
 

 
 

Title of meeting: Marston Vale Stakeholder Meeting 

Date: 22nd February 2022, 7.300pm 

Attendees: Cllr Sue Clark (Chair), Cllr Kevin Collins, Graham Robinson-Hodges 
(Central Bedfordshire Council (CBC)), Jennie Selley (CBC), Jethro 
Punter (CBC), Pippa Cheetham (Varsity Planning), Harry Jones 
(David Lock Associates), Leigh Stolworthy (Stantec) 
 
Representatives of Parish Councils and Action Groups 

Venue: Forest Centre, Marston Moreteyne 

Contact: Cllr Sue Clark 

 
 

No. Item Please tick box below 
if there is an 
attachment    

Lead Person Time 

1.  Introduction  Cllr Sue Clark 7.30pm 

 Cllr Sue Clark opened the meeting and introduced the attendees.  
 
The meeting was a part 2 to that held on 08/02/22, to continue the presentation on 
transport matters by the developer. 
 
SC  noted that hard copies of documents had been provided and should not be 
circulated beyond Parish Councils. The information would be in the public domain when 
the OPA is submitted. 
 
It was agreed that the Stakeholder Group would provide a response to the developer on 
transport matters by 4th March. The Developer was looking to submit the Outline 
Planning Application Update by 17th March. 
 
JP provided a brief introduction to transport matters, setting out that officers were still 
reviewing the PPA. Officers wanted to hear the views of stakeholders on the proposals. 

2.  Transport Presentation  Leigh 
Stolworthy 

7.40pm 

 Leigh Stolworthy provided a presentation on transport matters to the Stakeholder 
Group. 
 
 

3. Questions on Transport Presentation  Cllr Sue Clark 8.45pm 

 Q. asked if the development of Marshall had been taken into account. 

SC responded that it could not be as the application had not been submitted. 



 

 
 

PC confirmed this. 

Further explanation was sought in relation to J13 and what was proposed. 

It was confirmed that the Stewartby development for 1,100 homes was included in the 
cumulative sites. 

PC updated that Highways England have done a study of J13, and that O&H had made 
sure that the proposals would fit with this as well as Marston Gate. 

Q. asked if there was a timescale for junction improvements. 

Action – Developer to speak with Marston Gate regarding s106. 

PC noted that there would need to be co-ordination on this issue and there is also some 
overlap with Marston Gate proposals. 

Q. noted that the modelling showed some traffic going through villages. Would parking 
outside of homes be taken into account? 

LS advised that this would be within the detailed design but there was not an intention 
to remove parking. 

Q. noted that the spine road was not shown in 2029. 

LS commented that this would not be needed until between 2035 and 2042 

HJ advised that this was only for transport assessment purposes and not phasing, it 
could still come earlier. 

Q. asked who would hold the monitor and manage pot of money. 

PC advised that a scheme would be defined and costed and will sit as part of the s106. 
This would be reviewed over time. 

Q. asked if they would have the opportunity to feed into this? 

SC commented that parishes would not want to be in constant dispute with developer 
and LA over mitigation required and when and this had the potential to be along term 
damaging process. 

JP commented that the pot was a proposal and was agreed only as a concept. 

Q. asked if the speed limit on Station Lane would be 30mph. 

LS did not know. 

Q. raised concern that the A421/Beancroft Road mitigation would force traffic into 
Marston Moreteyne. 

LS advised that signalisation would assist. 

JP reminded the Stakeholder Group that CBC Officers would also be assessing the 
proposals, as well as National Highways where appropriate. 

SC advised that pedestrian access into villages is very important. 

HJ advised that detailed matters would be assessed within reserved matters 
applications. 



 

 
 

There was a discussion regarding whether it would be worthwhile measuring vehicular 
movements in Millbrook. Concerns were expressed that Millbrook could become a rat-
run in early phases, and regarding the lack of mitigation provided for Millbrook. 
Millbrook Parish Meeting had conducted their own surveys and agreed to send these to 
O&H. 

SC commented that footpaths in Millbrook were not safe, and that mitigation should be 
provided. 

LS advised that a CEMP would monitor HGVs. 

Q. raised concerns regarding cars speeding through Brogborough. 

LS responded that the C94 will be broken down into different speeds. 

JP explained that changes to speed limits will need to be reviewed and self-enforceable. 

The Stakeholder Group responded that there had been a series of fatal accidents and 
that speeds need to be significantly lowered. 

HJ advised that there will be interventions on the C94 in order to achieve this. 

JP noted that there were a number of factors which would determine what speed limits 
are appropriate, not just the presence of homes. 

The Stakeholder Group queried the use of Variable Messaging Systems. JP responded 
that we have not yet seen details of these systems proposed. It was asked whether 
these could be used to prevent entry to villages, though physical treatments were 
considered more effective. 

SC commented that establishing behaviour at an early stage was important, and the 
Stakeholder Group suggested that early delivery of the spine road may assist. 

The Stakeholder Group asked where traffic to Millbrook would go. 

LS commented that improvements would be made, however it was unclear whether 
flows would increase or not. 

Q. asked where they could find a copy of the 1982 TRO. SC offered to organise. 

Q. queried the timeframe for build out of the Brogborough village extension. 

PC provided an update on timescales; this was likely to be over 2 years. 

Q. queried the timescales for East West Rail, and the lack of reference to this in the 
proposals. PC responded that the scheme was based on the approved details under the 
Transport & Works Act, but there was an awareness this will change. It was clarified that 
the model is capable of being re-run should the details change. The Development Brief 
makes some allowance for flexibility. There is not scope to build railway bridges. 

PC outlined the processes that will be undertaken in relation to the Outline Planning 
Application Update. 

The next meeting will focus on ecology issues, a date will be confirmed. 

SC set out that hard copies of the OPA update documents will be required for parish 
councils. 



 

 
 

 

5. AOB  Cllr Sue Clark 10.00pm 

 The meeting closed at 10:00pm. 
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