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Great Barford Neighbourhood Development Plan – Pre-submission consultation  
 
I refer to your pre-submission consultation on the Great Barford Neighbourhood 
Development Plan. Officers have considered the neighbourhood plan and have the following 
comments: 
 
General comments  
It would be useful to label photos in the document explaining where they were taken from 
and / or what they show. 
 
The maps in the annex are hard to read. Please amend the resolution of the maps so that 
they can be easily read. 
 
As you will see later when we make comments about specific policy criteria, in the next 
version of the plan you may wish to consider numbering each criterion – it makes referencing 
much more straightforward. 
 
Heritage team general comments 
The document is supported by a Character Assessment and Design Guide, which is a real 
positive in terms of identifying the contribution made by the historic environment to the 
distinctive character of the parish (although the document naturally focuses on Great Barford 
village).  
 
The document correctly notes the contribution made by its rural setting, with fields running 
“right into the heart of the village”. There is a particular focus on the south end of the site, 
which is very sensitive in heritage terms. The document broadly sets out the character and 
pattern of development of the village through six Character Zones; as well as providing a 
summary of building styles and materials (chapter 9).  
 
The policy suggestions are well-thought out and are agreed with. Note the first bullet point in 
the Design and Layout Criteria: “respect the loose knit pattern of the existing village and 
integrate with the character and appearance of its immediate surroundings and the wider 
rural ambience of the village”. There would be a great benefit to identifying specific non-
designated heritage assets which display the characteristics mentioned in the Assessment – 
these buildings make an important contribution to the character and appearance of each 
Conservation Area (and the wider village) and identifying them will help to give them weight 
in any development proposals.   
 

Please ask for: Sonia Gallaher 
Direct Line: 01234 718570 

E-mail Sonia.gallaher@bedford.gov.uk 
Date: 1 February 2021 

 
Great Barford Parish Council 
 
By email:   
clerk@greatbarford.org.uk 
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Generally, the Plan is well-written, with appropriate policies and weight afforded to heritage 
assets in the main (detailed comments later). 
 
Page 8 
Paragraph 3.6 - Quotation marks for ‘Bedefordscire’. 
 
Paragraph 3.7 - “It is a Scheduled Monument” rather than “It is Scheduled as an Ancient 
Monument”. This point is repeated throughout, but should be altered to comply with up-to-
date legislation. Please also note that the scheduling takes precedence over the listing in 
relation to Barford Bridge. It is suggested to either drop reference to ‘grade I’ or place this 
after Scheduled Monument in the sentence.  
 
Page 9 
Paragraph 3.8 - Suggest change first sentence to: “The southern end of the village is 
dominated by the 15th Century church tower at All Saints Church, which is listed at grade 
II*”. This will clarify its status for the rest of the document (its grade II* listing is mentioned at 
a much later stage in the NP, however).  
 
Paragraph 3.10 - This is a good, early opportunity to acknowledge the presence of the three 
Conservation Areas in the parish – Great Barford Conservation Area; Great Barford Green 
End Conservation Area and Great Barford Hill Conservation Area. A sentence explaining this 
could perhaps be added between the first and second sentences of this paragraph.  
 
Paragraph 3.11 - see notes on 3.7 regarding ‘scheduled monument’ and ‘Grade I’.  
 
Page 10 
Section 4 – Consultation. The table could go in the consultation statement instead of the final 
text of the plan and a reference made to the document in the Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
Page 12-13 
Recommend that Objective 6 is changed to “The historic environment will be conserved and 
enhanced with new development respecting the characteristics and appearance of 
surrounding heritage assets”.  
 
Page 14 
Sustainable Development Principles – it is suggested to replace “Visual intrusion on the 
Conservation Areas and their settings, and in particular the riverside area” with 
“Unacceptable impact on the significance of heritage assets, including changes within their 
setting (with reference to the Conservation Areas, riverside area, Scheduled Monument and 
the Church)”. No objection to the policy focus on the riverside area because of the highly 
significant assets located there. We support the point on hedgerows and traffic.  
 
Page 15 
Paragraph 7.2 – It is suggested to amend the final bullet point to read ’Important 
Conservation Areas with buildings, listed and unlisted, and important archaeological remains, 
all of which contribute positively to the character and unique identity of the village’. More 
generally, there is a good focus on the presence of heritage assets and contribution made by 
them to the wider character. The Neighbourhood Plan could go a step further and identify 
specific non-designated heritage assets within the Parish to provide greater awareness both 
generally and within the planning process. For example, the presence of ridge and furrow 
visible from the high street is noted earlier in the Neighbourhood Plan. 
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Page 16 
Policy D1 
The words ‘good quality’ are not considered necessary as all development should be good 
quality. 
 
