
Stakeholder Comment O&H Response
Brogborough PC I agree that the roundabout at Marsh Leys is particularly bad at peak times. The tail back towards Great Denham is horrendous most 

weekday mornings I know as I drive this way towards work. This was dismissed as not in their area but I thought they had to look at the 
wider picture?

The Marston Valley development impact on the Junction of the A421 with the A428 (Marsh Leys) has been assessed as part of the 
Strategic Road Network assessment required by National Highways (formerly Highways England).  The primary junctions assessed 
as part of the Strategic Road Network assessment are the M1 Junction 13 and the A421/Marston Moretenye junction.   It was 
agreed at the scoping stage of the Transport Assessment  that the zone of influence of the development would be extended to 
include a number of additional junctions, at the request of NH. These junctions (including the A421/A428 junction) have been 
included within the Martson Valley Transport Model (MVTM), either within the SATURN Highway Model element of the model, or 
within the Transport Demand Model element of the model.  Because of the remote location of these junctions in relation to the 
proposed development, their strategic nature on the NH network and role as gateways to a number of future growth areas, in 
particular to the south of Bedford, it is expected that, if the NH identifies any congestion issues as a result of the cumulative effect 
of developments within the sub-region, NH would work on an holistic improvement scheme rather than securing incremental 

Brogborough and junction 13 on the M1 are the areas of great concern to us as a Village. Noted. 
Page 28. Signalised Pedestrian / Cycle Crossing. This sounds great but in the past Brogborough has never been permitted one of these 
because the  Government guide lines do not permit it. Insufficient housing on both sides of the road being the reason given. Central 
Bedfordshires Highways team at Planning meetings have thought it possible but then subsequently retracted their offer due to this. 
There seem to be many crossings like this along the planned new improved C94. I question if this may be the case on more of them. 
Could this be investigated and confirmed by the traffic teams before we are yet again promised and then denied such crossings.

It should be noted that the OPA is submitted with all matters reserved including details of access.  The presentation to the SRG 
included the schematic design work for the access to Brogborough Rise which has been completed by Stantec.  This material will 
be included within the Updated Transport Assessment and demonstrates that access can be delivered in accordance with the 
Parameter Plan.  Details of access to the Brogborough Rise parcel will be subject to a future Reserved Matters Application (RMA) 
following the outline consent.  This is a formal planning application process which requires the appropriate consultation with the 
Highways Authority to confirm the acceptability of the proposed design.  Any design for the junction to Brogborough Rise 
(approved following an RMA) will be subject to a Road Safety Audit process which will confirm the safety of the proposed 
arrangement prior to the delivery of the works though a Section 278 agreement with the Highways Authority.  Notwithstanding 
this, as shown on slide 28 it is the intention that the Marston Valley development will deliver a signalised crossing of the C94 as 
part of the design for access to Brogborough Rise.  This will be pursued through the future stages of the planning process.  It is also 

The C94 speed limit of 50mph as you approach Brogborough from Brogborough lake, may be sufficient to slow traffic down as it comes 
up the hill towards the new roundabout into the new development. However our experiences over many years have been very 
different ,even with our new 40 mph speed limit through our village it has failed to stop vehicles racing up the hill and through 
Brogborough at speeds in excess of 70mph. Causing many accidents. It would be terrible if this were the case once a new development 
exists. Perhaps more traffic calming would be needed as we know that it is not possible to reduce the speed to 30mph through 
Brogborough.

The description of the current issues faced by residents of Brogborough due to excessive speeds of vehicles travelling along the 
C94 were relayed at the SRG on 22 February (and as reflected in this comment) are recognised and understood.  As noted above, 
O&H is committed to fundamentally altering the C94 through the development in order to achieve a substantial reduction in 
vehicle speeds.  O&H will work with all stakeholders including Brogborough Parish Council to deliver this benefit.  The details of the 
necessary interventions will require the agreement of CBC and accordingly the support of officers.  

There is also a problem of lorries parking up overnight ( despite a lorry ban on the C94) along the road to Manor Farm. If this continues, 
then the new roundabout will soon be damaged, as already is the case with the trees on the verges here. The current farm owners 
plant and replace them on a regular basis due to large lorries turning in out of the farm road and flattening them.

Noted, this is an issued to be picked up at detailed design stage.  

Page 49.Maps showing Junction 13.These do admit it is already under stress but propose nothing in the way of mitigation. It says 
“Programme to be agreed with National Highways.” As there is no content to respond to, then we cannot do so. Junction 13 is of major 
concern to us and anyone trying to use it for many miles around. It seems to be dismissed as not “ The Developers problem “ to solve. 
Surely they must be held responsible along with the Expansion by Prologis of Marston Gate. It was clear at the local plan enquiry in 
2019 that Highways England ( What National Highways were called back then) had not been instructed to do any modelling by O and H 
or Prologis. Something that the inspector was very interested in. Three years on we still know nothing. This cannot be “Passed around” 
by all the parties who stand to benefit from these developments, at the misery of local residents, not just villages in the vale but far 
beyond these. Could Central Bedfordshire Council please push for more commitment from all parties please.

This is not a correct interpretation of the material presented.  Slide 49 illustrates the scheme which has been developed by Stantec 
to mitigate impacts from the development at M1 J13 so that there is a nil determent impact.  The delivery of these measures will 
be undertaken in partnership with National Highways. The scheme of works for M1 J13 will be costed with the appropriate 
contribution to the delivery of these works secured in the S106 Agreement.  This funding will be drawn down towards the delivery 
of the infrastructure in accordance with agreed legally binding triggers.  It is anticipated that if appropriate and necessary, the S106 
will allow for funding from the Marston Valley development to be pooled  with other funding which may be available to National 
Highways to deliver any other wider scheme at M1 J13 which National Highways may bring forwards.  To be clear, the Marston 
Valley outline planning consent will secure (through a legally binding agreement) the necessary  contribution to the delivery of the 
required improvements at M1 J13. 

