sites 128 and 532 did not indicate the hectares for housing 

 Site 535 CfS area and capacity did not match, and later changed agent 

 Site 670 was obviously not needed in its entirety 

Giving a choice: 

 Use a mix of information from original, and that which has surfaced since AECOM assessment, or 

 Revert to CfS submissions and data available to AECOM 

To provide consistency with the BBC Local Plan Consultation in 2017, material that was used to derive those 

sites of focus that were taken forward for the AECOM assessment, Call for Sites data of the period was used 

in the consequent mapping for the Feedback Consultation event – except where there was an obvious error 

(Site 535). 

As such, it was felt justifiable to represent the drawings from the AECOM report by superimposing indicative 

site outlines on to an Ordnance Survey derived large scale mapping format. To embellish the individual site 

information, the map also included a table to indicate the maximum amount of house units that may be 

possible on each site.  
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To better avoid visual dominance on higher ground, both BBC and AECOM proposed a reduction in area of 

Site 128, to only use the southern portion. The reduced area was clearly identified on the mapping material 

used, but to be consistent with other dwelling numbers, the associated tables indicated capacity from the 

single source of Call for Sites data, but with a specific annotation added to the map “128 (southern part of 

site only)”, indicating that the full capacity would not be made use of. 

Neighbourhood Plan team members were available to answer questions at the Feedback event, but no 

queries were received specific to Site 128 housing numbers. The only housing number enquiries were to 

confirm that the potential cumulative tally of maximum numbers would not be needed, and that only 500 

houses would be allocated. 

Concerns Expressed by Agent 

Subsequent to the December Feedback Consultation Event, the agent for the Site 128 parcel of land has 

communicated their concerns that they felt the information given, presenting a mixture of revised site-

boundary to tabulated original capacity, may have misinformed the public on the site opportunity. 

The disputed map is shown here, with the relevant areas highlighted to indicate the tabulated Capacity given 

as “Up to 240 units”, and the annotation denoting “128 (southern part of site only)”. 
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Clearly, by signifying the use of only part of the site, it would be unrealistic to expect this to contain the 

maximum. Even if the original full site area were to be used, the housing number would still only be “Up to 

...”. Meaning that in either case, the reality would be somewhat less, with absolute values dictated by the 

final distribution of dwellings between the combination of sites. The cumulative total only needs to 

accommodate the Local Plan requisite 500 houses in total.  

The agent had themselves previously promoted a large 500 units scheme with a “country park” as an Option 

1, and a smaller 100 unit scheme as an Option 2. It is noted that although the “country park” was described 

as covering 24 hectares, neither option indicated the hectare size of area for housing. This omission could 

itself create concern as to the prospective housing density, making easy direct comparison with other 

agents’ vision material difficult. 

The purpose of the Feedback Consultation Event was to gauge opinion on the three site options themselves 

and the relative merits of a combination of several smaller dispersed sites (AECOM Option 1a and Option 

1b), to that of one single area of conjoined sites (BBC Option 3). The compound impact of each of the three 

options will be considered against what effect they will likely have when judged against the local criteria.  

The Steering Group could have chosen to not include the tabulated information, and relied purely on 

indicated site boundaries, but the presentation of tabulated “Up to ...” capacities was made to enable a 

general feel for the distribution of houses, not absolute numbers. 

It should be noted that for each option that was presented, the combined tally totalled greater than the 

required 500, thus showing that house density and/or house numbers on individual sites would need to be 

adjusted for any of the three options, in order to moderate numbers to meet the Local Plan objective: 

 Option 1a  maximum tally was  662 

 Option 1b  maximum tally was  670 

 Option 3  maximum tally was  790 

At no point were judgments of individual sites being sought, it was opinions of the overall impact of the 

various spatial dispersal arrangements that was the goal. Therefore the specific capacity, area or housing 

density of an individual site was not of prime concern. The Feedback form prompted two simple responses 

of each option: 

 What I like about this option 

 What I dislike about this option 

The Feedback form included a final question  which gave the opportunity to comment on any sites not 

included in the options presented. 
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Conclusion 

It is not accepted that the promoters of Site 128 nor any other promoters, developers or landowners have 

been adversely affected in any way by the presentation of the consultation material or methodology used to 

engage residents of Great Barford. 
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