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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 Pegasus Group are instructed by Lone Star Land Ltd ("Lone Star") to submit 

representations to the Regulation 14 consultation on the November 2020 draft 

Great Barford Neighbourhood Plan ("dGNBP"). 

1.2 Lone Star control 1.8 hectares of land south of Roxton Road in Great Barford 

(the "Site", or the "Lone Star Site" - see land control plan at Appendix A). 

The Lone Star Site constitutes approximately half of the land with reference 

123/526 ("Land at Roxton Road") considered in the independent AECOM Site 

Assessment Support report, which was commissioned by Great Barford Parish 

Council to inform the dGBNP site allocation process. 

1.3 Lone Star have been actively engaged with the local community and Great 

Barford Parish Council since acquiring an interest in the Site. In addition to 

maintaining a dialogue with Great Barford Parish Council's Neighbourhood Plan 

Sub-Committee, Lone Star have presented proposals for the Site to the local 

community via a website, the distribution of leaflets, an individual consultation 

event in October 2020 and participation at the "Meet the Developers" 

consultation event in November 2020. 

1.4 Lone Star welcome the opportunity to engage further in the Neighbourhood 

Plan process through these representations, and to assist Great Barford Parish 

Council to produce a plan that meets the basic conditions to be used to guide 

development in the local area.  

1.5 In accordance with section 38A of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 

2004 (as amended) and paragraph 37 of the National Planning Policy 

Framework ("NPPF"), neighbourhood plans must meet the following basic 

conditions if they are to proceed to referendum: 

• having regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issued 

by the Secretary of State, it is appropriate to make the neighbourhood 

plan;  
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• the making of the neighbourhood plan contributes to the achievement of 

sustainable development; 

• the making of the neighbourhood plan is in general conformity with the 

strategic policies contained in the development plan for the area of the 

authority (or any part of that area); 

• the making of the neighbourhood plan does not breach, and is otherwise 

compatible with, EU obligations; and 

• prescribed conditions are met in relation to the neighbourhood plan and 

prescribed matters have been complied with in connection with the 

proposal for the neighbourhood plan. 

1.6 Lone Star have significant concerns that the dGBNP, in its current form, does 

not meet the above basic conditions. These representations set out these 

concerns and recommend changes to the dGBNP to address them.
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2.0 Evidence Base 

Evidence Produced to Support the Neighbourhood Plan 

2.1 The dGBNP is supported by the following evidence: 

• Great Barford Neighbourhood Plan – Site Assessment Support Final Report 

(AECOM, May 2019) 

• Great Barford Neighbourhood Plan – Site Options and Assessment 

Addendum (AECOM, February 2020) 

• Background Evidence (Great Barford Parish Council, November 2020) 

• Character Assessment and Design Guide (Great Barford Parish Council, 

November 2020) 

• Consultation Report (Great Barford Parish Council, November 2020) 

• Draft Consultation Statement (Great Barford Parish Council, November 

2020) 

• Great Barford Green Infrastructure Plan (Bedfordshire Rural Communities 

Charity and Great Barford Parish Council, 2019) 

• Habitat Regulations Assessment (Bodsey Ecology, November 2020) 

• Housing Needs Survey (Bedfordshire Rural Communities Charity, 2012) 

• Local Green Space Assessment Report (Great Barford Parish Council, August 

2020) 

• Site Allocations Report (Great Barford Parish Council, November 2020) 

• Strategic Environmental Assessment Screening Report (Great Barford 

Parish Council, November 2020) 

 

2.2 These representations consider in particular the conclusions of the independent 

reports produced by AECOM (the Site Assessment Support report dated May 

2019 and the February 2020 Site Options and Assessment Addendum, together 

the "AECOM Reports") and the November 2020 Site Allocations Report 

produced by Great Barford Parish Council. 
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The AECOM Reports 

2.3 The 2019 AECOM Report was commissioned by Great Barford Parish Council to 

inform the dGBNP site allocation process. AECOM were asked to consider 15 

sites in Great Barford that had been identified by Bedford Borough Council 

("BBC") as suitable, available and achievable for residential development and 

to identify the best options for meeting the requirement for 500 homes for 

Great Barford by 2030, in line with a set of local criteria, to create a shortlist 

of options meeting the objectives of the neighbourhood plan. 

2.4 The following 8 local criteria were provided by Great Barwood Parish Council 

for use by AECOM in their assessment: 

1. 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 (1e), to the north and north west of the village (taken from 

Landscape Sensitivity Study Group 1 and Group 2 Villages, Bedford and 

Kempston Urban Edge September 2018). 

 

2. Development to be kept below the 25m contour. 

 

3. Conserve the open setting and views of the distinctive Medieval Bridge 

and nearby Church Tower. 