Page 52.Map is very unclear. It seems to say that Junction 13 and the 507 is worsened by the mitigation. Surely just saying that is not 
good enough it needs improvement to make it work? 

This is not a correct reading of the information presented.  The diagram shows the relative flows of traffic post mitigation.  It is not 
intended to indicate a better or worse situation.  It illustrates that flows through M1 J13 and along the A507 will be greater.  More 
widely, the information presented to the SRG outlined the mitigation which will be provided to accommodate these increased 
flows.  

Finally a question I was unable to raise at the meeting due to lack of time. It was said that 106 agreement monies would be in a “Pot” 
to deal with traffic problems that may arise in the future as the development progresses. Due to the length of time before it is 
completed (2042). At what point is the pot filled? The start ? The end ? or throughout? Only as inflation is set to rise considerably at the 
moment let alone in 20 years time. Then it needs to cover the duration to remain a worthwhile amount. Also is there a set percentage 
of 106 monies that is guaranteed to stay within the Marston Vale Villages and doesn’t get spread across Central Bedfordshire in 
general? 

Further work is necessary to reach agreement with the Council in relation to the required funding for infrastructure, the obligations 
for the timing of payments and the legal mechanisms for funding to be drawn down.  Ordinarily, triggers for infrastructure funding 
are tied to an agreed number of occupations aligned to the point in the delivery trajectory when it is agreed that the infrastructure 
is required.  It is also normal practice to link financial contributions to an appropriate index to account for inflationary pressures.  
Finally, any financial obligation arising from the development must meet the tests of Regulation 122 of the CIL Regulations in that 
they must be a) necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms, b) directly related to the development and c) 
fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development.  On this basis in accordance with part b), any agreed financial 
contribution for the development will be to directly mitigate the impacts arising.  

Lidlington Action 
Group

I have struggled to make sense of the slides as I was not at the meeting and did not have the benefit of explanation.
Even on my PC, I am not able to enlarge enough to read some of the tiny print.  Therefore, it is hard to comment adequately. 

Noted. 

It is not clear when the spine road will be built or completed. The timing for the delivery of the 'spine road' is to be agreed with officers.  
Whilst I am not keen on the idea that we will experience building works too early or protracted, we also don't want to see extra traffic 
accessing the road with a sharp 90 degree corner around Office Cottages (where I live). 

Noted. 

Slide 29 is confusing as it refers to Sheeptick End.  Sheeptick End finishes at the orchard and does not come past Office Cottages.  I 
believe it is Brogborough Road, although no-one uses that name, and we don't use it in our address.

Slide 29 illustrates the proposed new junction of the C94 and the road generally known as Sheeptick End (see 
https://www.findmystreet.co.uk/map?usrn=25201811/)  but it is acknowledged that local naming road naming may differ.  

Slide 41.  Mitigation in Marston. It is already bad enough driving through the centre of Marston at peak times. How will raised tables 
work with parking?  They need to get local knowledge on the issues in Marston. 

The details of the mitigation strategy for Marston Moretaine have not been fixed.  The Transport Assessment highlights the 
principal that this will be provided. It is agreed that following the outline consent which will secure a commitment to the delivery 
of necessary mitigation, it will be critical to engage with stakeholders including the local community in order to identify an agreed 
scheme to be delivered.  The importance of local involvement is noted and O&H will explore opportunities to establish a role for 
stakeholders in the decision making process for the design of any works in existing villages to be established in the S106 legal 
agreement.  

Slide 42. Traffic calming in Lidlington.  When the barrier will be down so much, I'm almost surprised they will need to do anything.  
Church Street has its own traffic calming with cars parked on one side permanently. It is effectively a single carriageway. The cottages 
on Church Street do not have off road parking provision so they must not take any spaces away.  Likewise, local knowledge is needed.

As above. 

Slide 48.  Marsh Leys roundabout assessed as 'having no impact'.  They haven't been there during rush hours.  Of course there will be 
an impact. 

The Marston Valley development impact on the Junction of the A421 with the A428 (Marsh Leys) has been assessed as part of the 
Strategic Road Network assessment required by National Highways (formerly Highways England).  The primary junctions assessed 
as part of the Strategic Road Network assessment are the M1 Junction 13 and the A421/Marston Moretenye junction.   It was 
agreed at the scoping stage of the Transport Assessment  that the zone of influence of the development would be extended to 
include a number of additional junctions, at the request of NH. These junctions (including the A421/A428 junction) have been 
included within the Martson Valley Transport Model (MVTM), either within the SATURN Highway Model element of the model, or 
within the Transport Demand Model element of the model.  Because of the remote location of these junctions in relation to the 
proposed development, their strategic nature on the NH network and role as gateways to a number of future growth areas, in 
particular to the south of Bedford, it is expected that, if the NH identifies any congestion issues as a result of the cumulative effect 
of developments within the sub-region, NH would work on an holistic improvement scheme rather than securing incremental 

Slide 51.  Redesigned roundabout at A421 junction - terrible!  People travelling from Marston Fields, for example, continuing on the 
C94, will have to unnecessarily navigate around the long-about.

The Updated Transport Assessment (UTA) which provides an update to the Strategic Road Network (SRN) impact assessment 
confirms the impact of the proposed development on the operation of the A421 Marston Moreteyne junction, and in particular 
shows that the mitigation strategy identified for the junction and the adjacent C94 / Beancroft Road junction will deliver mitigation 
to development impacts on impacts on the SRN.  During the development of junction improvement options to mitigate 
development impacts junction configuration options were tested.  The proposed configuration was found to be the best option to 
provide balanced operations for the multiple approaches to these junctions and provides the best level of service to the 
approaches that are under the most pressure.

