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Summary
This site assessment report considers a number of sites in Ravensden Parish to determine
whether they potentially would be appropriate to allocate for housing in the Ravensden
Neighbourhood Plan. The report is intended to help guide public consultation, discussion
with landowners, and subsequent decision making by the Parish Council to select the site
or sites that best meet potential housing needs in the parish, as well as Neighbourhood
Plan objectives.
A total of 16 sites were assessed to consider whether they would be suitable for allocation
in the Neighbourhood Plan, as shown on Figure 1. The sites were identified from
submissions made by on or behalf of landowners to Bedford Borough Council’s ‘Call for
Sites’ (between 2014 and 2018) for the adopted Local Plan 2030 (referenced LP 2030) and
through a more recent Call for Sites for the emerging Local Plan Review (referenced LP
2040). The site reference numbers in this report are those used by Bedford Borough
Council in the respective Call for Sites processes. Of the 16 sites, there were 2 which had
been submitted both as a whole and for consideration in relation to parts of them. These
sites were assessed accordingly.

The site assessment exercise has found that of the 16 sites considered, one is suitable and
available for residential development (Site 922 – Land adjacent to Willow Farm, Butler
Street, Ravensden). It is a brownfield site within the built form of the Small Settlement of
Ravensden Crossroads and is considered to meet the requirements of adopted Local Plan
policy 7S. The call for sites submission suggests it could accommodate between 10 and 15
residential units.
None of the remaining 15 sites is considered suitable and available for immediate
allocation in the Neighbourhood Plan for residential development. Most have major policy
or land-use constraints and are deemed unsuitable for development.
However, one these remaining 15 sites is potentially suitable and available (i.e. has not
been ruled out entirely) but has constraints that will need to be addressed. If these
constraints cannot be resolved or mitigated, the site would not be appropriate for
allocation. This site is listed below alongside the indicative capacity figure as suggested
by/on behalf of landowners through the call for sites submissions.1
• Site 191 (LP 2030) – Land at Cleat Hill Farm (part only, and excluding the remainder of Site

189 (5 units)

1

The landowners’ indicative capacity figures (in brackets) do not imply that the Steering Group considers these figures are
appropriate.
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Figure 1
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The remaining 14 sites (in whole or part) are not suitable for residential development and
therefore are not appropriate for allocation in the plan. These are:
• Site 164 (LP 2040) - The Plantation, Church Hill
• Site 515 (LP 2040) – Land to the East of Church End
• Site 522 (LP 2040) – Caravan/Camping Site, Church Hill
• Site 601 (LP 2040) – Land at Bedford Road/Oldways Road
• Site 929 (LP 2040) – Land at Struttle End, Oldways Road
• Site 1080 (LP 2040) – Land r/o The Ridings, Cleat Hill
• Site 1480 (LP 2040) – Land rear of Home Farm, Oldways Road
• Site 184 (LP 2030) – Land at Bedford Road/Cleat Hill
• Site 187 (LP 2030) – Land at Oldways Road
• Site 190 (LP 2030) – Hill Farm, Sunderland Hill
• Site 192 (LP 2030) – Land south and west of Church End
• Site 194/185 (LP 2030) – Land at Northfields, Church End
• Site 481 (LP 2030) – Land at Thurleigh Road
• Site 713 (LP 2030) – Land at 54 Cleat Hill

The following sites were not assessed in any detail:

• Site 675 (LP 2040) – Land north of Home Farm – which falls mostly in Renhold parish and is
likely to be assessed as part of the Renhold Neighbourhood Plan.
• Site 883 (LP 2040) – Land at Twinwoods – a strategic site proposal for a new settlement,
only a small part of which would fall in Ravensden parish. A policy decision on this
proposal will be taken by Bedford Borough Council in the Local Plan 2040 process.
• Site 1476 (LP 2040) – Land south of Home Farm – which falls mostly in Renhold parish and
is likely to be assessed as part of the Renhold Neighbourhood Plan.
• Site 186/409 (LP 2030) – Land at Graze Hill –part was allocated for residential development
and an extension to the country park in the LP 2030 (Policy 24) – the remainder of the
submitted site lies beyond the country park extension and would therefore be severed
from the built-up area
• Site 423 (LP 2030) Land at Freemans Common – this is a defined Local Gap in the extant
BBC Allocations and Designations Local Plan 2013 (Policy AD42) and development would
involve the coalescence of Cleat Hill with the Bedford urban area, contrary to this policy.2

2

The site was removed from further consideration in the Local Plan 2030 on 22 February 2017. BBC draft Minute number 90
(1) reads ‘That the document ‘Local Plan 2035 Planning for the future Consultation April 2017’, set out at Appendix A to the
report, excluding that relating to site 423, 409/186 due to the view expressed by the Planning Inspector relating to this site,
when considering the Woodlands development, be approved.’ The Inspector considered that the removal of a significant part
of the hedgerow to gain access would harm the appearance of this part of Freeman's Common and would largely remove the
gap separating Cleat Hill from Bedford.