 

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

setting. 

 

5. Views seen on entering the village from all directions are important. 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. 

 

6. New developments should not harm the heritage assets and their 

settings. 
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7. 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. 

 

8. 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. 

2.5 After assessing the sites, AECOM ranked them from Tier 1 (those best meeting 

the local criteria) to Tier 3 (those performing poorly in relation to the local 

criteria). AECOM then put forward two potential options (AECOM Options 1(a) 

and 1(b), respectively) for distributing the required 500 homes across sites 

ranked in Tier 1 and Tier 2, while also noting that other combinations of sites 

within Tiers 1 and 2 could be appropriate. AECOM also assessed three potential 

options put forward by BBC (BBC Options 1, 2 and 3, respectively) and 

concluded that of these BBC Option 3 might be an appropriate option.  

2.6 The conclusions of the AECOM Reports with regard to two areas of land is 

relevant to these representations: (i) the conclusions on the Land at Roxton 

Road (site reference 123/526), approximately the northern half of which 

constitutes the Lone Star Site; and (ii) the conclusions on the proposed Great 

Barford South West allocation (comprised of the land parcels with references 

116 and 127 and part of the parcel with reference 670). 

AECOM conclusions on the Land at Roxton Road (including the Lone Star Site) 

2.7 The Land at Roxton Road was considered twice in the high-level review carried 

out by BBC following calls for sites and summarised by AECOM (once under 

site reference 123 and again under reference 526). 

2.8 The first high-level review found no significant constraints (making the Land at 

Roxton Road the only site assessed to be unconstrained). The second review 

concluded that improvements were required to the existing access and the site 
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was moderately located for walkability (rather than favourably located as per 

the initial assessment). 

2.9 The Land at Roxton Road was one of only two sites assessed by AECOM that 

was ranked entirely within Tier 1 for the local criteria assessment (a third site 

was ranked "Tier 1-2"). AECOM found that the Land at Roxton Road 

represented a rational extension to Great Barford similar to infill development, 

which could be developed without adverse impacts on local character or 

important local views, due to its valley floor setting, surrounded by residential 

development on three sides. Its development was considered likely to have a 

lesser impact on traffic compared to other sites, as the Parish Council had 

reported Roxton Road suffers from less congestion. 

2.10 The only constraints with regard to the local assessment criteria were very 

small areas at low risk of surface water flooding in the south of the Land at 

Roxton Road and proximity to heritage assets (a Grade II-listed building and 

Great Barford Conservation Area) located approximately 100 m south-east of 

the Addingtons Road side of the site.  

2.11 Overall, AECOM concluded: "The site relates well to the existing village. It 

would link isolated housing on Roxton Road and Addingtons Road to the village. 

The site is contained by roads which provide a clear boundary to development. 

Overall there are relatively few constraints".  

AECOM conclusions on Great Barford South West 

2.12 AECOM considered that the land parcels comprising the proposed Great Barford 

South West allocation (parcels 116, 127 and 670) had a combined capacity of 

approximately 2,490 dwellings (taken from BBC's Strategic Housing and 

Employment Land Availability Assessment ("SHELAA")). Their potential 

combined capacity is therefore approximately five times the housing need by 

2030 in Greater Barford. 

2.13 The high-level review identified no issues with landscape sensitivity or flood 
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risk. However, with regard to settlement character and the influence on open 

views around and within the village, AECOM noted that parts of Great Barford 

South West (parcels 116 and 127) project into the open countryside extending 

the existing village form "in an unsympathetic direction" and that in some parts 

of the proposed allocation (parcels 127 and 670), there are no clear boundaries 

to development. Additionally, development at Great Barford South West was 

considered likely to have a moderate impact on heritage assets (at parcels 116 

and 670) and the land was within 300 m of a mineral safeguarding zone. In 

relation to parcel 670, areas of land were found to be at low, medium, or high 

risk of surface water flooding, parts of the parcel were poorly located for access 

to transport and it was considered only moderately located to key services. 

2.14 Following the local criteria assessment, AECOM placed each of the land parcels 

at Great Barford South West in Tier 2, along with five other 'moderately 

performing' sites. Great Barford South West was found to be above the 

recommended 25 m contour line, with the exception of small areas of parcels 

127 and 670. With regard to the large parcel 670, which rises south-westward 

to the highest point in the local area of 43 m, AECOM noted that there would 

be "significant landscape impacts" were the entire parcel to be built out and 

clarified that its conclusion that the parcel performed moderately well against 

the local criteria related only "to the smaller portion of the site within BBC 

boundary rather than the wider site" (p. 53). 