The bus route looks tortuous.  And sending it through the centre of Lidlington when the level crossing barriers will be down for 40 
minutes in every hour, will cause gridlock, especially as Church Street, Lidlington, always has parked vehicles. 
The journey time will be extended and a deterrent for using it.

The stated barrier down time is a reference to future EWR proposals rather than the committed proposals consented through the 
TWAO.  Notwithstanding this, the details of the bus route aren't fixed, with the principle being progressed as part of the OPA.  The 
S106 is likely to include commitments to the delivery of the service.  Therefore, there is flexibility for the route to respond to the 
context of the development as it comes forwards and evolves including through the delivery of new infrastructure which could be 
delivered as part of the EWR project.  However, it will be important that any new bus service also serves Lidlington so that this is a 
benefit to existing residents. 

I still don't understand what they are planning for the route on Marston Road to Lidlington.  
Whenever EWR builds the new bridge at Chuffa Cottage, will it actually be of any use to local traffic?  Would it not be better to direct 
local traffic/bus routes that way rather than via the Station Road/Church Street level crossing.

Noted and as above. 

Also, why does the spine road not go directly onto the C94 at the Marston End? It makes the route have more junctions to navigate. The 'spine road' will form a junction with the Millbrook Link.  This is one additional junction when compared to the alternative 
suggested.  It will be important that the primary network of streets provides a comprehensive network providing accessibility to all 
of the villages.  The proposed alignment is a preferred solution in this context.  

Ridgmont Parish 
Council

We note that Junction 13, A421 and the A507 are noted as under stress and the mitigation proposals fall short of being able to 
overcome the fact that these roads are clearly not able to cope now or in the future.

The mitigation will deliver a 'nil detriment' impact to M1 J13 which means that the situation at junctions wont be worse as a result 
of the development.  This is in accordance with the requirements of the Local Plan, National Planning Policy and CIL Regulations.  

It is clear that Junction 13 is such a mess that any proposed mitigation will not alleviate the problem. It is difficult to see how Junction 
13  issues will be overcome even in the longer term.

As above. 

There have been numerous accidents on the A507/Mill Road and Junction 13 roundabouts and if traffic uses Millbrook as a rat run, 
(which is not acceptable) and join at the Flitwick/Fordfield Road Roundabout  this will add to the pressure on the A507.

Noted, the comment describes an existing issue.  The model indicates that the predominant flow of traffic attributable to the 
Marston Valley development will not access the A507 through Millbrook. 

Along with other villages in the area, Ridgmont is also in danger of becoming a rat-run. Ridgmont took 30 years to achieve a bypass ,and 
this is in danger because of the increase in traffic from all development in this area of Central Bedfordshire.

The highway demand model tests the effects of the predicted quantity of vehicle traffic at 2029, 2035 and 2042.  This traffic 
includes all background traffic (with expected growth) and the development generated traffic at various stages of development.  
The model assigns this traffic to a virtual representation of the road network and follows an iterative process to determine the 
most likely route that vehicles will take between origins and destinations based on the least cost option to make the trip.  It 
assumes that vehicles will take a route which has the least journey time.  This is calculated considering the speeds associated with 
a specific route, the time taken to navigate through junctions and interaction with opther traffic.  This iterative assignment ends 
when equilibrium is reached and all vehicles are assigned to the network and all trips have found the best route.  This is generally 
aceepted best practice for highway modelling globally and is built into the software of modelling programmes.  This methodology 
enables the identification of parts of the network that develop undersirable levels of service and that require mitigation.  Whilst 
there is naturally some traffic balancing as things change in the network over time the process did not reveal the need to mitigate 

Millbrook Parish 
Meeting

The TA appears to be based on very theoretical computer modelling. Stakeholders felt that more local practical knowledge needs to be 
applied as well.

Noted.  The comprehensive approach to modelling presented by Stantec is a best practice approach and is required by Policy T1 of 
the adopted Local Plan.  Notwithstanding this, it is agreed that the local knowledge and input provided by the SRG is a valuable 
resource.  

 The Traffic survey data which the models were using appears to be out dated (2015  ? ) and does not properly include Millbrook. We 
are concerned that the traffic situation in Millbrook has been overlooked.

During the consultation on the 2018 Transport Assessment CBC requested that the 2016 baseline, on which the Marston Valley 
Transport Model (MVTM) is built, be checked against more recent traffic data available.  This check had to take into account the 
disruptive effect of the COVID pandemic during 2020 and 2021, in particular in terms of effect on travel patterns and habits, 
without any ‘normality’ being established during these uncertain times. Therefore, the way the MVTM considers the early years of 
traffic growth within the study area could only be checked against data collected prior to 2019.  These checks were carried out and 
the full details of the analysis undertaken are presented in Appendix C to the UTA.  Traffic data was identified within the study area 
for 2018 and 2019 mainly and compared back to a level of traffic at this same year derived from the growth trajectory assumed 
within the MVTM.  Eight key links within in the study area, providing a good sample of all key corridors within the study area.  
Overall, the comparison between observed data and data predicted from the MVTM compared well, which therefore confirmed 
the validity of the 2016 based MVTM, the model’s early years growth assumptions matching actual observed traffic flows.  

 We request that a proper site visit is made with the emphasis on a walk through the village to see how inadequate the paved 
footpaths are. It should be noted that at least three published walking routes enter the village via the church path.

Noted.  O&H's team does make regular site visits and a further visit to Millbrook will be undertaken. 

The assessment criteria should not be limited to traffic flows and junction capacities but also to the character of the existing villages 
and especially safety of the roads through them.

Noted.  The Environmental Impact Assessment does consider construction and operational stage effects upon relevant receptors.  
This includes impacts of severance, pedestrian delay, pedestrian amenity and the potential for fear and intimidation resulting from 
traffic impacts within the study area. 

