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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 
 

Introduction 

1.1 These representations are made on behalf of Terra Strategic, a promotion company with an 

agreement to promote land at Beadlow Manor on behalf of the landowner, the Firoka 

Group. They supplement representations made by the Firoka Group at Regulation 19 stage 

in 2017 and examination hearing statements submitted in 2019.  

 

Summary 

1.2 The proposal for a new settlement at Beadlow Manor was not included in the submitted 

draft Local Plan. Representations made to the pre-submission draft in 2017 and statements 

submitted to the examination in 2019 explained that the exclusion of the Beadlow proposal 

was not soundly based. In particular, the proposal’s exclusion from the list of reasonable 

alternatives is not sound.  

 

1.3 The Council has now published additional material in response to concerns expressed by the 

Inspectors about the soundness of the Local Plan. The representations set out in this report 

respond to the additional material published and update matters, particularly in respect of 

education provision.  

 

1.4 Despite the additional Sustainability Appraisal material published, the Beadlow proposal is 

still not included as a reasonable alternative – a decision that is not founded on robust 

evidence. In the absence of an assessment by the Council, DLA Town Planning has conducted 

its own assessment using the Council’s criteria and adopting the same approach to the 

Council’s assessments. The results, shown in Appendix A, demonstrate that the Beadlow new 

settlement performs equally as well as the Council’s proposed allocations, and better in key 

respects. The use of previously developed land, the absence of a loss of agricultural land and 

the potential for substantial contributions to infrastructure projects that are both needed 

and unfunded are particularly noteworthy. If the findings were ranked using a scoring 

system, Beadlow Manor would rank in the top 3 of all the options assessed by the Council.  

 

1.5 On transport, the Council-defined “hot spot” at the A6/A507 junction has a mitigation 

measure provided and costed by the Council but has no means of delivery. It is not tied 

directly to any of the Local Plan allocations and, although growth is proposed in the area 

around the junction, none are large enough to secure adequate developer contributions to 

deliver the mitigation scheme. Beadlow is of a sufficient size to deliver meaningful 

contributions and should have received more of a focus through the site assessment process.  

 

1.6 In terms of education, the “imminent” shortfall of school places in the Shefford area 

identified by the Council’s Infrastructure Delivery Plan remains unaddressed. The Council’s 
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recent proposals to shift to a two-tier system for the Shefford and Stotfold area would 

change overall provision but are undeliverable without securing substantial external 

funding. In addition, the decision to relocate the school in Campton to a new site some 3.3km 

away will make school travel more difficult for a large number of pupils. Delivering a new 

school at the Beadlow site would resolve this issue, retain education with walking distance 

of Campton and the Chicksands MoD base while transferring the cost and risk of school 

provision to a private developer. These are important issues that have not been considered 

as part of the Council’s site assessment process.  

 

1.7 The new settlement proposed at Beadlow would consist of around 1,600 dwellings, together 

with a neighbourhood centre, new three-form entry primary school, retained 18-hole golf 

course and new clubhouse facilities. There are two specific elements that set this proposal 

apart from other new settlement proposals. Firstly, the link with the retained golf course 

means that restaurant, bar and gym facilities are viable that would not be viable with just 

1,600 dwellings. Normally a far higher critical mass would be needed. This feature provides 

a valuable resource for residents and an important community focal point, while also helping 

to underpin the viability of the golf course. The second element that sets the Beadlow 

proposal apart is the proximity of a major employment location within walking distance of 

the site. Typically, a freestanding settlement of 1,600 homes would not be able to offer much 

in the way of on-site employment, beyond service/retail jobs. However, in the case of 

Beadlow, Central Bedfordshire Council’s head office is less than 1,000 metres from the site 

and offers a large number and wide range of jobs. These important features have not been 

factored into the Council’s assessment of the Beadlow proposals.  
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2.0 SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL 
 

2.1 The Inspectors’ concerns with the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) that accompanies the 

submitted Local Plan were set out in their letter dated 30 September 2019 and fell broadly 

into two categories – the assessment of reasonable alternatives and the SA findings on 

specific sites. A theme that emerged from the hearing sessions held during 2019 was the lack 

of coordination between the Council’s technical reports and the site assessment work and 

the Inspectors’ letter addresses this point in a number of specific respects.  