2.15 In terms of the specific site assessment criteria, the only identified advantage 

of the Great Barford South West land parcels compared to other sites was that 

the land parcels were accessed from Bedford Road and Barford Road, which 

(based on information provided by Great Barford Parish Council, but not 

supported by quantitative evidence) suffer less congestion and offer direct 

routes out of the village to Bedford. 

2.16 AECOM concluded that mitigation would be required at all of the Great Barford 

South West land parcels to enable development: screening and sensitive 

design would be required at land parcel 116 to reduce any visual impact of 

development; development at parcel 127 would require the creation of a 

defined boundary, for example through woodland planting, and the mitigation 
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of heritage impacts through design; and AECOM were clear that most of parcel 

670 should not be developed due to the landscape harm that would result and 

sensitive design would be required to mitigate heritage harm.  

2.17 AECOM Recommendations 

2.18 AECOM put forward two potential options for distributing the proposed 500 

homes across the best performing sites: AECOM Options 1(a) and 1(b). The 

Land at Roxton Road was included in both AECOM options for the distribution 

of development, as indeed it had been in both BBC Options 1 and 2. 

2.19 With regard to the land parcels at Great Barford South West, AECOM included 

parcel 127 in both AECOM site allocation Options 1(a) and 1(b) and included 

parcel 116 within Option 1(b), but did not include parcel 670 in either option. 

Of the three options put forward by BBC, AECOM concluded that BBC Option 

3, concentrating development at Great Barford South West was a potential 

option for meeting the housing requirement. In discounting BBC Options 1 and 

2, however, AECOM did not identify any issues with Site Land at Roxton Road. 

Their concerns regarding BBC Options 1 and 2 related to other sites included 

within the proposed development areas, which were considered to have 

potential adverse impacts on heritage and traffic. 

Additional information supporting development at the Lone Star Site 

2.20 Lone Star have commissioned a range of up-to-date expert reports relating to 

proposed development at the Lone Star Site, in preparation for an outline 

planning application for the development of up to 48 homes. 

2.21 The draft outline planning application pack includes the following reports: 

• Access Design (MEC) 

• Air Quality Assessment (MEC) 

• Arboricultural Statement (Ruskins Tree Consultancy) 

• Ecological Appraisal (FPCR) 
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• Energy Statement (MEC) 

• Flood Risk Assessment (MEC) 

• Geo-Environmental Desk Study (MEC) 

• Heritage Desk-Based Assessment (Pegasus Group) 

• Illustrative Site Layout (Intelligent Residential Design) 

• Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (Pegasus Group, July 2020) 

• Noise Assessment (MEC) 

• Transport Statement (MEC) 

• Tree Survey Plan (Ruskins Tree Consultancy) 

• Utilities Report (MEC) 

• Waste Audit and Management Strategy (MEC) 

 

2.22 The evidence, which is addressed further below, clearly demonstrates that the 

Lone Star Site can be developed without adverse impacts. 
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3.0 dGBNP Policy H1: Site Selection Process 

3.1 Lone Star have significant concerns about the site selection process that was 

followed by Great Barford Parish Council in deciding to allocate Land at Great 

Barford West for the entirety of Great Barford's 500-home requirement in the 

Bedford Local Plan 2030. 

Guidance on the site selection and allocation process 

3.2 The Government's Planning Practice Guidance sets out how evidence should be 

used in the preparation of a neighbourhood plan or Order at Paragraph: 040 

(Reference ID: 41-040-20160211, emphasis is ours): 

"What evidence is needed to support a neighbourhood plan or Order? 

"While there are prescribed documents that must be submitted with a 

neighbourhood plan or Order there is no ‘tick box’ list of evidence required for 

neighbourhood planning. Proportionate, robust evidence should support the 

choices made and the approach taken. The evidence should be drawn upon to 

explain succinctly the intention and rationale of the policies in the draft 

neighbourhood plan or the proposals in an Order. 

3.3 Case law (for, example Stonegate Homes Ltd and Anor v Horsham District 

Council and Henfield District Council [2016] EWHC 2512 (Admin)) has 

confirmed that it is not sufficient to base site allocation decisions on local 

opinion about the relative impacts of development at alternative sites 

unsupported by technical or expert evidence. 

3.4 Guidance on the allocation of sites for development is also provided in the 

NPPF. NPPF paragraph 59 states "it is important that a sufficient amount and 

variety of land can come forward where it is needed … and that land with 

permission is developed without unnecessary delay". According to NPPF 

paragraph 67 "planning policies should identify a sufficient supply and mix of 

sites, taking into account their availability, suitability and likely viability".  
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3.5 NPPF paragraph 68 adds that "small and medium sized sites can make an 

important contribution to meeting the housing requirement of an area, and are 

often built out relatively quickly". Paragraph 68a requires small sites to 

accommodate at least 10% of a local authority's housing requirement unless 

there are strong reasons why this 10% target cannot be achieved. With specific 

regard to the neighbourhood planning process, NPPF paragraph 69 says 

"neighbourhood planning groups should also consider opportunities for 

allocating small and medium-sized sites … suitable for housing in their area". 