The safety considerations are especially important as accidents have a profound effect on communities where they occur. Noted.  The history of road traffic accidents at junctions is considered as part of the Transport Assessment process. 

about:blank
about:blank


We consider it of vital importance that the road from the C94, which will eventually join Station Road, be established at the outset of 
the construction to provide a suitable access for all construction traffic. At the same time we consider it essential that a proper 
surveillance system is put in place in Millbrook to ensure that the 2 m width limit in Sandhill Close is not violated by  “stray” 
development construction traffic.  When this road is eventually completed, there should be a 30 mph speed limit on all of Station Road.

Noted.  The approach to phasing is to be agreed with CBC.  There will be a condition for the outline planning consent for the 
submission and approval of a Construction Environmental Management Strategy.  This will be required prior to the 
commencement of the development.  This will establish the detail of measures to control the impacts of construction activities.  
This will include details of the strategic approach to access for construction traffic and the network of routes for construction 
vehicles to be provided across the site.  This will include commitments that construction traffic must not access the site via 
Millbrook in accordance with the existing traffic regulation order.   

 In answer to Pippa’s question as to why MPG hadn’t sorted out our footpaths, it was a failure by MBDC to listen to our representation 
in the Marston/Millbrook Corridor consultation and failure to apply deliverable  S106 agreements to any subsequent development 
there over the next two decades.

Noted. 

The most important point made all evening was that it is the responsibility of CBC, rather than reliance on the developer, to ensure 
issues such as these are adequately and timely addressed. As we have previously said, this development has the potential be a great 
enhancement of the Vale if they get this right, but a permanent blight on the existing communities if they get it wrong. 

Noted. 

Marston Morteyne 
Parish Council

The Marston Moretaine settlement area bounded by the C94 and the new primary corridor (C94 to roundabout on Station Lane/Station 
Road) should be reduced to 30mph and actively slowed via speed tables, chicanes or similar. There is little benefit doing speed tables in 
Beancroft Road, if nothing is done on Bedford Road (around the South West Marston proposed development and reopened C94 two 
way access); Station Road approaching both directions of the Country Park (including fronting Jubilee Cottages; Station Road (Social 
Club to proposed new roundabout with primary corridor) and Marston Road (near Church Farm). Potential through traffic from all 
directions needs to be dissuaded at point of potential access .

Noted.  Slide 41 shows an indicative scheme of potential measures in Marston Moreteyne.  This is not fixed and is included to 
illustrate the principle that mitigation will be secured.  The detail of any measures will be subject to future design stages and 
consultation to ensure that the scheme is effective and takes into account local knowledge.  Points relating to speeds within and 
around the development are noted.  It is intended that the design of the C94 is reconsidered so that it becomes a functioning part 
of the development.  It is intended that there will be associated speed reductions along the route owing to  the change in its 
design.  As discussed at the SRG O&H is keen to develop an effective strategy which will actively dissuade traffic from accessing the 
strategic and wider road network via less suitable routes through existing villages.     

In the same settlement envelope above there needs to be a full lorry ban with exception only for deliveries to village centre units. Whilst the 2018 TA and the 2022 Updated TA (UTA) consider heavy vehicles in the transport mix and all mitigation measures 
identified are designed to accommodate them, the UTA does not include a road freight management strategy for the study area.  
It is however a requirement to develop a Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP). The CEMP will provide effective, 
site-specific procedures and mitigation measures to monitor and control environmental impacts throughout the construction 
phase of the project.  It will also ensure that construction activities so far as is practical do not adversely impact amenity, traffic or 
the environment in the surrounding area.

The speed limit from the new roundabout on the new primary corridor in both directions (to the Social club and to the level crossing at 
Millbrook Station) should not exceed 30mph. The proposed 30mph near the Bungalow should start at the sharp bend approaching the 
level crossing from Millbrook as this is an existing natural enforced speed reduction by road design. 

Noted.  The current design proposes a speed limit of 30 mph west of the new roundabout towards Millbrook only.  Reducing the 
speed limit east of the roundabout towards the Marston Club will be investigated for inclusion. 

 
The signalised pedestrian crossing on the C94 that connects Marston Fields to the rest of the village should be treated (perhaps a raised 
table?) as the crossing is key to connectivity of the village and will be subject to substantial additional vehicle movements, including 
significant large construction vehicles alongside the Proving Ground transporters etc.

Noted.  This crossing will be a key consideration in the design of changes to the A421 / Beancroft Road Junction. These details have 
not yet been fixed but the principle of mitigation at this junction and the necessary funding to deliver the necessary works will be 
secured through the Section 106 agreement.  This will also fix the precise timing for the delivery of the works.   

Proactive signage at all village entrances to help combat SatNav preferred routes and rat running. The use of a mix of ‘village access 
only’, ‘all through traffic (arrows)’ and lorry bans at every entrance to the village envelope above. This approach would undoubtedly 
help within other established communities in the wider development area.

Noted and agreed.  O&H will continue to work on this strategy for future consultation with the SRG to allow for local knowledge 
and input. 

Consideration should be given for the entire settlement area within the MVNV, including the C94, Station Road, Station Lane having the 
same 30 mph speed limit or lower rather than a variety of speed limits within the settlement area.

As above.  O&H are keen to explore opportunities for reducing speeds through the design of the Marston Valley development. 

The use of visual displays with changing signage of the A421 towards Beancroft Road is supported. A key influencer of the messaging 
should be activity at the Proving Ground. A standard ‘all proving ground traffic & through traffic turn right’ should be augmented by 
event specific wording ‘all proving ground & Company Car event traffic turn right’ etc. This requires a meaningful dialogue and 
commitment between owners of the Proving Ground and Central Beds Council and whoever is ultimately responsible of signage 
management. We would like to understand who this sits with and who will be accountable for making this happen on a day-to-day 
basis

Noted and agreed.  O&H will continue to work on this strategy for future consultation with the SRG to allow for local knowledge 
and input.