Does the development need to meet all of these criteria in the policy? This is not clear and if 
so, we suggest the addition of ‘and’ at the end of each criterion. 
 
4th dot point – what is meant by this point? How can a building extension achieve this? In the 
supporting text it states that developments are encouraged to respect existing designs and 
context, yet if applications come forward with something completely out of context it is open 
to an applicant to rely upon the words that they are creating a place with a distinctive 
character, which the policy allows for. 
 
5th dot point – what is meant by ‘provide buildings’ in the context of the rest of this sentence? 
Is it trying to say provide buildings that interact with the street, or that do not overwhelm or 
turn their back on the street? This needs some further clarification. 
 
6th dot point – suggest to include the words ‘any existing’ before the word views. 
 
The last dot point mentions storage for motor vehicles. Should this be incorporated with the 
dot point above?  
 
Page 17 
Policy D2 – As outlined in the text about / above this policy, there is already a policy in the 
Local Plan 2030. How is this policy different?  What additional value is it adding? 
 
6th dot point – Solar panels may require planning permission (extra constraints for permitted 
development rights exist for CAs and listed buildings) and can have a detrimental impact on 
the character of the area.  
 
The “retrofit” bullet point should be amended to reflect the need for consent / permission. It is 
suggested the point is changed to “The retrofit of heritage properties/assets is encouraged to 
reduce energy demand and to generate renewable energy where appropriate, providing it 
preserves their heritage significance and only once the appropriate permissions and 
consents are secured prior to any works commencing”. We cannot compel somebody to 
engage with relevant organisations nor refuse permission because they did not if the 
development is acceptable in all other respects. This is better included in supporting text. 
 
Last dot point – the last line is vague and unmeasurable. It is suggested this sentence is 
revised. 
 
Page 19 
Paragraph 8.6 – this last sentence reads as if it is 14 households who live in Great Barford 
who are on the Housing Register. Is this correct? The affordable housing provided will meet 
the needs of the whole Borough. There will be many others on the register who do not 
currently live in Great Barford who would potentially want to live in Great Barford.  Also there 
is no way of knowing whether the 14 on the register are also included in the 24 identified by 
the housing needs survey.  
 
Paragraph 8.8 – Policy 59S in the Local Plan 2030 states that for developments of 500 
dwellings that older persons housing and / or supported living accommodation will need to be 
provided, which is likely to be 1 bedroom dwellings. 
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Page 21 
Policy H1 – who is to prepare the Development Brief and when does this need to be 
prepared by? If this is with a planning application, then it is suggested to add in the wording 
‘and submitted with the planning application’ before the word ‘encompassing’. The first point 
refers to a design code, which is confusing as the policy refers to a Development Brief? Dot 
points 9 and 10 could be combined.  
 
3rd dot point – it will be a requirement for older persons housing to be provided as per Policy 
59S in the Local Plan 2030 so this sentence could be removed as already covered in the 
Local Plan. 
 
What does dot point 11 refer to? Is it monetary contributions or land? For the medical centre, 
is this to build and fit out the medical centre?  
 
Last dot point – SAC / SPA and Ramsar sites are now no longer part of the Natura 2000 
sites now the UK has left the EU. These now form part of the National Site Network and 
therefore this needs to be updated. 
 
It should be noted that if community infrastructure is based on the site, this could act as a 
traffic generator. Adequate provision for access and car parking will need to be made. 
Safe and secure cycle parking encourages people to cycle and it may be worth considering 
this both within the Development Brief for the development site, and within the village in 
general. 
 
Education colleagues have commented that the secondary school provision used by pupils 
from Great Barford is at capacity.  We therefore recommend that an additional criterion is 
added to Policy H1 ‘Provision of additional secondary school capacity to be agreed by the 
Local Education Authority’.   
 
It is suggested to add a bullet point to Policy H1 ‘The results of a full archaeological 
evaluation should be provided with any forthcoming planning application’. 
 
It would be sensible to define the proposed developable area within the wider site as the site 
allocation boundary currently includes a significant land area. Development should be set 
back as far as possible from Green End at the north of the site to help reduce the impact of 
the proposal on the setting of the Conservation Area and the three listed buildings. 
 
Page 22 
Section on Landscape – Bedford Borough has recently completed a review of the Landscape 
Character Assessment. You may want to update the document to reflect this, which is 
available at https://www.bedford.gov.uk/planning-and-building/planning-policy-its-
purpose/technical-reports/ 
 
Page 24 
Paragraph 9.9 – the draft Environment Bill includes a requirement for 10% net biodiversity 
gain, but this has not been made into law as yet.  
 