Great Barford NP Site Selection Process 

3.6 The site selection process that was followed by the Parish Council is set out in 

section 2 of the Site Allocations Report. 

3.7 This confirms that the Parish Council first commissioned AECOM to undertake 

an independent site assessment process, by assessing each of the 15 Great 

Barford sites previously identified as suitable, available and achievable for 

development against eight local criteria provided to AECOM by the Parish 

Council to reflect the most important local considerations. 

3.8 As described above, the outcome of AECOM's research resulted in each of the 

15 sites receiving a tier rating, between 1 (performing best against the local 

criteria) and 3 (performing poorly against the local criteria). AECOM then set 

out two potential options for distributing the required number of homes 

between the best performing sites (AECOM Options 1(a) and 1(b)). It also 

considered the three options put forward by BBC and concluded that of these 

BBC Option 3 was the most appropriate. 

3.9 Following on from the AECOM assessment, the Site Allocations Report confirms 

that the Council presented AECOM Options 1(a) and 1(b) and BBC Option 3 to 

local residents at a consultation event on 5 December 2019. Following a review 

of the responses received from local residents, the Parish Council then decided 

that the land that formed BBC Option 3 and no other sites should be allocated 

for new homes in the dGBNP. 
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Concerns about the Great Barford NP Site Selection Process 

3.10 As set out in the Executive Summary to the 2019 AECOM Report "it is important 

that any selection process carried out is transparent, fair, robust and defensible 

and that the same criteria and process is applied to each potential site". 

3.11 Lone Star have concerns about the robustness and validity of the site selection 

process carried out to inform the dGBNP. Ultimately, the Parish Council chose 

to put forward for allocation a single site comprising three land parcels which 

were not among those shown to perform best against the assessment criteria 

identified as most important locally. Elements of this decision-making process 

do not appear to be supported by appropriate evidence, both in terms of the 

reasons given for rejecting the better performing sites and a lack of evidence 

to suggest identified site constraints at Tier 2 and 3 sites (including Great 

Barford South West) were further investigated prior to the draft allocation, as 

recommended by AECOM.  

Use of evidence in the site selection process 

3.12 A key concern of Lone Star is that the evidence gathered by the Parish Council 

to inform site selection has not been used to allocate the most suitable 

development sites as identified in that evidence. 

3.13 The tables at Appendix B set out the comparative results and conclusions of 

the AECOM Reports with regard to the land parcels which form the proposed 

Great Barford South West allocation (parcels 116, 127 and 670), and the Land 

at Roxton Road (site 123/526), of which the Lone Star Site forms 

approximately the northern half. 

3.14 Identified issues of comparative concern are shown in red text in the tables, 

and areas where the sites perform comparatively well against criteria are 

shown in green text. 

3.15 As can be seen from the tables, the Land at Roxton Road performed as well as 
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or better than the proposed Great Barford South West allocation in all of the 

site assessment criteria, both high-level and local criteria. 

3.16 Further to the comparison tables at Appendix B, Lone Star has gathered 

expert evidence in support of a proposed outline application for residential 

development demonstrating that, where potential constraints have been 

identified by AECOM, these either do not apply to the Lone Star Site in the 

northern part of the Land at Roxton Road or potential constraints can be 

effectively mitigated with certainty.  

3.17 Specifically: 

• The potential for heritage harm identified by AECOM as resulting from the 

proximity of heritage assets to the south-east of the Land at Roxton Road 

applies less to the Lone Star Site (approximately the northern half of the 

Land at Roxton Road) than to the southern part of the site. Pegasus Group 

carried out a Heritage Desk-Based Assessment in May 2020 (attached at 

Appendix C), which concluded that no harm to heritage assets or their 

settings would result from the proposed development of 48 homes at the 

Lone Star Site. 

• A Transport Statement prepared by MEC (Appendix D) demonstrates that 

the Lone Star Site is sustainably located within a comfortable walking 

distance of key facilities and amenities. The Transport Statement confirms 

that safe and suitable access could be provided for all users and additional 

traffic movements associated with the proposed development could be 

safely accommodated on the highway network. 

• MEC have designed and tested access improvements (Appendix E) to 

provide safe access to the Lone Star Site from Roxton Road. 