6

Figure 2 also shows the conclusions of the site assessment in map form. The traffic light rating
indicates ‘green’ for sites that show no constraints and are appropriate as site allocations,
‘amber’ for sites which are potentially suitable if issues can be resolved and ‘red’ for sites which
are not currently suitable.
The next steps will be for a public consultation on the site assessments and then for the Parish
Council to decide whether to select a site or sites for allocation in the Neighbourhood Plan,
based on the findings of this report and/or on other relevant information.

FIGURE 2
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1. Introduction
1.1

In August 2019, Ravensden Parish Council set up a Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group to
progress the production of a Neighbourhood Plan for the whole of Ravensden parish.
Bedford Borough Council designated the parish as a Neighbourhood Plan area in October
2019. The area to be covered by the Neighbourhood Plan is shown in Figure 3 below.

Figure3
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1.2

One of the main considerations for the Neighbourhood Plan is to determine the amount (if
any) and location of new housing which would be appropriate in the parish in the plan
period (up to 2030). This report considers which sites may be suitable for accommodating
new housing. The assessment has been undertaken by the Neighbourhood Plan Steering
Group on behalf of the Parish Council. The work was undertaken between November 2020
and February 2021 in accordance with guidance from the Ministry of Housing,
Communities and Local Government (MHCLG) and from Locality3.

1.3

Site selection and allocation is potentially one of the most contentious aspects of
planning, raising strong opinions both for and against proposals amongst local people,
landowners, developers and businesses. It is important that any selection process
carried out is transparent, fair, robust and defensible and that the same criteria and
thorough process is applied to each potential site. Equally important is the way in which
the work is recorded and communicated to interested parties, so the approach is
transparent and defensible.

1.4

The Neighbourhood Plan is being prepared in the context of the Bedford Borough Council
th

Local Plan 2030 (adopted on 15 January 2020) and the remainder of the adopted
development plan, which comprises saved Local Plan policies (2002), Allocations and
Designations Local Plan policies (2013) and the Minerals and Waste Local Plan policies
(2014).

3

1.5

Neighbourhood plans are required to be in general conformity with the strategic
policies in the adopted development plan.

1.6

Neighbourhood Plans can add value to the development plan by developing policies and
proposals to address local place-based issues. Whilst the Local Plan provides the overall
strategic direction for development in Ravensden, the detailed allocation of sites can be
determined through the neighbourhood planning process.

1.7

Ravensden parish adjoins the northern edge of the urban area of Bedford. In
settlement terms it presently consists of three main areas of built development,
namely Church End in the north-eastern part of the parish, Ravensden Crossroads in
the centre, and Cleat Hill in the south.

1.8

Church End dates back to medieval times. Most of the historic gaps between scattered
older dwellings were infilled in the 1960’s and 1970’s by frontage development, and a
cul-de-sac of housing on the east side leading to the primary school. The Grade I listed
All Saints Church lies at the southern end of the village overlooking the valley to the
south.

1.9

Ravensden Crossroads consists of mostly frontage residential development along the
B660 Bedford Road, and also along Oldways Road and Butler Street/Thurleigh Road
which intersect with it. The village shop, a repair garage and BT telephone exchange
are in this part of the parish. A park homes site (Wayside Farm Park) lies on the
eastern side of Bedford Road.

Locality: https://neighbourhoodplanning.org/toolkits-and-guidance/assess-allocate-sites-development/
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1.10 The Cleat Hill area comprises a mix of mostly individually designed properties along
the B660, together with two residential cul-de-sacs (Wagstaff Close and Glenrose
Avenue) at its southern end. Mowsbury Golf Course provides an extensive
undeveloped frontage on the eastern side of the B660, whilst agricultural land
(Freemans Common) lies to the west and is defined as a local gap separating housing
on the west side of the B660 at Cleat Hill from the urban area of Bedford (Policy AD42
in the Allocations and Designations Local Plan 2013).
1.11 The Bedford Borough Local Plan 2030, adopted in January 2020, sets out the vision and
strategic priorities for the Borough of Bedford up to 2030. The Local Plan 2030 directs
strategic growth towards the Bedford urban area, Wixams new settlement, strategic
urban and village extensions, key service centres and smaller rural service centres. An
urban extension at Graze Hill in the south of the parish, for 100 dwellings and an
extension to the Brickhill Country Park, was allocated in the 2030 Local Plan. 4
1.12 None of the settlements in Ravensden is defined as a key service centre or a rural
service centre and therefore none are required to provide any housing in the Local Plan
2030. However, evidence from the Ravensden Housing Needs Survey 2016 points to a
small requirement for market and affordable housing. The Neighbourhood Plan
Residents Survey showed there was a majority (52%) in favour of no further housing in
the parish up to 2030, once the Graze Hill allocation and a small development at the
former Curry Mansion site at Ravensden Crossroads had been completed. However, of
those respondents who supported more housing, the most popular level of provision
was for between 10 and 25 units.
1.13 This site assessment is intended to guide Ravensden Parish Council’s decision making
and provide evidence for any eventual site selection(s) to help ensure that the
Neighbourhood Plan can meet the Basic Conditions to be considered by an
Independent Examiner.