 

2.2 In response to the Inspectors’ concerns, the Council has commissioned additional SA work 

from consultants, LUC. This work revisited elements of the original SA work undertaken by 

Enfusion.  

 
Areas for development growth 

2.3 A key element of our representations on the draft Plan is the unsoundness of the Council’s 

approach to the central part of the district. While growth is directed to the south area, the 

east-west area and the A1 corridor, the central part (known as Area D) received little growth. 

The reasons for this decision relate back to a stated lack of infrastructure and the way in 

which past incremental growth has not allowed infrastructure investment to take place. 

However, the Council’s response to this situation is to allocate further piecemeal 

development that cannot satisfactorily address the infrastructure concerns. In our view, 

allocating a new settlement at Beadlow would be consistent with a wider strategy of 

protecting the existing towns and villages in the central area from further piecemeal 

development while still delivering infrastructure investment through development.  

 

2.4 The SA of this element of Local Plan production has not been revisited since the original 

Regulation 19 report in October 2016. This SA report highlighted some of the sustainability 

implications of the Council’s strategy but did not consider any alternative strategies for area 

D, nor did it look critically at the Council’s assessment of the growth potential of area D.  

 

Approaches to distributing development growth 

2.5 Among the options for distributing growth, the size of village-scale new settlements has 

been amended in the updated SA work. The change in threshold for assessment from 2,000 

homes to 1,500 homes is welcome and better reflects the size of possible new villages.  

 

2.6 The updated assessment work is necessarily high level because it isn’t site-specific. This limits 

the value of this part of the SA and places additional emphasis on the assessment of specific 

new village proposals, see below.  
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Growth locations for development growth – housing 

2.7 We pointed out in previous submissions, including our Matter 6 statement from May 2019, 

that the Beadlow site had not been assessed in the SA because of the findings of the Growth 

Options Study, findings that were not soundly based. The Growth Options Study considered 

a purely abstract proposal relating to random pieces of land between Clophill and Beadlow. 

The proposal was not put forward as a Call for Sites submission and had no evidential basis 

nor any real justification. Unsurprisingly the proposal was not taken forward. Had the 

Growth Options Study looked at the specific proposal put forward for the Beadlow site and 

the evidence base that lay behind it, it would have fared better and should have been listed 

as a reasonable alternative for the SA to then assess.  

 

2.8 In the absence of an assessment of the Beadlow proposals in the SA, we have undertaken 

the assessment ourselves, using the Council’s SA framework. The conclusions have been 

reached using the SA conclusions on other similar sites as a guide. The results are included 

at Appendix A. For comparison purposes, a summary is included in Table 1 below, alongside 

the Council’s assessment of other reasonable alternatives.  
 

2.9 It is apparent from Table 1 that the Beadlow proposal fares at least as well as the Council’s 

assessed options and, in some respects, scores better than other options.  
 

• 2a (Green Belt) – no loss of Green Belt involved.  

• 2b (Settlement identities) – the creation of a new settlement at Beadlow reflects the 

prevailing settlement pattern and, critically, avoids additional piecemeal growth 

around existing settlements.  

• 6 (Highways) – while the Beadlow proposal will generate additional traffic through 

junctions that are already busy, it will also generate substantial developer funding to 

enable junction improvements schemes that are not viable with a more dispersed 

pattern of development as proposed in the submitted Local Plan.  

• 11 (agricultural land classification) – Beadlow is the only assessed option not to 

involve the loss of agricultural land, being redevelopment of a golf course.  

• 11 (previously developed land) – Beadlow is one of only four options that involves 

redevelopment of previously developed land.  

• 13 (landscape) – the submitted Landscape and Visual Appraisal identifies the highly 

contained nature of the Beadlow site and the existence of substantial existing 

landscape planting.  