• A Pegasus Group Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (Appendix F) 

confirms that the Lone Star Site is a very good site in landscape and visual 

terms, and as such its proposed residential development is considered to 

be entirely acceptable in its context. 

• With regard to the small areas in the south the Land at Roxton Road at risk 
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of surface water flooding, MEC have prepared a Flood Risk Assessment and 

Drainage Strategy (Appendix G) which demonstrates that the Lone Star 

Site can be developed in full compliance with Bedford Local Plan 2030 

policies on flood risk and sustainable drainage. 

 

3.18 In addition to concerns over the Parish Council's proposal to select worse 

performing sites and reject better performing sites in conflict with its own 

evidence, Lone Star also question the robustness of the overall reasoning 

presented in both the AECOM Report and the Site Allocations Report as regards 

the overall benefits and drawbacks of a dispersed approach to allocation versus 

concentrating all development at the edge of the village. 

3.19 The Site Allocations Report, for example, states without any supporting 

evidence that "the advantages of concentrating growth [Great Barford South 

West] 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" (4.12).  

3.20 Conversely, there is an entirely unjustified and unevidenced assumption in 

both the AECOM Report and the Site Allocations Report that the dispersal of 

development across a range of sites would threaten the delivery of 

infrastructure and affordable housing. 

3.21 Given the apparent significance of perceived highways impacts to the Parish 

Council's decision to choose to concentrate all development at Great Barford 

South West, it is surprising that there is no dedicated transport evidence 

supporting the dGBNP. Transport is considered only at the end of the 

Background Evidence Report in a section which is largely descriptive in nature, 

relies on parishioners' concerns as recorded in the Neighbourhood Plan 

Questionnaire and does not outline any quantitative evidence such as recent 

traffic surveys, traffic modelling or any other up-to-date data to support the 

Parish Council's conclusions. 

3.22 The apparent willingness to accept without further investigation that the 

unevidenced concerns raised by local people in the December 2019 are valid 
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and justified and should be given as much weight or more than the evidence 

provided by the AECOM Assessment is a key concern of Lone Star and conflicts 

with the required approach to evidence set out in case law (such as Stonegate 

Homes Ltd and Anor v Horsham District Council and Henfield District Council 

[2016] EWHC 2512 (Admin)).  

3.23 In outlining residents' concerns, the Site Allocations Report highlights, for 

example that: "Residents do not like the idea of development near to where 

they live. Infill, for this reason, becomes an unpopular choice. Single sites 

become more popular because they confine the development to one location". 

This reasoning is followed through in the conclusions on the decision-making 

process (at 4.1): "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."  

3.24 The task of the Neighbourhood Plan is not, as suggested in 4.1 to find the "least 

unpalatable" proposed location for housing, but the sites that are demonstrated 

to best meet the sustainable development objectives of local and national 

planning policy based on the best available evidence. Lone Star retain 

significant concerns that the Parish Council's approach to the allocation of sites 

through Policy H1 falls short of this aim, and so fails the basic conditions in this 

regard. 

Lack of evidence to address AECOM's concerns about selected allocation 

3.25 It is notable that, with the exception of the Tier 1 sites, AECOM concluded the 

sites assessed in the 2019 AECOM Report "have constraints that would need 

to be investigated further before they could be allocated" (p.61). This 

conclusion, therefore, applied to all Tier 2 and Tier 3 sites, including all of the 

land now proposed for allocation at Great Barford South West. 

3.26 The evidence base supporting the dGBNP does not include any technical 

assessment of the potential impacts of development at Great Barford South 

West or any tested proposals for mitigating any identified impacts. 
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3.27 The AECOM Report and the Site Allocations Report accept that mitigation will 

be required to enable development at the Great Barford South West without 

unacceptable impacts including on the landscape, sensitive views and heritage 

assets. This is at least partly a consequence of almost all of the Great Barford 

South West site being located above the 25 m contour line, some considerably 

so, contrary to the local criteria for assessing sites against the objectives of 

the neighbourhood plan. Whilst such mitigation is not required at sites which 

scored better in the AECOM assessment, it is nevertheless assumed without 

any apparent technical evidence that mitigation will be capable of being 

delivered at Great Barford South West by virtue of the amount of land 

available.  

3.28 This required mitigation, as set out in paragraphs 4.12 and 4.13 of the Site 

Allocations Report includes: screening along Bedford Road to obscure rooflines; 

the avoidance or landscaping of land towards Green End due to flood risk; the 

siting of built development away from the Conservation Area to the north of 

the proposed allocation and a listed building to the east; and landscaped buffer 

zones. In addition, the AECOM Report concludes most of parcel 670 at Great 

Barford South West cannot be built on without significant landscape impacts 

and outlines requirements for woodland planting to create artificial boundaries 

to parcels 127 and 670.  