As raised in a previous meeting, the A421/A428 junction near Bedford is shown as a green junction through the stages of development 
of the MVNV. In fact the junction failed some years ago and regularly queues between the junction and the Lidl roundabout. At times, 
particularly evening rush hour, the queue off the A421 to the junction tails back up the slip road and onto the A421 itself creating a very 
dangerous situation of stationary traffic on a 70mph road.

The Marston Valley development impact on the Junction of the A421 with the A428 (Marsh Leys) has been assessed as part of the 
Strategic Road Network assessment required by National Highways (formerly Highways England).  The primary junctions assessed 
as part of the Strategic Road Network assessment are the M1 Junction 13 and the A421/Marston Moretenye junction.   It was 
agreed at the scoping stage of the Transport Assessment  that the zone of influence of the development would be extended to 
include a number of additional junctions, at the request of NH. These junctions (including the A421/A428 junction) have been 
included within the Martson Valley Transport Model (MVTM), either within the SATURN Highway Model element of the model, or 
within the Transport Demand Model element of the model.  Because of the remote location of these junctions in relation to the 
proposed development, their strategic nature on the NH network and role as gateways to a number of future growth areas, in 
particular to the south of Bedford, it is expected that, if the NH identifies any congestion issues as a result of the cumulative effect 
of developments within the sub-region, NH would work on an holistic improvement scheme rather than securing incremental 

No where in the document or in discussions to date have we had a conversation about construction traffic, it’s movement, time of day, 
days per week, parking for construction employees or maintaining clean and safe roads during this period.

The construction stage impacts of the proposal are assessed in detail as part of the OPA.  Specifically, construction stage impacts 
are considered against each topic of the Environmental Impact Assessment including the transport chapter.  It is acknowledged 
that it is critical that an appropriate strategy for construction traffic is established.  This will be both in terms of how construction 
traffic will access the site from the strategic road network and also how construction traffic will move when on-site.  The other 
points raised are valid considerations as part of the above strategies.  It will be necessary to establish a condition for any outline 
planning consent for the submission and approval of a site wide Construction Environmental Management Strategy which will be 
required to cover the above issues.  Indeed the requirement for this strategy is mitigation prescribed within the Environmental 
Impact Assessment.  It is noted that it will be important to ensure that local communities are properly consulted in relation to the 
details of construction access and that local knowledge can be used to ensure that this strategy is effective over the build out 
programme.  The overall scale of the Marston Valley Site means that there are real opportunities to minimise the impacts on 

We support concerns raised by Lidlington residents about viability of a bus route on Bury Ware to the A507. The road design does not in 
our view support the proposal. In addition, the road is already very dangerous for those walking on it as there is no pavement, yet it is 
used to access countryside walks locally.

Noted.  As above, it is not intended that the detail of the bus route through Lidlington is fixed at this stage.  However, the principle 
that there will be a bus route supporting north south journeys between Cranfield and Flitwick is being progressed as part of the 
OPA.  The S106 is likely to include commitments to the delivery of the service.  Therefore, there is flexibility for the route to 
respond to the context of the development as it comes forwards and evolves including through the delivery of new infrastructure 
which could be delivered as part of the EWR project.  However, it will be important that any new bus service also serves Lidlington 
so that this is a benefit to existing residents.   

We support concerns by Millbrook residents of yet more traffic through the village. The increase in traffic since the Wixams opened is 
very noticeable. Anything that can be done to minimise more traffic in the village should be a priority along with instigating safe 
walking through the village.

Noted and these concerns are understood.  As presented by Stantec at the SRG the approach to the delivery of mitigation at 
Marston Valley is to ensure that alternative routes are the most efficient so that traffic is not directed towards Millbrook.  

We support concerns by Brogborough residents on the continued separation of the village by the C94 and hope that significantly 
slowed traffic and active road design can help prioritise people over traffic and create a sense of a single entity village across C94

Noted and understood.  As explained at the SRG meeting, the concerns of the community at Brogborough relating to the existing 
character of the C94 are absolutely shared by O&H.  The Marston Valley proposals can deliver a comprehensive reconfiguration of 
the C94 with a series of interventions which will slow vehicle speeds along C94.  O&H recognise this is an important benefit to 
deliver to the communities which are currently effected.  It is intended that the C94 becomes an integrated primary street serving 
the development and a corridor which supports walking, cycling and use by equestrians.  It will also be important to established 
safe crossing points for these uses which will also reduce the current severance effects of the road.  Whilst this is O&H's vision, it 
will be important that this is supported by CBC officers as given that the C94 is an adopted highway, these interventions can only 
be delivered in partnership with the Council. 

Marston Morteyne 
Action Group

The Marston Moretaine village area bounded by the C94 and the new primary corridor (C94 to roundabout on Station Lane/Station 
Road) to be reduced to 30mph and actively slowed via speed tables, chicanes or similar. There is little benefit doing speed tables in 
Beancroft road, if nothing is done on Bedford Road (around the South West Marston proposed development and reopened C94 two 
way access); Station Road approaching both directions of the Country Park (including fronting Jubilee Cottages; Station Road (Social 
Club to proposed new roundabout with primary corridor) and Marston Road (near Church Farm). Potential through traffic from all 
directions needs to be dissuaded at point of potential access.

Noted.  Please see the above answer to the same points raised by Marston Moretaine Parish Council. 

In the same village envelope above there needs to be a full lorry ban with exception only for deliveries to village centre units. Noted.  Please see the above answer to the same points raised by Marston Moretaine Parish Council. 
The speed limit from the new roundabout on the new primary corridor in both directions (to the Social club and to the level crossing at 
Millbrook Station) should not exceed 30mph. The proposed 30mph near the Bungalow should start at the sharp bend approaching the 
level crossing from Millbrook as this is an existing natural enforced speed reduction by road design.

Noted.  Please see the above answer to the same points raised by Marston Moretaine Parish Council. 