4

Subsequently, outline planning permission for housing development (up to 165 dwellings) and an extension of the country
park was granted in 2020 (19/00593/MAO)
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2. Methodology
2.1

The approach undertaken in the site appraisal is based on the Government’s National
Planning Policy Framework5 (2019) and associated National Planning Practice
Guidance6 published in 2014 with ongoing updates, which includes guidance on the
assessment of land availability and the production of Neighbourhood Plans.

2.2

Working within this framework, Locality have produced a site assessment template
and guidance notes for neighbourhood plan groups7, which has been followed by the
Ravensden Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group.

2.3

The Chair of the Steering Group, who is a retired planning consultant with over 40
years’ professional experience, led the assessments for each of the sites. Each of the
draft assessments was reviewed by other members of the Steering Group, working in
pairs, undertaking site visits, and considering only sites located in parts of the parish
away from where they lived, so as to minimise the risk of bias/conflict of interest.

2.4

Although a Neighbourhood Plan is at a smaller scale than a Local Plan, the criteria
for assessing the suitability of sites for housing are still appropriate. This includes an
assessment of whether a site is suitable, available and achievable.

2.5

In this context, the methodology for carrying out the site appraisal is as follows.

Step 1: Identify Sites to be included in the Assessment
2.6

The first task was to identify which sites should be considered. It was decided that all
the sites in Ravensden Parish submitted to Bedford Borough Council through its Call for
Sites processes for the 2030 adopted Local Plan and for the Local Plan 2040 should be
considered.

2.7

An initial sift took out two sites put forward for the emerging Plan 2040 which fall
mostly in adjacent Renhold parish, and another site (only a small part of which falls in
the parish) which is of such an overall strategic scale (Twinwoods new settlement for
6000-7000 dwellings) that it should necessarily be considered first through the Local
Plan 2040 itself. A further site put forward for consideration in the adopted 2030 Local
Plan (Freemans Common) was excluded because any development would compromise
the defined Local Gap which separates Cleat Hill from the Bedford urban area, in
conflict with the Bedford Borough Council Allocations and Designations Local Plan 2013
(Policy AD42).

5

Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2

6

Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/planning-practice-guidance

7

Available at: https://neighbourhoodplanning.org/toolkits-and-guidance/assess-allocate-sites-development/
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Step 2: Gathering Information for Site Assessments
2.8

Use of the pro-forma template allowed for a consistent evaluation of each site against
an objective set of criteria.

2.9

The pro-forma utilised for the assessment enabled a range of information to be
recorded, including the following:
•

General information:
–

Site location and use;

–

Site context (including location plans and photographs)

–

Planning history (drawn from the Local Planning Authority’s online records)

–

Landowner estimate of housing capacity and development mix.

•

Suitability:
–

Environmental considerations (e.g. environmental designations, flood risk,
agricultural land classification, ecology/habitat)

–

Physical constraints (e.g., topography; access/highways; trees; public rights of
way)

–

Accessibility – distance to key local facilities and services (i.e. a proxy for one
aspect of sustainability)

–

Landscape and Visual constraints

–

Heritage constraints – proximity to and impact on the setting and significance
of designated and undesignated heritage assets

–

Planning policy constraints (e.g., greenfield/brownfield; location with respect
to existing settlements and Settlement Policy Areas; potential coalescence of
settlements; effect of site size on settlement character)

•

Availability - information from the landowners’ site submissions

•

Viability – any abnormal costs, where known

•

Conclusions, overall rating and summary of justification for rating.

Step 3: Site Assessment
2.10 The next task was to complete the site proformas, which involved a combination of
desktop assessment and site visits. The desk top assessment comprised a review of the
conclusions of the existing evidence (e.g. landowners’ call for sites submissions) and the
use of a range of other sources e.g. Google Maps/Streetview, MAGIC maps (Natural
England), Agricultural Land Quality maps, flood risk maps) in order to judge whether a
site is suitable for the use proposed. The site visits allowed the team to consider aspects
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of the site assessment which could only be done visually. It was also an opportunity to
gain a better understanding of the context and nature of the neighbourhood plan area.

Step 4: Consolidation of Results
2.11 Following the site visit, the desk top assessment was revisited to finalise the assessment
and compare the sites, to judge which were the most suitable to meet a potential
housing requirement.
2.12 A ‘traffic light’ rating of all sites was used based on whether the site is an appropriate
candidate to be considered for allocation in the Neighbourhood Plan. The traffic light
rating indicates ‘green’ for sites that show no constraints and are appropriate as site
allocations, ‘amber’ for sites which are potentially suitable if issues can be resolved and
‘red’ for sites which are not currently suitable. The judgement on each site is based on
the three ‘tests’ of whether a site is appropriate for allocation – i.e. the site is suitable,
available and achievable.