Page 26 
Policy NE2 – The Environment Bill has not been made into law as yet so you can’t state a 
target of 10% at the moment.  The Environment Bill is also proposing that the net gain 
requirement will not apply to minor development such as household extensions, so the policy 
should be reworded to delete reference to ‘all development’. Reference to the Natura 2000 
sites should change to National Site Network. 
 
 

https://www.bedford.gov.uk/planning-and-building/planning-policy-its-purpose/technical-reports/
https://www.bedford.gov.uk/planning-and-building/planning-policy-its-purpose/technical-reports/
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Page 28  
Policy ROS1 – Where are the open spaces? It would be helpful to provide a map. Some of 
these spaces are already protected as Village Open Spaces and ROS1 will be more 
stringent than the borough council’s policy AD40. If the intention of the policy is to protect 
sites from development, then this would prohibit any further development on sites such as 
the Bowling Club should they wish to undertake any development in the future. 
 
Suggest the first sentence is amended as follows: Existing open spaces and recreation 
facilities, including the following will be protected from development: and delete the words 
‘will be protected from development’ in the last paragraph. 
 
Policy ROS2 – Monetary contributions required by the Allocations and Designations Local 
Plan 2013 Policy AD28 and the Urban Open Space SPD are limited to children’s play 
spaces. The Parish Council could use their CIL money for improvements to green 
infrastructure in the village. 
 
Page 29 
Paragraph 10.10 – The Local Plan 2030 did not designate any Local Green Spaces in Great 
Barford. It was considered that 3 sites met the criteria, but the Parish Council later decided to 
allocate the Local Green Spaces through the Neighbourhood Plan. This paragraph therefore 
needs to be corrected and paragraphs 10.11 and 10.12 need to be amended to reflect the 
correct position of the assessment of the Local Green Spaces. Where is the evidence for the 
Local Green Spaces Assessments? This should be referenced in the plan text. 
 
Page 30 
Section 11 – Conservation. A dedicated section relating to Conservation is positive, possibly 
change to ‘Historic Environment’ to better define the section. It is suggested the sub-title is 
changed to ‘Conservation Areas’ and use the formal names of the Conservation Areas (see 
comments on 3.10), particularly in paragraphs 11.5 and 11.6.  
 
It is suggested that paragraph 11.5 should reference the rural open space to the south of 
Green End CA, which makes an important contribution to significance (as indicative of the 
CA’s rural origins; verdant surroundings and as an indication of its separate character from 
the main village which has been somewhat eroded otherwise).  
 
Page 31 
Policy CON1 – It is suggested to change the first sentence to: “Development within the 
Conservation Areas and their settings should seek to preserve or enhance their special 
interest through high quality design, set in a clear context in terms of materials, scale, setting 
and layout. The following criteria apply:” 
 
Paragraph 11.8 – Change ‘undesignated’ to ‘non-designated’.  
 
Page 32  
Policy CON2 – Change ‘undesignated’ to ‘non-designated’. The Character Assessment does 
offer a good opportunity to identifying non-designated heritage assets, thereby clearly tying in 
the policy with individual buildings. What about less than substantial harm? Would this still be 
resisted? 
 
Policy CON3 –It is suggested that the wording change as follows: ‘Development proposals 
should demonstrate that they have considered the potential impact on above and below 
ground archaeology, including if appropriate the results of predetermination archaeological 
evaluation, so as to inform suitable mitigation strategies to ensure that evidence of past 
environments is not lost.’ 
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Page 34 
Paragraph 12.12 – the X5 bus service is not 24 hours. This should be amended.  
 
Page 35 
Policy TT2 - A repeat of Local Plan 2030 Policy 89.  
 
Page 37 
Policy TT3 – This is similar to Local Plan 2030 Policy 91. Suggest that the first sentence is 
amended to include wording ‘as appropriate’ or ‘as relevant’ as it cannot be proportionate 
that one dwelling is required to make improvements to the public rights of way such as river 
crossings. Particular improvements could be included in a list to spend the CIL contributions 
that Parish Council receives from development. 
 
Page 49 
Policy Key Views – are there any key views looking out from the village? Would, for example 
the view looking south out of Green End CA constitute a key view (it may well do)? If this 
section only covers views into the village, clarify this in the heading.  
 
If you have any queries please feel free to contact us.  We look forward to receiving your 
submission plan. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
Kim Wilson 
Team Leader Planning Policy  
 
 
 
 