3.29 Given the importance of delivering 500 homes at Great Barford by 2030, it is 

considered unsatisfactory to allocate Great Barford South West with significant 

identified constraints without clear evidence of the extent of land that can be 

built upon and the achievability and timescales for effectiveness of the 

considerable mitigation required. The dGBNP fails to demonstrate how the 

achievement of sustainable development is secured at Great Barford South 

West, failing a basic condition. 

3.30 Furthermore, the proposed allocation of land that would comfortably 

accommodate 1,000 homes at 30 dwellings per hectare with 40% green 

infrastructure, and without clear evidence of the amount of land that would be 

required to be used for mitigation, is contrary to the requirement at NPPF 

paragraph 122 that "planning policies and decisions should support 
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development that makes efficient use of land". In this respect, the dGBNP fails 

both the basic conditions to have regard to national policies and to contribute 

to the achievement of sustainable development. 

Failure to consider alternative options 

3.31 The Site Allocations Report and the draft Consultation Statement supporting 

the dGBNP confirm that the only site allocation options considered following 

the publication of the AECOM Reports were AECOM Options 1(a) and 1(b) and 

BBC Option 3. No alternative options for meeting the housing need were 

considered by the Parish Council or carried forward to the local consultation in 

December 2019, which presented the three options as a direct choice with no 

opportunity for local residents' feedback on the individual merits or drawbacks 

of particular sites within each option. 

3.32 This is despite a clear statement from AECOM in the 2019 AECOM Report that 

"any combination of the above sites assessed as Tier 1 or 2 could be allocated 

for housing, and therefore GBPC should not feel limited to selecting one of the 

two AECOM options" (p. 56). 

3.33 The Parish Council's decision to consult only on three potential groupings of 

sites has resulted in sites being rejected from further consideration on the basis 

of local views that demonstrably do not apply to them individually. For 

example, as noted at 3.6 of the Site Allocations Report, "the AECOM 1(a) and 

1(b) options fared poorly [in the December 2019 consultation], partly due to 

the perceived necessity of traffic to travel through the village, both during 

development and once complete".  With regard to the Land at Roxton Road, 

which appears in both Options 1(a) and 1(b) however, the AECOM Report found 

"Roxton Road is reported by Great Barford Parish Council to suffer from less 

congestion and offers northern and southern routes out of the village. 

Therefore development here would have a lesser impact on traffic compared 

to other sites." 

3.34 Lone Star consider that other options to include a mix of the best scoring sites 

and sites with other benefits (demonstrable and perceived) were open to 
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consideration by the Parish Council but were not pursued, with no reasoning 

given. For example, the Parish Council has not considered options for making 

a relatively large allocation incorporating the least constrained parts of Great 

Barford South West, without the inefficient use of land towards mitigation, 

along with smaller allocations elsewhere in the village to provide a balance of 

site sizes and locations and promote the rapid development of a variety of 

homes by different developers.  

Risk of delay to housing delivery 

3.35 The Great Barford Neighbourhood Plan is responsible for the allocation and 

development of 500 of the homes required to meet Bedford's identified housing 

need by 2030. The Examining Inspectors for the Bedford Borough Plan 2030 

recognised the potential for the delivery of housing to be delayed should 

progress towards neighbourhood plan adoption be slow, therefore 

recommending a modification to the Local Plan to add a proviso within Policy 

4S, that, should a Regulation 16 version of the Neighbourhood Development 

Plan not have been submitted to BBC by January 2021, BBC would allocate 

additional sites. 

3.36 Notwithstanding that the delay to the progress of the dGBNP is understandable 

given the current context, it is important to note that the timeframe for both 

allocation and construction of the 500 homes is now only nine years, presenting 

a clear threat to the deliverability of the neighbourhood plan. 

3.37 The comparative rate at which the assessed development sites might be able 

to be brought forward for development does not appear to have been 

considered by the Parish Council in reaching its decision to allocate only one 

large urban extension for development. By choosing to allocate only a single 

large site for the entire 500-home requirement, rather than spreading 

development across a range of smaller sits, the Parish Council may 

inadvertently increase the risk of further delay to housing delivery, in conflict 

with the sustainable development objectives of the NPPF.  

3.38 Research by Lichfields (Start to Finish, 2020, attached at Appendix H) 
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considered the pace at which large development sites (500 and more homes) 

had been brought forward, finding that the average time from the validation of 

an outline planning application for a large scheme and the delivery of the first 

homes at a large site could be between 5.0 and 8.4 years. For sites of between 

500 and 999 homes, the average annual build rate was found to be 68 

dwellings per year. 