Step 5: Indicative Housing Capacity
2.13 The potential capacity of the site depends initially on the traffic light rating given for the
site. Red sites are considered to have nil capacity. Amber sites are considered to have
potential capacity based on the Steering Group’s assessment, taking into account all the
land use and policy factors relevant to that particular site. The capacity of Green sites is
taken from the landowners’ site submissions, checked against the site specific factors
which apply to each relevant site.
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3. Policy Context
3.1

Ravensden Neighbourhood Plan’s policies and allocations must be in general conformity
with the strategic policies of the adopted development plan. They must also have regard
to national policies, local policies (adopted and emerging Local Plan policies) and
relevant evidence base documents and mapping resources. The key relevant documents
are outlined below.

3.2

Relevant National Policy
•

3.3

3.4

3.5

National Planning Policy Framework (2019)6

Adopted Local Policy
•

Bedford Borough Council Local Plan 20307

•

Saved Policies in the Allocations and Designations Local Plan (2013)8

•

Bedford Borough Council, Central Bedfordshire Council and
Luton Borough Council Minerals and Waste Local Plan (2014)9

Evidence Base
•

Ravensden Green Infrastructure Survey, BRCC (2020/1)

•

Highways information from major planning applications

•

DEFRA Magic Map10

•

Flood Map for planning (Gov.uk)11

•

Google Earth Pro, Google Maps and Google Street View

•

Historic England Listed Building Search12

Mapping

•
Natural England Agricultural Land Classification Map East Region13
_________________________________
6 Available at:
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/779764/NPPF_Fe
b_2019_w eb.pdf
7 Available at: https://bbcdevwebfiles.blob.core.windows.net/webfiles/Planning%20and%20Building/local-plan2030/Local%20Plan%202030%20ADOPTED%20VERSION.pdf
8 Available at:
https://edrms.bedford.gov.uk/OpenDocument.aspx?id=20ZDDprsHXZ1W7QI5noNVw%3d%3d&name=Allocations%20a
nd%20 Designations%20Local%20Plan%202013%20INTERACTIVE.pdf
9 Available at: https://www.centralbedfordshire.gov.uk/migrated_images/minerals-waste_tcm3-2120.pdf
10 Available at: https://magic.defra.gov.uk/magicmap.aspx
11 Available at: https://flood-map-for-planning.service.gov.uk/
12 Available at:
https://historicengland.org.uk/umbraco/Surface/NHLE/MapSearch?postcode=DT9%206NE&clearresults=True
13 Available at: http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/category/5954148537204736
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Relevant National Policy
3.6

National planning policy is contained in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)
(2019) and is supported by the Planning Practice Guidance14 (PPG). Only those policies
of relevance are stated below, but this report has regard to all other aspects of national
planning policy as appropriate.

3.7

NPPF paragraph 77 sets out that, in rural areas, planning policies and decisions should be
responsive to local circumstances and support housing developments that reflect local
needs.

3.8

Paragraph 78 adds that, to promote sustainable development in rural areas, housing
should be located where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities.
Planning policies should identify opportunities for villages to grow and thrive, especially
where this will support local services.

3.9

Paragraph 79 of the NPPF (2019) states that planning policies and decisions should avoid
the development of isolated homes in the countryside unless one or more of the
following circumstances apply:
•

There is an essential need for a rural worker, including those taking
majority control of a farm business, to live permanently at or near their
place of work in the countryside;

•

The development would represent the optimal viable use of a heritage
asset or would be appropriate enabling development to secure the future
of heritage assets;

•

The development would re-use redundant or disused buildings and enhance
its immediate setting;

•

The development would involve the subdivision of an existing residential
dwelling; or

•

The design is of exceptional quality, in that it:
–

Is truly outstanding or innovative, reflecting the highest standards in
architecture, and would help to raise standards of design more
generally in rural areas; and

–

Would significant enhance its immediate setting and be sensitive
to the defining characteristics of the local area.

3.10 Paragraph 118 (c) advises that substantial weight should be given to using suitable
brownfield land within settlements for homes and other identified needs.
3.11 Paragraph 150 states that new development should be planned for in ways which can
help reduce greenhouse gas emissions (e.g. through location, orientation and design).
3.12 Paragraph 170 (b) advises that planning policies should recognise the intrinsic character
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and beauty of the countryside, including the economic and other benefits of the best
and most versatile agricultural land, and of trees and woodland.
3.13 Paragraph 171 states that plans should allocate land with the least environmental or
amenity value, where consistent with other policies in the NPPF. Footnote 53 suggests
that where significant development of agricultural land is demonstrated to be
necessary, areas of poorer quality land should be preferred to those of a high quality.

