
 

 
 

Title of meeting: Marston Vale Stakeholder Meeting 

Date: 26thJanuary 2022, 8.00pm 

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

Venue: Microsoft Teams 

Contact: Cllr Sue Clark 

 
 

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

Lead Person Time 

1.  Introduction  Cllr Sue Clark 8.00pm 

 Cllr Sue Clark opened the meeting and introduced the attendees.  
 
Graham Robinson-Hodges (CBC) provided a brief introduction on the Development 
Brief. It was highlighted that the Development Brief was a policy requirement under the 
Local Plan. It was explained that the Developer’s presentation would focus on the 
changes made to the development brief and there would be the opportunity for the 
Stakeholder Group to ask questions of the Developers. The Developers would explain 
why some changes have been made and why others have not. It was explained that 
someof the requests would instead be more appropriate to be addressed within the 
Outline Planning Application. 

2.  Development Brief  Harry 
Jones/Pippa 
Cheetham 

8.10pm 

 Harry Jones (Developer) provided a written presentation to the Stakeholder Group, 
outlining the changes to the Development Brief. 
 
The presentation focused on the following matters:- 
 

• Timeline& Overview of public consultation 
• Methodology for processing public comments 
• Themes and main considerations 
• Methods for amending the Development Brief. 
• Identification of key changes. 

 
Note – An electronic copy of this presentation has been circulated separately to the 
Stakeholder Group. 



 

 
 

3. Questions on Development Brief   Cllr Sue Clark 9.25pm 

 Q.raised concerns that the new access to Marston Road from the development could 
make routes through Millbrook more attractive to traffic leaving the area. 

Q.asked if the trajectory shown within the Development Brief  correlates to phases. HJ 
explained that the trajectory was broader across multiple phases. It could be confirmed 
that the intention remains for 3,125 within the plan period. 

Q.askedif O&H would be looking to complete phases one at a time.PC advised that they 
would be broadly sequential but there would likely be some overlap. 

Q. asked ifthere would be a new outline application/s. HJ advised that theoriginal May 
2018 outline planning application is still live and would be amended with new details. 

Q.asked whenearly planting would be delivered. HJ responded that this would be 
secured under the outline planning application and would be delivered prior to 
residential development taking place. GT asked who will deliver this. PC responded that 
O&H would install this as master developer ahead of this sale of plots. As an estimate 
this could possibly be 12-15 years ahead of some parts of the development. 

SC advised that this was an opportunity for the Stakeholder Group to provide final 
comments before the document is taken to Development Management Committee for 
endorsement. SC advised that it was important that the Development Brief document 
has enough ‘hooks’ to ensure high quality development is achieved. 

Q. expressed concern that housing could be built without facilities. Were the developers 
confident that the Development Brief will deliver this? 

HJ advised that this was a good question. Q. added that this should address Health 
facilities and not just education. GRH commented that discussions with the NHS CCG 
had begun. 

Q.commented that the s106 agreement would be critical. In respect of the Development 
Brief, she considers that the document has lots of ‘should’ but not enough ‘will’, 
specifically in relation to landscaping, public transport, woodland, parkland landscape, 
and Ringwork. 

Q. commented that there was concern that s106 monies would not be spent locally. 
GRH responded that planning obligations needed to be compliant with the CIL 
Regulations and therefore there was some restriction on what could be within the s106, 
though the government has relaxed this. JS added that it was important for the parish 
councils to get any projects in place so that they might benefit from s106 funding. HJ 
commented that trigger points would be set within the s106 to ensure infrastructure 
delivery 

SC requested comfort from officers that there will still be money for education. GRH 
confirmed this. Cllr Kevin Collinscommented that it was important that more specific 
projects are identified. 

Q. commented that previous s106 agreements have been unsatisfactory.  

It was raised that the bus routes through Lidlington identified within the Development 
Brief were no longer correct. SC requested that this will be corrected. 



 

 
 

Q. asked what a village pattern book was. HJ confirmed it was another term for a Design 
Codeand that design codes would be subject to consultation. (Note: there is not a 
formal process for CBC to consult on design codes, however in any event consultation 
would take place between O&H and the Stakeholder Group on these.) 