 

2.10 The SA does not include any form of scoring system for the findings under each category but 

for the sake of comparison, we have tested the findings using a variety of scores and 

weightings. A variety of systems were deployed awarding points for positive findings and 

deducting points for negative findings. The results of two such scoring systems are shown in 

Tables 2 and 3 below, which show Beadlow as the best of the assess options. However, under 
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almost any scoring system, the number of positive scores and the lack of negative scores 

results in the Beadlow site option ranking in the top three of all the options assessed by the 

Council. This emphasises the validity of the Beadlow new settlement and highlights the 

Council’s error in not assessing it as a reasonable option.  

 

2.11 It is clear from Table 1 below that the Beadlow new settlement should have been considered 

for allocation yet has not even been assessed as a reasonable alternative.  

 

2.12 On the basis that the SA has not assessed a clear reasonable alternative, the submitted Local 

Plan is not legally compliant. Not taking the Beadlow proposal into account also renders the 

plan unsound as it is not “justified”.  
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Table 1: Council’s SA of key sites with DLA Town Planning’s assessment of Beadlow Manor 
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SA finding Score SA finding Score SA finding Score 

Dark Green 10 Light green 5 Blue 0 

Yellow -5 Orange -10 White 0 
Site Option Score 

Beadlow Manor (Up to 1,600 Homes)  50 

Marston Moretaine South (Marston Vale) (Up to 5,000 Homes) 40 

Biggleswade East Phase 1 (Up to 1,500 Homes) 35 

Henlow Airfield and Camp (1,000 Homes) 35 

Apsley Guise (Up to 3,000 Homes) 30 

Wixams South (Up to 650 Homes) 30 

Houghton Regis North (Between 4,150 & 5,150 Homes) 25 

Arlesey Option 2 (Up to 2,000 Homes) 25 

Arlesey Option 3 (Up to 1,800 Homes) 25 

Arlesey Option 1 (Up to 2,000 Homes) 25 

Biggleswade East Phase 2 (Up to 5,500 Homes) 20 

Tempsford South and Tempsford Airfield (Up to 10,000 Homes) 20 

North and North East Sandy (4,750 Homes) 20 

Marston Moretaine North (Marston Thrift) (Up to 1,500 Homes) 20 

Luton North Option 1 (Up to 4,000 Homes) 15 

Luton West Option 1 (Up to 2,000 Homes) 15 

Luton North Option 2 (Up to 3,100 Homes) 15 

Luton North Option 3 (Up to 3,600 Homes) 15 

Luton West Option 2 (Up to 3,500 Homes) 10 

Luton West Option 3 (Upwards of 4,600 Homes) 5 

 

SA finding Score SA finding Score SA finding Score 

Dark Green 3 Light green 2 Blue 1 

Yellow 0 Orange -1 White 0 
Site Option Score 

Beadlow Manor (Up to 1,600 Homes)  27 

Marston Moretaine South (Marston Vale) (Up to 5,000 Homes) 25 

Biggleswade East Phase 1 (Up to 1,500 Homes) 25 

Henlow Airfield and Camp (1,000 Homes) 24 

Apsley Guise (Up to 3,000 Homes) 24 

Wixams South (Up to 650 Homes) 23 

Houghton Regis North (Between 4,150 & 5,150 Homes) 22 

Biggleswade East Phase 2 (Up to 5,500 Homes) 22 

Tempsford South and Tempsford Airfield (Up to 10,000 Homes) 21 

North and North East Sandy (4,750 Homes) 21 

Arlesey Option 2 (Up to 2,000 Homes) 21 

Arlesey Option 3 (Up to 1,800 Homes) 21 

Marston Moretaine North (Marston Thrift) (Up to 1,500 Homes) 21 

Arlesey Option 1 (Up to 2,000 Homes) 21 

Luton North Option 1 (Up to 4,000 Homes) 20 

Luton West Option 1 (Up to 2,000 Homes) 20 

Luton North Option 2 (Up to 3,100 Homes) 20 

Luton North Option 3 (Up to 3,600 Homes) 20 

Luton West Option 2 (Up to 3,500 Homes) 19 

Luton West Option 3 (Upwards of 4,600 Homes) 18 

  

Table 2 – SA scoring – ranking option 1 

Table 3 – SA scoring – ranking option 2 



8 Beadlow new settlement 
DLA Ref: 15/287 
August 2020 

 

 
 

3.0 TRANSPORT 
 

3.1 Local Plans must be sound and this includes being “Positively prepared”. Paragraph 182 of 

the NPPF requires that “the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet 

objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet 

requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent 

with achieving sustainable development”.  