The signalised pedestrian crossing on the C94 that connects Marston Fields to the rest of the village should be treated (perhaps a raised 
table?) as the crossing is key to connectivity of the village and will be subject to substantial additional vehicle movements, including 
significant large construction vehicles alongside the Proving Ground transporters etc.

Noted.  Please see the above answer to the same points raised by Marston Moretaine Parish Council. 

Proactive signage at all village entrances to help combat SatNav preferred routes and rat running. The use of a mix of ‘village access 
only’, ‘all through traffic (arrows)’ and lorry bans at every entrance to the village envelope above. This approach would undoubtedly 
help within other established communities in the wider development area.

Noted.  Please see the above answer to the same points raised by Marston Moretaine Parish Council. 

The use of visual displays with changing signage of the A421 towards Beancroft Road is supported. A key influencer of the messaging 
should be activity at the Proving Ground. A standard ‘all proving ground traffic & through traffic turn right’ should be augmented by 
event specific wording ‘all proving ground & Company Car event traffic turn right’ etc. This requires a meaningful dialogue and 
commitment between owners of the Proving Ground and Central Beds Council and whoever is ultimately responsible of signage 
management. We would like to understand who this sits with and who will be accountable for making this happen on a day-to-day 
basis.

Noted.  Please see the above answer to the same points raised by Marston Moretaine Parish Council. 

As raised in a previous meeting, the A421/A428 junction near Bedford is shown as a green junction through the stages of development 
of the MVNV. In fact the junction failed some years ago and regularly queues between the junction and the Lidl roundabout. At times, 
particularly evening rush hour, the queue off the A421 to the junction tails back up the slip road and onto the A421 itself creating a very 
dangerous situation of stationary traffic on a 70mph road.

Noted.  Please see the above answer to the same points raised by Marston Moretaine Parish Council. 

No where in the document or in discussions to date have we had a conversation about construction traffic, it’s movement, time of day, 
days per week, parking for construction employees or maintaining clean and safe roads during this period.

Noted.  Please see the above answer to the same points raised by Marston Moretaine Parish Council. 

We support concerns raised by Lidlington residents about viability of a bus route on Bury Ware to the A507. The road design does not in 
our view support the proposal. In addition, the road is already very dangerous for those walking on it as there is no pavement, yet it is 
used to access countryside walks locally.

Noted.  Please see the above answer to the same points raised by Marston Moretaine Parish Council. 

We support concerns by Millbrook residents of yet more traffic through the village. The increase in traffic since the Wixams opened is 
very noticeable. Anything that can be done to minimise more traffic in the village should be a priority along with instigating safe 
walking through the village.

Noted.  Please see the above answer to the same points raised by Marston Moretaine Parish Council. 

We support concerns by Brogborough residents on the continued separation of the village by the C94 and hope that significantly 
slowed traffic and active road design can help prioritise people over traffic and create a sense of a single entity village across C94

Noted.  Please see the above answer to the same points raised by Marston Moretaine Parish Council. 

Hulcote & Salford 
PC

The J13 impact and solution are not well explained by these slides. Noted and it acknowledged that it is difficult to understand the full detail of O&H's approach to a very complex junction from the 
slides.  Stantec's presentation to the SRG did provide a fuller overview.  The Updated Transport Assessment will provide a 
comprehensive description of the likely impacts of the development at M1 J13, the scheme of mitigation proposed and the effect 
of this mitigation.  

Can you request commentary that accompanies the images so that we can better understand the improvements and how they will 
deliver the mitigation?

The commentary was related verbally to the SRG at the meeting.  The full detail of the Updated Transport Assessment will be 
submitted and this will provide the additional commentary sought. 

My specific concerns are that the 3 key J13 pinch points on western side of M1 are not addressed and therefore the development 
cannot possibly be improving the junction post development as stated. If this is not better explained and addressed, we will have no 
choice but to spend public money on an independent assessment of the plans once application submitted.

Noted.  Full details of the performance of the proposed mitigation to M1 J13 will be included in the Updated Transport 
Assessment. 

Linked to this concern is the small area that has been used to develop the model. It is obvious to us all that known development 
outside the selected area will impact J13. I would assume that main strategic highways junctions should have data drawn from a much 
larger area than a local junction but maybe my common sense does not prevail in highways planning!!

The geographical extent of the transport model as indicated in the 2018 Transport Assessment and carried through to the 2022 
Updated Transport Assessment was agreed to with both the Central Bedforshire Council and National Highways (then Highways 
England).  Whilst the geographical extent of the model is defined in terms of a spatial boudary the model considers trips entering 
and leaving modelled area the area across the boundary (external trips).  Growth is applied to these external trips as it is to the 
internal background traffic trips.  Further to this the cumulative affect of other developmenrs is considered in the model and the 
developments included as cummulative sites have been agreed during the project scoping.

Lidlington Parish 
Council 

Lidlington PC remain concerned regarding the presented information from the applicant which continues to leave many unanswered 
questions.  It is again, very worrying that as the nearest and most affected parish that the transport aspect of this proposal will 
detrimentally impact Lidlington residents the most.  It is imperative that the transport plan must be thorough and robust. 

It is not possible relay the full detail of a substantial and complex Transport Assessment in a relatively short presentation.  For 
example, the Transport Assessment submitted in May 2018 included  17 appendices.  The Updated Transport Assessment which is 
being complied has a further 13 appendices.  Stantec were clear during the meeting that it would be necessary for stakeholders to 
have sight of the updated Transport Assessment when this is submitted formally and made public in order to have a full 
understanding of the assessment which has been undertaken and the evidence supporting the approach to mitigation.   