3.39 The Lichfields report reinforced the findings in the Final Report of the 

Independent Review of Build Out Rates (the 'Letwin Review, 2018, attached at 

Appendix I), which found that a key reason for the significant gap between 

housing completions and the amount of land allocated for housing was the slow 

rate at which large sites had been developed. The Letwin Review identified that 

large sites were dominated by major house builders producing a homogenous 

product and being built out at a median rate of 6.5% per year, whereas the 

build out rate at small sites was "intrinsically likely to be quicker". 

3.40 The government's recognition of the impact of site size on housing delivery is 

reflected in national policy. At paragraph 68, the NPPF notes the "important 

contribution" small and medium sites can make to meeting the housing 

requirement of an area and that they are "often built out relatively quickly". 

Paragraph 68a requires local planning authorities to accommodate at least 

10% of their housing requirement on small sites unless there are "strong 

reasons why this 10% target cannot be achieved". With specific regard to 

neighbourhood planning, paragraph 69 requires neighbourhood planning 

groups to "consider the opportunities for allocating small and medium-sized 

sites … suitable for housing in their area".  

3.41 Despite the strong evidence and national policy emphasis on the importance 

of allocating small sites to ensure swift delivery of housing, the evidence put 

forward in support of the dGBNP does not address differential build-out rates 

either as a potential benefit of dispersing development across smaller sites or 

as a potential risk of concentrating development on one large, combined site. 

Lone Star considers this omission a failure to meet the basic condition that 

neighbourhood plans should have regard to national policies. It also represents 

a potential threat to the plan's ability to meet the economic and social 
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objectives of sustainable development. As described in the NPPF paragraph 8, 

the economic objective of sustainable development requires planning 

authorities to ensure that "sufficient land of the right types is available in the 

right places and at the right time to support growth" and the social objective 

requires them to ensure that "a sufficient number and range of homes can be 

provided to meet the needs of present and future generations". 

3.42 It is not considered that the allocation of a single large site at the edge of the 

village will deliver the required 500 homes within the Local Plan period, 

therefore conflicting with Policy 4S of the Bedford Local Plan 2030 and the 

purpose of draft Policy H1 of the dGBNP, in breach of the basic conditions. It 

is Lone Star's opinion that the Parish Council should give urgent consideration 

to options for delivering a proportion of the required 500 homes at small and 

medium-sized sites that scored highly in the AECOM assessment, to guard 

against both further delay to the delivery of homes and an unnecessarily 

extended period of construction within and around the village.  

Inconsistency within dGBNP  

3.43 The reliance on factors not specifically assessed by AECOM (such as the 

delivery of infrastructure and open space) rather than the sites' performance 

against local assessment criteria results in a dissonance between the stated 

objectives and sustainable development principles in the dGBNP and Policy H1 

allocating the proposed extension. 

3.44 The proposed allocation clearly conflicts with Objectives 1 and 4 of the dGBNP. 

Objective 1 requires future development to maintain and enhance the essential 

rural ambience of the village, to be of an appropriate scale so as not to 

overwhelm its position or surroundings and not to detract from the visual 

aspect when entering the village. Objective 4 requires new housing 

development to integrate as fully as possible with the existing village. 

3.45 The location and scale of the proposed site allocation also appear to conflict 

with Sustainable Development Principles set out on p.14 of the dGBNP. The 

principles state that development should be, among other things, at an 
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appropriate scale, reflect the character and landscape of the surroundings, and 

located to enable walking and cycling to local services and facilities. Among the 

adverse impacts that must be avoided according to the sustainable 

development principles, are avoidable intrusion into the open countryside and 

unacceptable impact on the landscape and visual intrusion on the Conservation 

Areas and their settings. 

3.46 Contrary to these aims and objectives, the proposed allocation and 

development of Great Barford South West will represent a large intrusion into 

the open countryside, on land which is adjacent to Great Barford and Green 

End Conservation Area towards its northern boundary and rises to the south-

west above this sensitive part of the village.
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4.0 dGBNP Policy H1: Wording 

4.1 As currently drafted, dGBNP Policy H1 sets a maximum number of homes to 

be delivered in Great Barford but does not require the delivery of any minimum 

number of homes or set any target dates by which homes should be delivered.  

4.2 Whilst this cautious approach is perhaps understandable where the Parish 

Council proposes to allocate a single large site with capacity in the much longer 

term for more than double the number of homes required in the plan period, 

to be delivered at Great Barford by 2030, Lone Star have concerns that the 

dGBNP policy will not provide a secure basis for ensuring a sufficient number 

of homes come forward to meet the identified local need in the plan period 

itself, contrary to national and local policies and in breach of the first and fifth 

basic conditions.  