 

3.2 In our Regulation 19 representations, we described how the plan was not sound because it 

did not deliver a solution to the transport infrastructure problems at the A6/A507 junction 

at Clophill. The Council’s transport modelling evidence had highlighted this junction as being 

a “hot spot” in the district (Document C28). For local residents, the regular queues at this 

junction are a significant problem, one that has persisted for some time and for which no 

solution appears likely in the short-term. A previous funding bid made by the Council to 

signalise this junction was unsuccessful. A potential solution in the form of signalisation is 

included within the Council’s transport modelling evidence. Given the likelihood of other 

forms of funding, this issue is one which the Local Plan should have grappled with directly 

and put forward a growth-based strategy that delivered a solution.  

 

3.3 The updated evidence provided by the Council addresses the Strategic Road Network but 

does not provide any further clarity on how the required mitigation measures that aren’t 

related to the proposed allocations might be delivered. The A6/A507 junction was one of 

only a handful of mitigation schemes that was not specifically linked to any growth proposals 

and, as such, has no likelihood of developer funding to deliver.  

 

3.4 The Beadlow Park proposal is of sufficient size to generate significant developer funding to 

facilitate such an improvement to this junction. Rather than allocate the Beadlow Park 

scheme, the Local Plan has proposed instead to allocate a series of much smaller allocations 

that, while still generating additional traffic movements across this junction, do not offer the 

same scale of developer funding to facilitate a solution. Pooling sufficient developer 

contributions from smaller sites through section 106 agreements would be very difficult to 

achieve. This junction is in need of improvement as things stand, leaving aside the 

committed growth already in the pipeline. The Council’s proposed allocations will further 

exacerbate the need for action. The Beadlow Park scheme seems the only realistic source of 

funding to deliver the mitigation that is needed.  
 

3.5 An updated assessment of the Beadlow new settlement on key junctions along the A507 has 

been commissioned from Motion Transport Planning (report attached to these 

representations). This demonstrates that the impact of the Beadlow proposal on these 
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junctions can be mitigated through a combination of delivery of the Council’s own mitigation 

schemes and an additional scheme for the A507/A600 junction.  
 

3.6 The scale of financial contribution to mitigation measures and the relative importance of 

each will need to be determined in discussions with the local highway authority. However, 

it is clear a substantial contribution will be required towards the A6/A507 junction as well as 

towards the A507/A600 junction improvement and a total highway contribution of up to £5 

million could be feasible depending on the size of the new settlement.  

 

3.7 The Council’s transport evidence base also highlights the role for a new public transport link 

connecting towns and employments sites along the A507 on the eastern side of Central 

Bedfordshire. The report highlights the scale of the new mixed-use site at RAF Henlow as an 

opportunity to provide sustainable travel to and from this site as part of the wider link. The 

potential route of this link is shown in document C28 and runs from the Council Offices at 

Chicksands across to Arlesey railway station and on to Stotfold. The Beadlow Park site is only 

around 1,000 metres further along the A507 from the Council Offices and could form an 

“anchor point” at one end of the route. The scheme could provide potential passenger usage 

to underpin the long-term financial viability of the scheme and potential developer 

contributions to pump-prime the scheme in its early phases. The Council recognises the role 

for RAF Henlow in supporting this route and there is no reason why Beadlow Park could not 

play a similar or greater role. Indeed, the potential for a high-quality public transport link 

along the A507, linking the stations at Arlesey, Flitwick and Ridgemont was initially suggested 

in our Call for Sites submission back in 2016, see appendix, Figure 7.  

 

3.8 The Motion transport work submitted with these representations takes this on a stage 

further. Discussions have been had with the operator of the existing 200 bus service to 

ascertain a likely cost of either upgrading existing routes or providing a new route. Both of 

these options are feasible and likely initial funding has been identified and the estimated 

costs of £170,000 per year for five years is viable for a development of this scale.  