As far as Lidlington is concerned there are proposals for some entry treatments along Station Road and Church Street, these appear to 
be likely little more than surface treatments and possibly raised tables.  Whilst the spine road through the site is moved away from 
Office Cottages it is unclear what the remaining route of the current road will be.  For the Parish Council to effectively engage and 
comment on this important aspect, such detail is needed at this stage, to ensure mitigation is set out clearly.  It also makes it difficult 
for the Parish Council to comment if the plans are not clear, as those with such exceptional local knowledge cannot offer meaningful 
suggestions and recommendations with access to only this limited information.

The scheme illustrated at slide 42 is indicative.  These details aren't fixed and further stages of design are necessary following 
outline consent.  As above, it will be necessary for the Parish Council to give carful consideration to the updated details of the OPA 
and Updated Transport Assessment in order to fully understand the proposals.  

The Parish Council understand the junction of Sheeptick End and the C94 is to be realigned, and that Thrupp End is to be widened and 
altered to cater for bicycles, pedestrians, horses and buses.  There is an abundance of evidence historically about the many issues with 
this route along Thrupp End, so the proposal will require significant remodelling of this route.  As such, again experience of Councillors 
tells that this is an important entry route to the village so if there are to be any changes or remodels of the route then it will impact on 
the Lidlington residents.  Again this appears to be a further short sighted approach where the local residents will be impacted hugely. 

The OPA has been prepared by a multi-disciplinary team and heritage matters are known about and have been considered in the 
design.  As described during the presentation, the transport strategy has to balance maintaining access for residents of existing 
villages whilst discouraging excessive new trips.  The local highway network will have to change to achieve this balance.

There is a suggestion that buses will run through the village, and out via Thrupp End as one of the two bus services serving the new 
development, the Parish Council feel this is not feasible and that perhaps someone should come and look at Church Street, paying 
attention to the type of housing and on street parking that exists in the village.  This proposed route is not realistic or deliverable, 
therefore the Parish Council are concerned that as there has not been a clear strategic understanding of the complexity of the local 
highways network, that this vital aspect of the new development could become a broken promise.

Noted.  It is not intended that the detail of the bus route through Lidlington is fixed at this stage.  However, the principle that there 
will be a bus route supporting north south journeys between Cranfield and Flitwick is being progressed as part of the OPA. 

The rural community has lost many important services relating to transport so the retention of services to enable transport links to 
important local facilities whether for employment, educational, leisure or recreational purposes need to be well thought out, in a 
strategic and deliverable way. 

Noted and agreed. 

The Traffic Engineers are of the view that the existing main route through the village will not 'exceed capacity' as everyone in the new 
development will instead use the new spine road and C94.  Although there is a suggestion to improve Bury Ware A507 junction, it is 
simply short sighted to believe that this will be the case.  In modern day living where everyone is time poor, any way to feel like a 
journey could be shortened will be used, and local cut throughs and 'rat runs' will be used.  The local village road network has several 
established 'rat runs' in existence already and these will become further saturated.  Also, it is impossible for traffic planning systems 
online to not take traffic through Lidlington.  

The highway demand model tests the effects of the predicted quantity of vehicle traffic at 2029, 2035 and 2042.  This traffic 
includes all background traffic (with expected growth) and the development generated traffic at various stages of development.  
The model assigns this traffic to a virtual representation of the road network and follows an iterative process to determine the 
most likely route that vehicles will take between origins and destinations based on the least cost option to make the trip.  It 
assumes that vehicles will take a route which has the least journey time between two origins and destinations.  This is calculated 
considering the speeds associated with a specific route, the time taken to navigate through junctions and interactions with other 
traffic.  This iterative assignment ends when equilibrium is reached and all vehicles are assigned to the network and all trips have 
found the best route.  This is generally accepted best practice for highway modelling globally and is built into the software of 
modelling programmes.  This methodology enables the identification of parts of the network that develop undersirable levels of 
service and that require mitigation.  Whilst there is naturally some traffic balancing as things changee in the network over time the 

The Parish Council continue to have enormous concerns about the lack of planning in regards to East West Rail.  As a national 
infrastructure project with central government backing, the established railway route in the village is coming to the parish, it is so vital 
that there is greater consideration of how the East West Rail project must be integrated totally, in the planning at this stage.

The updated OPA information including the updated Transport Assessment takes account of the committed elements of the EWR 
scheme i.e. those consented through the transport and works act order.  Further proposals subject to ongoing consultation do not 
have the same status on planning terms given that there remains uncertainty around the design options which will be selected 
through this process. This is a robust approach and is consistent with best practice.  Notwithstanding this, the wider points around 
coordination and consistency with EWR to secure the maximum benefit of the delivery of this infrastructure are acknowledged.  
O&H has regular meetings with the EWR team to ensue that this objective is achieved.  The Marston Valley site is a strategic 
allocation within the adopted Central Bedfordshire Local Plan.  As such it is a committed scheme and with associated status in 
planning terms.  This means that it must be fully taken account of through future planning stages of EWR.  

Rail as a transport is important, not just in terms of its function deliverability in that it will enable people to travel and from Lidlington, 
but more importantly in this context in terms of bringing a unique transport link that will attract people to this new community over 
time.  By making this development successful, and ensuring there are clear established considerations of how East West Rail can 
become an asset of the Marston Valley development, really need to be shown more clearly in the information provided by O & H.

As above. 

There is a great worry that by not taking this factor into account, that the development will miss an opportunity to evolve more focused 
on the needs of the local communities already in existence.  This disregard implies the applicant is hoping to get their plans in and taken 
forwards before East West Rail have confirmed some of the route details for this section of the Oxford to Cambridge route.  Another 
example of not looking to consider the needs of the nearby residents and developing a new community with real long term vision and 
sustainability.

As above. 

In terms of other specific improvements the Parish Council expect to see:
A commitment to the timescale of when the spine road will be built and/or completed.  The full spine road should be constructed at the 
beginning of the build, not left to 2042 for completion. If the road is left until then the traffic from 1,625 dwellings 2029, 3,425 by 2035 
and final 5000 by 2042, will be encouraged to travel directly through the village to access the A507. We not only need the village 
protected from this massive influx of traffic but need to teach the newcomers that preferred route at the outset and not have to re-
educate them in 2042. 