Adopted Local Planning Policy
Bedford Borough Council Local Plan 2030
3.14 The Local Plan 2030 was adopted in January 2020 and sets out the vision and strategy
for development in the Borough up to 2030. Some policies in the 2013 Allocations and
Designations Local Plan were saved and remain extant. Policies relevant to Ravensden
are summarised below.
3.15 Policy 3S Spatial Strategy sets out that to deliver sustainable development and growth
that enhances the vitality of the borough’s urban and rural communities, strategic
growth will be directed towards the Bedford urban area, Wixams new settlement,
strategic urban and village extensions to the west of Bedford, to Wootton, Stewartby
and Shortstown, and to key service centres. There will be limited development in rural
service centres. The majority of rural growth is to be delivered through Neighbourhood
Plans. The development of land at Graze Hill in the parish represents an urban extension
under this policy and is the subject of a site specific allocation (Policy 24) but there are
no other strategic housing requirements or allocations for the parish.
3.16 Policy 4S Amount and distribution of housing development sets out the amount of
new housing expected to meet the strategy set by Policy 4S. None of Ravensden is
required to meet housing requirements under this policy.
3.17 Policy 5S Development in villages with a Settlement Policy Area indicates that within
Settlement Policy Area boundaries, development or redevelopment will be acceptable
in principle if it is consistent with the other policies of the development plan. Ravensden
has one Settlement Policy Area at Church End.
______________________________
14 https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/planning-practice-guidance
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3.18 Policy 6 Development in Small Settlements indicates that within the built form of Small
Settlements, development will be supported where the proposal contributes positively
to the character of the settlement and is appropriate to the structure, form, character
and size of the settlement. The supporting text states that the settlements that qualify
as Small Settlements may change during the life of the plan as a result of development.
Ravensden Crossroads is identified as a Small Settlement.

3.19 Policy 7S Development in the countryside explains that development outside defined
Settlement Policy Areas and the built form of Small Settlements will be permitted if it is
appropriate in the countryside in accordance with other relevant policies (Policies 65-68
inclusive) and a Neighbourhood Development Plan which has been ‘made’ by Bedford
Borough Council. The remainder of the parish, including the Cleat Hill area, is subject to
this policy8.
3.20 It also states that in exceptional circumstances development proposals will be supported
on sites that are well related to a defined Settlement Policy Area, Small Settlements or the
built form of other settlements where it can be demonstrated that:
•

it responds to an identified community need; and

•

there is identifiable community and support and it is made or supported by the
parish council

•

its scale is appropriate to serve local needs or to support local facilities; and

•

the development contributes positively to the character of the settlement and
the scheme is appropriate to the structure, form, character and size of the
settlement.

3.21 Policy 28S Placemaking sets out principles for good place-making. These include
requiring developments to have a positive relationship with the surrounding area,
enhance the landscape, take a proactive approach to sustaining the historic
environment, and avoid adverse impacts on biodiversity and geodiversity assets.

3.22 Policy 29 Design quality and principles provides a list of criteria for all new
development to meet. In particular development is required to be of the highest design
quality, contribute to the area’s character and identity, and respect the local context
and quality of the area within which it is situated. All new developments of 200
dwellings or more are expected to be guided by a design code.

8

Including the residential area at Wagstaff Close and Glenrose Avenue
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3.23 Policy 31 The impact of development - access impacts explains that development
proposals should not have any significant adverse impact on access to the public
highway. Applications should consider highway capacity and parking provision, access to
public transport and the suitability of access arrangements for all members of the
community, including pedestrians, cyclists and people with disabilities.
3.24 Policy 33 The impact of development - infrastructure impacts indicates that
development proposals should ensure that they do not have a harmful impact
(including cumulative impact with other development) on the adequacy of existing
infrastructure, for example on utilities, schools, health and community facilities.
3.25 Policy 41S Historic environment and heritage assets indicates that proposals which
would cause harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset or non-designated
heritage asset of equivalent significance including through change within its setting, will
only be granted permission where the harm can be outweighed by demonstrable public
benefits attributed to the development. Designated heritage assets include
conservation areas, listed buildings, scheduled ancient monuments, registered historic
parks and gardens. The location of scheduled ancient monuments and listed buildings
are shown in Figure 5. There are no Conservation Areas in Ravensden parish.
Prepared for: Srn Council
AECO

M

Figure 5
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3.26 Policy 42S Protecting biodiversity and geodiversity explains that a proposal which is likely
to have an adverse effect on a Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) will not be permitted
unless there are exceptional reasons that outweigh the harm to the site. Development
should be designed to prevent any adverse impact on locally important sites, species and
habitats of principal importance such as County Wildlife Sites. Designated and other
biodiversity assets are shown in Figure 6.

Figure 6

3.27 Policy 46S Use of previously developed land and use of undeveloped land explains that
the Council will seek to maximise the delivery of development through the reuse of
suitably located previously developed land provided that it is not of high environmental or
biodiversity value. Where development is demonstrated to be necessary on agricultural
land, poorer quality land should be used in preference to the best and most versatile
agricultural land (grades 1-3a, with grade 1 being the best).
Figure 7 shows that the more elevated land in Ravensden parish is mostly Grade 2
Agricultural Land and the remainder is Grade 3. It is important to note that this map is
produced from low resolution national mapping that does not split Grade 3 into Grades 3a
or 3b, therefore it is not possible to conclude accurately that the Grade 3 land is “best and
most versatile” without undertaking site-specific soil surveys.