4.3 Lone Star note that Policy 4S of the Bedford Local Plan 2030 does not state 

that the 500 dwelling figure for Great Barford is the maximum number of 

homes that should be delivered in Great Barford in the plan period. The figure 

sits within the overall target of Policy 4S which is to provide a minimum of 

3,169 dwellings overall. NPPF paragraph 59 states the Government's objective 

is one of "significantly boosting the supply of homes". The approach of the 

neighbourhood plan within the plan period will not only fail to contribute to this 

aim, but will manifestly fail to deliver the minimum number of houses within 

the plan period.  

4.4 The neighbourhood plan must introduce flexibility through a more diverse 

range and choice of sites, if the national policy guidance is to met, and the 

minimum requirements of Policy 4S to be delivered. As drafted, the first, fourth 

and fifth basic conditions, requiring delivery of the Local Plan strategic policy 

at the neighbourhood level, compliance with national guidance and provision 

of sustainable development, are clearly not met.  

4.5 The content of draft Policy H1 is concerning in other respects. Due to the 

identified constraints at Great Barford South West, Policy H1 requires a range 
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of further evidence to be provided to determine which parts of the proposed 

allocation may or may not be suitable for any development and to establish 

the full extent to which mitigation will be required to enable development to 

come forward without unacceptable impacts. For example, the draft policy 

requires evidence to be produced to establish the transport impacts of the 

allocation, which has been chosen partly on the assumption that its traffic 

impacts will be less than that of dispersed development. A flood risk 

assessment is required to establish which areas of Great Barford South West 

must be avoided due to risk of flooding, raising questions of how the allocation 

will relate to the existing built form of the village. Buffer planting and 

landscaping is required "to assimilate the development into the surrounding 

landscape", a process that would not be required at sites which scored better 

in the AECOM site assessment and which do not sit above the 25 m contour. 

4.6 Lone Star again question the appropriateness of the decision to direct all the 

required development for Great Barford to a large, constrained location, the 

developable extent of which remains unknown and whose successful 

development will require considerable mitigation (some of which will take many 

years to fully establish). A strategy directing development instead to sites 

which can demonstrably be developed quickly without negative impacts or 

extensive mitigation is recommended. 
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5.0 Recommendations and Conclusions 

5.1 As currently drafted, the dGBNP does not meet the basic conditions that must 

be met for a neighbourhood plan to proceed to referendum: it does not have 

sufficient regard to national policies; it is not in general conformity with 

strategic policies; and it fails to contribute to the achievement of sustainable 

development. 

5.2 The proposed strategy set out in the dGBNP is also not supported by robust 

evidence, as required by Government guidance and confirmed by case law.  

5.3 The proposed allocation of all 500 homes required in Great Barford by 2030 to 

the single Great Barford South West site is not supported by the local criteria 

site assessment carried out by AECOM to inform the site selection process. 

Insufficient evidence has been produced to understand the full extent of the 

constraints to development at Great Barford South West. No robust evidence 

has been produced to support assertions that recommended options for 

dispersing development among high-scoring sites would result in unacceptable 

traffic impacts or failure to deliver infrastructure. 

5.4 Bedford Local Plan 2030 requires that 500 homes are delivered at Great 

Barford by 2030. As drafted, the dGBNP will not achieve this, and as such there 

is a clear failure to meet the basic tests of contributing to sustainable 

development, general conformity with strategic policies and sufficient regard 

to national policies. In addition to doubts about deliverability at Great Barford 

South West, the differential pace of development at large versus small sites 

has not been taken into account and the wording of Policy H1 does not require 

500 homes to be built. 

5.5 The proposed allocation of a large-scale development on land above the 25 m 

contour, extending unsympathetically from the village into the open 

countryside, is also contrary to Objectives 1 of 4 of the dGBNP and Sustainable 

Development Principles addressing scale, character, landscape and heritage 

impacts and intrusion into the countryside. 
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5.6 Lone Star recommend that the Parish Council should give urgent consideration 

to options for delivering a portion of the required 500 homes at small and 

medium-sized sites that scored highly in the AECOM assessment and are 

available for the early delivery of homes, in line with the requirements of the 

NPPF to consider small and medium-sized sites and to significantly boost 

housing delivery.  

5.7 Lone Star continue to promote their land interests within the Land at Roxton 

Road, as a rational and sustainable extension to Great Barford, on low-lying 

land surrounded on three sides by existing residential development and 

independently assessed by AECOM as one of only two sites best meeting the 

identified local assessment criteria. The technical evidence produced by Lone 

Star's expert consultants further demonstrates that the development of the 

Lone Star Site can be achieved quickly without unacceptable impacts or the 

requirement for significant mitigation.  