Q. asked how the Marston Road bridge closure would affect phasing, as it could direct 
traffic through Lidlington. 

Q.noted that East West Rail’s location for Ridgmont station would not be where it is 
shown within the Development Brief. HJ acknowledged this however the Development 
Brief should refer to the station location as approved under the Transport and Works 
Act as approved development, however it was accepted this will likely change. 

Q. asked who the Developers of individual plots will be accountable to. PC commented 
that as master developer they would be responsible to O&H as has been the case on 
other developments. 

SC commented that we wereall keen to ensure the highest design quality for Marston 
Vale. 

Q. asked where proposed nature reserves would be. HJ responded that the nature 
reserve would be at Lidlington Pit. More ecological surveys will be carried out. 

Q. commented that new woodland planting might not be appropriate in all locations, 
e.g.,on Brogborough Hill.JS commented that officers would look to agree principals in 
respect of landscaping for individual areas, consideringthe character of different parts of 
Marston Vale. 

Q. commented that the timescales on p97 of the Development Brief would not be met. 
PC acknowledged this and commented that final delivery timescales are to be 
confirmed. 

GRH asked if there was scope to amend the trajectory shown in the Development Brief. 
HJ responded that O&H would be reluctant to do this as it matched that within the Local 
Plan. 

SC asked if O&Hcan give an indicativetimescale of delivery? JS suggested that this could 
be circulated as an additional document rather than part of the Development Brief. 

Action: O&H to provide an indication of likely delivery timescales for the Stakeholder 
Group 

Q. asked how many houses would constitute a town or village. There was consensus 
that this was not purely a matter of number of homes. 

Q. noted that automated traffic counts had been undertaken in Millbrook and had 
identified 6,500 cars per day through Millbrook. But it was unknown who the counts 
belonged to. The Stakeholder Group did not know who these belonged to even though 
enquiries had been made – EWR were yet to respond. 

Q.expressed concern that no infrastructure would be delivered in phase 1. 

O&H Agreed to circulation presentation after the meeting. 

Action: O&H to circulate electronic version of presentation. 



 

 
 

SC asked whether the Stakeholder Group were happy with the Development Brief to 
progress. Severalof the group responded that they wanted some more time to review 
the information received over the last few days. Some of the group commented that 
they were broadly happy that significant changes had been made to the document and 
that further detail will be required at later stages, that CBC officers will need to 
scrutinise. 

KC suggested that the Stakeholder Group be given until the close of play Tuesday to 
provide any additional comments. 

 

4. Programme Update  

In respect of the stakeholder group, a 
schedule of further meetings was proposed. 

SC noted that the next meeting be 
scheduled for the week beginning 7th 
February, to be confirmed in due course. 
The Marston Lower School Forest End Hall 
would be sought as a venue. 

The next meeting would be focused on 
transport matters, and O&H’s transport 
representatives would give a presentation 
on the updated Transport Assessment. 

SC advised that a separate briefing would 
take place to brief wider parishes and ward 
members on the updated Transport 
Assessment and will be chaired by Cllr Kevin 
Collins. 

SC asked the group as to whether the 
preference was to have 1 or 2 meetings to 
discuss transport – it was agreed that 2 
separate meetings was the preferred option, 
one for just the stakeholder group and a 
separate one for wider parishes and ward 
members. Members of the stakeholder 
group would be welcome to attend both 
sessions. 

GRH outlined the nature of the proposed 
amendments to the outline planning 
application. This would include a suite of 
amended documents including Transport 
Assessment. There have also been some 
changes to the scheme, most notably to 
address the change from a 3 to a 2-tier 
school system. 

 Graham 
Robinson-
Hodges 

10.00pm 



 

 
 

The outline planning application was 
expected early/mid-February, with date to 
be confirmed. 

SC requested that an update be provided to 
the Stakeholder Group ahead of 
consultation being sent out on the outline 
planning application. 

Action: CBC Officers to provide Stakeholder 
Group with information on upcoming 
consultation on Outline Planning Application 
update 

Q. asked if O&H had engaged with National 
Highways given the comments previously 
made. HJ advised that proposals for M1 J13 
were included within the Transport 
Assessment. GRH clarified that NH would be 
consulted on the outline planning 
application update. 

HJ confirmed that the traffic from the 
Covanta development and Stewartby 
brickworks site had been considered within 
the Transport Assessment as committed 
development. 

 

5. AOB  Cllr Sue Clark 10.15pm 

 The meeting closed at 10:20pm. 
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