Agricultural
Land

Grade
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Figure 7

3.28 Policy 58S Affordable housing requires sites of 10 or more residential units or 0.5 hectares
or more to provide 30% affordable housing, with 78% of the dwellings as social or
affordable rented properties and the remainder (22%) as other forms of affordable
housing.
3.29 Policy 59S Housing mix states that new housing developments will be expected to provide
a mix of dwelling size and type to meet the identified needs of the community including
families with children, older people, people wishing to build their own homes and people
with disabilities and special needs. Criterion 1 of the policy requires all developments of
500 dwellings or more in suitable locations, will be required to include self-contained
older persons housing, and/or supported living accommodation in accordance with the
Council’s most up to date statement of need on older person’s accommodation.
3.30 Policy 87 Public transport states that where there is an existing bus service with hourly or
more frequent service levels, or there is potential to improve current services to such
levels, then every dwelling and workplace should usually be within 400 metres walking
distance of a bus stop.

Allocations and Designations Local Plan (2013)
3.31 A number of policies in the Allocations and Designations Local Plan were superseded with
the adoption of the Local Plan 2030 or deleted, however the remainder of the policies
have been “saved” and continue to apply. The saved policies of note for the Ravensden
Neighbourhood Plan are listed below.
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3.32 Policy AD40 Village Open Spaces and Views states that development will not be
permitted on land designated as a village open space or view unless it can be
demonstrated that the reasons for designation are not compromised or that other
material considerations outweigh the need to retain the Village Open Space or View
undeveloped. Open spaces are identified as Village Open Spaces/views where they meet
of the one or more of the following criteria:
•

They are publicly accessible and valuable to the local community for sport,
recreation or as amenity space

•

They give identity to a settlement or village by helping to retain its form
and reflect past history (examples including village greens)

•

They provide a gap or break in the frontage which contributes to the
character of a settlement for example by providing a view into a village
which forms part of the village setting, or a view into open countryside
establishing the relationship between the form of the village and the
countryside beyond

•

The gap provides visual relief in an otherwise built up area punctuating
the street scene

•

The open space assists the transition between village and countryside
providing a soft edge to the village which is pleasing visually.

3.33 The identified Village Open Space and Views in Ravensden are all in Church End and are
shown in Figure 8

Figure 8

3.34

Policy AD24 Green Infrastructure Opportunity Zones indicates that development will
deliver or contribute to the protection, enhancement and/or creation of green
infrastructure in accordance with the priorities set out for each opportunity zone where
appropriate. The Southern part of Ravensden parish is part of the Opportunity Zone 6
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Bedford Northern Fringes, which seeks to protect, enhance or create green infrastructure
assets around the northern part of the town, including links with villages north of Bedford,
enhancing existing open spaces and improving the interpretation of historic environment
features, such as Mowsbury Hillfort.
3.35 Policy AD41 Urban Area Boundary sets a boundary for the urban area of Bedford, which
now includes the Graze Hill residential allocation, beyond which policies relevant to the
countryside apply.
3.36 Policy AD42 Local Gaps defines as a local gap the undeveloped road frontage on the west
side of the B660 between the northern edge of Bedford and the Cleat Hill residential area,
where development will not be permitted if it diminishes the gap physically, visually or
functionally.

Evidence Base
Ravensden Green Infrastructure Survey and Plan (2020-1)
3.37 Ravensden Parish Council commissioned a Green Infrastructure Study in 2020 to support
the emerging Neighbourhood Plan. This included desk-base mapping of landscape, key
views, biodiversity, historic environment, and open space, access and recreation. This
information was used in an online introductory workshop after which residents were
invited to provide further information in an online survey as to those parts of the local
environment which they valued and considered should be protected or enhanced.
3.38 From the first consultation, a list of aspirations was drawn up including key views and sites
which residents should be protected or improved; areas of the parish where better public
access could be secured, or footpaths enhanced, for example. This list was then prioritised
through a further on-line consultation.
3.39 The results of this work demonstrated strong support for the retention of identified open
spaces and the protection of key views. Further information can be found in the
Ravensden Green Infrastructure report.
3.40 A local green space assessment has been undertaken by BRCC into a number of the sites
listed as identified open spaces.

Other Available Evidence

3.41 The information held by the local planning authority for recent major residential planning
applications at Graze Hill9 and at Salph End, Renhold10 has been investigated for its
relevance to potential site suitability in Ravensden.
3.42 In relation to the Salph End planning application (which was dismissed on appeal in
December 2020), it was common ground between the appellant and the Borough Council
9

19/00593/MAO
19/01974/MAO refused on appeal ref APP/K0235/W/20/3256134

10
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that the junction of Oldways Road and the B660 at Ravensden Crossroads, was over
capacity at peak periods and there was little or no scope for mitigation. This factor will
have some bearing upon the suitability of larger submitted sites along Oldways Road for
potential future residential development, which would add traffic to this route and to the
junction with the B660. The junction of Oldways Road and Church Hill was also considered
for improvement on road safety grounds.
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4. Site Assessment
Identified Sites
4.1

A total of 16 sites were assessed to consider whether they would be suitable for allocation
in the Neighbourhood Plan, as shown on Figure 9. The sites were identified from
submissions made by on or behalf of landowners to Bedford Borough Council’s ‘Call for
Sites’ for the adopted Local Plan 2030 (between 2014 and 2018) (LP) and through a more
recent (2020) ‘Call for Sites’ for the emerging Local Plan Review (LPR). The site reference
numbers in this report are those used by Bedford Borough Council in the respective Call
for Sites processes. Of the 16 sites, there were 2 which had been submitted both as a
whole and in relation to parts of them. These sites were assessed accordingly.