 

3.9 The Local Plan should be positively prepared and should deliver the infrastructure 

requirements needed locally. As such, the Beadlow Park scheme should be included as it 

would deliver significant developer contributions towards the much-needed upgrade of the 

A6/A507 junction.  
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4.0 EDUCATION 
 

 

4.1 As stated above, to be found sound the Local Plan must be “based on a strategy which seeks 

to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements” (paragraph 182, 

NPPF 2012). Among the infrastructure needs in Central Bedfordshire is school places in the 

Shefford area and this is an issue that should have been addressed in the emerging Local 

Plan.  

 

4.2 At the time of making pre-submission representations, there was an urgent need for lower 

school places, a need which the Beadlow proposal could have helped address. However, the 

Council has recently consulted on proposals to change to a two-tier system of education for 

the Shefford and Stotfold areas. As part of the plans, the existing school in Campton village 

is proposed to relocate to a new site off Hitchin Road, some 3.3km away. These changes 

represent a significant shift in social infrastructure and ought to have been addressed in the 

additional material submitted by the Council, including an updated version of the Council’s 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan.  
 

4.3 The Council’s current (2018) Infrastructure Delivery Plan identifies a funding gap of £6.1m, 

after deducting the expected contributions from the two allocated sites (HAS10 and HAS44). 

In terms of timing, this infrastructure shortfall is described as “Imminently-no development 

should progress in this area before a new primary/lower school site is identified”. While a 

site has been identified, the funding gap remains with no immediate prospect of resolution. 

The shift to two-tier education changes the arrangements but does not resolve the funding 

gap issue.  

 

4.4 While the detail of how new school buildings will be financed is outside the scope of the 

examination process, the need for local plans to address infrastructure issues and the need 

for the submitted Local Plan to be revisited in light of the shift to two-tier education remain 

to be considered at this stage.  
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5.0 BEADLOW PROPOSALS 
 

  

5.1 While this stage of the Examination process does not consider site-specific detail, nor 

omission site proposals, a summary of the Beadlow Park proposal is included here so as to 

provide context for the earlier discussion and illustrate that additional sites are available to 

supplement the Council’s proposed sites.  

 

5.2 The representations submitted on behalf of the Firoka Group at previous plan-making stages 

included substantial technical work detailing the deliverability of the proposal. The Call for 

Sites submission made in April 2016 contained the following documents: 

 
• Planning Report – DLA Town Planning  

• Heritage Assessment – Albion Archaeology  

• Preliminary Ecological Appraisal – BSG Ecology  

• Preliminary Transport Appraisal – Motion Transport Planning  

• Initial Landscape and Visual Appraisal – Aspect Landscape Planning  

 

5.3 The Planning Report was resubmitted as part of the pre-submission representations so 

should be in the Inspectors’ possession. The indicative masterplan for the site is attached as 

Appendix B to this statement.  

 

5.4 In summary, Beadlow Manor Golf Course currently contains two 18-hole courses but is not 

a viable operation. The Beadlow Park proposals involve a new freestanding settlement of 

around 1,600 homes, together with a new primary school and neighbourhood centre. The 

existing landscaping features will be used to create a mature landscaped setting to the new 

community. A new 18-hole championship golf course would be created around the new 

development and a new clubhouse built providing facilities to golfers and the new 

community alike.  
 

5.5 A key feature of the development is that it would generate substantial funding to be invested 

in local infrastructure, specifically the A6/A507 junction at Clophill and a new school for the 

Shefford area. The incremental development of small-scale housing sites in this part of 

Central Bedfordshire, which is proposed to continue under the draft Local Plan, generates 

additional pressure on infrastructure but without the means to facilitate a solution. The 

Beadlow Park scheme therefore represents an alternative approach to accommodating 

development that is likely to be more palatable to local communities than continuing 

incremental growth.  

 

5.6 These representations are made on behalf of Terra Strategic, a promotion company with an 

agreement to promote the land on behalf of the landowner, the Firoka Group.   
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7.0 APPENDIX A – BEADLOW PARK SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL 
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8.0 APPENDIX B – BEADLOW PARK MASTERPLAN 
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9.0 APPENDIX C – BEADLOW PARK DENSITY STUDY 

 