Noted.  The timing of the delivery of the 'spine road' is to be agreed with officers informed by the evidence presented in the 
Updated Transport Assessment. 

More detailed information on the traffic management plan for the construction phase, in particular around Office Cottages and Sheep 
Tick End which are physically closer to the development.  This needs to include how it is expected for large construction vehicles will be 
accessing the road with a sharp 90 degree corner by Office Cottages.

Noted.  Please see the above answer on row 42. 

There are concerns with how construction traffic in general will manoeuvre around the rural road network.  Roads are narrow, 
constructed badly, with poor kerbs and edging, plus all in need of maintenance.  Again, this detail and helpful information needs to be 
addressed on a strategic level at this stage, not just thrown together later on down the line.

Noted.  Please see the above answer on row 42. 

It needs to be noted that on slide 29 it is confusing as it refers to Sheeptick End.  Sheeptick End finishes at the orchard and does not 
come past Office Cottages.  It is Brogborough Road, although no-one uses that name.  

Noted, please see the above answer on row 14. 

On Slide 41, under Mitigation in Marston. It is already bad enough driving through the centre of Marston at peak times, unless parking 
is dealt with, it will only get worse.  Traffic must be deterred from the centre of Marston as the off road and on road parking brings 
many congestion and highways safety challenges for all road users.

Noted.  The delivery of new road infrastructure through the development is intended to provide alternatives to routes through the 
centre of Marston Moreteyne. 

On Slide 48 it references Marsh Leys roundabout assessed as 'having no impact'.  This assumption is misleading, there has clearly been 
no site visits carried out during rush hours.  The congested roads currently are going to be impacted negatively, which then in turn will 
bring a wider knock on affect on the more local rural network, in particular for any residents trying to access in or out of the nearby 
villages.

The Marston Valley development impact on the Junction of the A421 with the A428 (Marsh Leys) has been assessed as part of the 
Strategic Road Network assessment required by National Highways (formerly Highways England).  The primary junctions assessed 
as part of the Strategic Road Network assessment are the M1 Junction 13 and the A421/Marston Moretenye junction.   It was 
agreed at the scoping stage of the Transport Assessment  that the zone of influence of the development would be extended to 
include a number of additional junctions, at the request of NH. These junctions (including the A421/A428 junction) have been 
included within the Martson Valley Transport Model (MVTM), either within the SATURN Highway Model element of the model, or 
within the Transport Demand Model element of the model.  Because of the remote location of these junctions in relation to the 
proposed development, their strategic nature on the NH network and role as gateways to a number of future growth areas, in 
particular to the south of Bedford, it is expected that, if the NH identifies any congestion issues as a result of the cumulative effect 
of developments within the sub-region, NH would work on an holistic improvement scheme rather than securing incremental 

Slide 51 shows a redesigned roundabout at A421 junction, this is a poorly thought out set up.   People travelling from Marston Fields, 
for example, continuing on the C94, will have to navigate around the longabout giving rise to increased traffic on the northern side. 

The Updated Transport Assessment (UTA) which provides an update to the Strategic Road Network (SRN) impact assessment 
confirms the impact of the proposed development on the operation of the A421 Marston Moreteyne junction, and in particular 
shows that the mitigation strategy identified for the junction and the adjacent C94 / Beancroft Road junction will deliver mitigation 
to development impacts on impacts on the SRN.  During the development of junction improvement options to mitigate 
development impacts junction configuration options were tested.  The proposed configuration was found to be the best option to 
provide balanced operations for the multiple approaches to these junctions and provides the best level of service to the 
approaches that are under the most pressure.

Overall the Parish Council feel the bus route looks tortuous, not only as already mentioned as it is being sent through the centre of 
Lidlington, which no one appears to have recognised will be suffering with extended level crossing barrier down times of 40 minutes in 
every hour, which will not only cause gridlock but especially as the journey time will be extended and a deterrent for using it.

Noted, please see the above answer on row 43. 

Linking back to the lack of joined up thinking with East West Rail, there is no forethought to the new routes as a result of the East West 
Rail works, the bridges that it is known will be built for example by Chuffa Cottage and Marston Road.  This is before the village is hit 
with diversions while such large bridges are being constructed.  That is all on top of the construction traffic movements from Marston 
Valley which must be accounted for more thoughtfully.

Noted.  As above, details of the approach to construction will be fixed through a future stage of the planning process.  It is 
accepted that a coordinated approach to the delivery of any new infrastructure associated with EWR will be necessary. 

The protection of on road parking for the residents of Church Street is needed to be set out clearly in the plan. Noted.  The detail of any works in Lidlington are not fixed and will be subject to future design processes with opportunity for 
consultation with key stakeholders. 

Mitigation for Bury Ware/A507 junction is required by 2029. Also plenty of very obvious and advanced warning signage for the 
restrictions are needed for the hill into the village eg speed, weight etc, whilst there needs to also be a speed limit review of that part 
of the village as the hill is dangerous due to the narrowness of the road, gradient of the hill which all make it difficult and dangerous 
when two vehicles are passing, in particular when one of those vehicles is larger than a car, which happens often given it is a school bus 
and used by other large vehicles as well. 

Noted. 

The fund for all mitigation works in the future provided by the developers needs to have the process of use designed carefully and with 
the 4 main villages as priority with the villages given a voice as to how this is used from the outset.

Together with the Council, O&H will consider opportunities to establish a role for local stakeholders as part of the legal mechanism 
relating to decision making for the design of any measures within the villages.  

The Parish Council can not reiterate enough that mitigation for Lidlington needs to be completed at the outset of the development so 
that traffic is deterred from travelling through the village from the start.

Noted. 
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