FIGURE 9
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4.2

Appendix A lists all known sites in the Ravensden Neighbourhood Plan area. For
completeness, it also includes sites with planning permission at the date of this report,
which were either under construction or on which development had yet to be started.
There are two such sites, the majority of the dwelling commitment comprising the land at
Graze Hill on which outline planning permission for up to 165 units was granted in 2020.
The smaller site (the former Curry Mansion) comprises the redevelopment/refurbishment
of former restaurant premises at Ravensden Crossroads, for a total of 8 units. A further
site on Bedford Road, adjacent to the Wayside Farm Park site, was the subject of an
undetermined planning application for 46 static caravans/lodges as at June 2021.

4.3

Appendix A then provides schedules of all sites identified through the call for sites processes for
the 2030 adopted Bedford Borough Local Plan and the emerging Local Plan 2040. The detailed
assessment findings are in Appendix B. A map showing all of the sites coloured
red/amber/green depending on their suitability for development, as well as sites with
planning permission or subject to a live planning application, is at Figure 10

FIGURE 10

Green area within
Planning Application site
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5. Conclusions and Next Steps
Conclusions
5.1 The site assessment exercise has found that, of the 16 sites considered, one is suitable
and available for residential development (Site 922 (LP 2040 call for sites) – Land
adjacent to Willow Farm, Butler Street, Ravensden). It is a brownfield site within the
built form of the Small Settlement of Ravensden Crossroads, and is also considered to
meet the requirements of adopted Local Plan policy 7S. The call for sites submission
suggests it could accommodate between 10 and 15 residential units.
5.2 None of the remaining 15 sites is considered suitable and available for immediate
allocation in the Neighbourhood Plan for residential development. Most have major
policy or land-use constraints and are deemed unsuitable for development.
5.3 However, one the remaining 15 sites - which was put forward only in the LP 2030 Call
for Sites - is potentially suitable and available (i.e. has not been ruled out entirely)
but has constraints that will need to be addressed, including vehicular access to
B660. If these constraints cannot be resolved or mitigated, the site would not be
appropriate for allocation. This site is listed below alongside the indicative capacity
figures as suggested by/on behalf of the landowner through the call for sites
submission.11
•

Site 191 (LP 2030) – Land at Cleat Hill Farm (part only, and excluding the
remainder of Site 189 (5 units)

5.4 The remaining 13 sites (in whole or part) are not suitable for residential development
and therefore are not appropriate for allocation in the plan. These are:

11

•

Site 164 (LP 2040) - The Plantation, Church Hill

•

Site 515 (LP 2040) – Land to the East of Church End

•

Site 522 (LP 2040) – Caravan/Camping Site, Church Hill

•

Site 601 (LP 2040) – Land at Bedford Road/Oldways Road

•

Site 929 (LP 2040) – Land at Struttle End, Oldways Road

•

Site 1080 (LP 2040) – Land r/o The Ridings, Cleat Hill

•

Site 1480 (LP 2040) – Land rear of Home Farm, Oldways Road

•

Site 184 (LP 2030) – Land at Bedford Road/Cleat Hill

•

Site 187 (LP 2030) – Land at Oldways Road

The landowners’ indicative capacity figures (in brackets) do not imply that the Steering Group considers these figures
are appropriate.
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•

Site 190 (LP 2030) – Hill Farm, Sunderland Hill

•

Site 192 (LP 2030) – Land south and west of Church End

•

Site 194/185 (LP 2030) – Land at Northfields, Church End

•

Site 481 (LP 2030) – Land at Thurleigh Road

•

Site 713 (LP 2030) – Land at 54 Cleat Hill

5.5 The following sites were not assessed in any detail:
•

Site 675 (LP 2040) – Land north of Home Farm – which falls mostly in
Renhold parish and is likely to be assessed as part of the Renhold
Neighbourhood Plan.

•

Site 883 (LP 2040) – Land at Twinwoods – a strategic site proposal for a new
settlement, only a small part of which would fall in Ravensden parish. A
policy decision on this proposal will be taken by Bedford Borough Council in
the emerging Local Plan Review process.

•

Site 1476 (LP 2040) – Land south of Home Farm – which falls mostly in
Renhold parish and is likely to be assessed as part of the Renhold
Neighbourhood Plan.

•

Site 186/409 (LP 2030) – Land at Graze Hill –part was allocated for residential
development and an extension to the country park in the LP 2030 (Policy 24)
– the remainder of the submitted site lies beyond the country park extension
and would therefore be severed from the built-up area

•

Site 423 (LP 2030) Land at Freemans Common – this is a defined Local Gap in
the extant BBC Allocations and Designations Local Plan 2013 (Policy AD42)
and development would involve the coalescence of Cleat Hill with the
Bedford urban area, contrary to this policy.12

Next Steps
5.6

12

The next steps will be to consult residents, landowners, interest groups and other
stakeholders on this report and for their views on the suggested site allocation(s) for
the Neighbourhood Plan, and then for the Parish Council to decide whether to select a
site or sites for allocation in the Neighbourhood Plan, based on the findings of this
report and/or on other relevant information.

The site was removed from further consideration in the Local Plan 2030 on 22 February 2017. Draft Minute number 90
(1) reads ‘That the document ‘Local Plan 2035 Planning for the future Consultation April 2017’, set out at Appendix A to
the report, excluding that relating to site 423, 409/186 due to the view expressed by the Planning Inspector relating to
this site, when considering the Woodlands development, be approved.’ The Inspector considered that the removal of a
significant part of the hedgerow to gain access would harm the appearance of this part of Freemen's Common and would
largely remove the gap separating Cleat Hill from Bedford.
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RAVENSDEN NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN
HOUSING SITE ASSESSMENTS SUMMARY TABLE

Key

with planning permission
planning application (@June 21)
appropriate for allocation

1. SITES WITH PLANNING PERMISSION

potentially suitable
not suitable

Application

Address

Housing
units
proposed

Type

Other uses?

Market, rented,
19/00593/MAO

Land at Graze Hill

16/00103/FUL

Former Curry Mansion,
Bedford Road

165
8

Submitted for
adopted 2030
Plan?

Yes, sites

shared ownership,

Extension to

186/409 see

30% affordable

country park

below

Market

No

No

open space

No

2. SITES SUBJECT TO PLANNING APPLICATIONS (@ June 2021)
20/02933/MAF

S of Wayside Farm Park

46

static caravans

1

3. SITES SUBMITTED TO BBC LP 2040 CALL FOR SITES in AUGUST 2020

BBC site ref

Address

Housing
units
proposed

Type

Other uses?

Submitted for
adopted 2030
Plan?

Summary Conclusions
LP policy conflict (policy 75). Harm to character

Land at the Plantation,
164

Church Hill

of this part of Church Hill/Church End, setting of

10

No

Open market

No

Outside SPA. Third party land ownership

Convenience

515

Development would compromise village green

gross, 3 acres
90

Open market and

parkland

affordable

leisure

Caravan/camping site,

Older person

Church Hill

housing single

522

constraints would have to be overcome.

store 300m

Land to E of Church End

12

space and access to the playing field from the
school. Impact on PROW's and residential

Part (site 193)

amenity.
LP policy conflict (policy 75), in the open
countryside away from SPA. Some harm to
character of this part of Church Hill/Church End

storey

No

No

and setting of listed building.

Existing LP Policy conflict (Policy 6 small

Bedford Rd/Oldways Rd

settlement). No identified housing need on this

Open market and
601

listed buildings and ecology.

70

scale in this settlement. Oldways Road/B660

affordable

No

Yes (site 805)

junction over capacity.
Apart from existing hardstanding and any
contamination from previous uses, this site has
few constraints. A modest housing proposal
would appear to fit Policy 6 of the LP 2030

Open market,

(small settlements) or could be considered a

social rent, older
922

Adj Willow Farm, Butler St

10-15

persons

No

2

Yes (site 188)

suitable rural exception site (policy 7S).

LP policy conflict (7S). Harm to the setting of
Mowsbury Hillfort SAM. Development in depth
out of character with scattered frontage
development along this part of Oldways Road

Open market and
929

Land at Struttle End

30-40

and cluster of properties at Struttle End.

affordable

No

No

Unsustainable location.

Outside SPA and small settlement and would
conflict with LP 2030 Policy 7S.Harm to the
setting and historical significance of Mowsbury
Hillfort .Further development on ridge line
would be visible from N generally and from FP
network detracting from character and
amenity of area. Highways constraint
identified by BBC to intensification of use of
existing private driveway which accesses B660

Land r/o The Ridings,
1080

Cleat Hill

Open market and
10-15

at difficult bend at the top of Cleat Hill.

affordable

No

Yes (site 491)
LP policy conflict (LP policy 7S). Harm to the
setting of Mowsbury Hillfort SAM and to local
ecology. Development in depth out of character
with scattered frontage development along this
part of Oldways Road. Too separated from urban
area so not an urban extension and too small to
be considered a new settlement. Highways
capacity and safety issues. Some of land
potentially required by EWR.

1480

Land r/o Home Farm

up to 550

Open market

No

3

Yes (site 510)

4. SITES SUBMITTED FOR BLP 2030 BUT NOT IN CALL FOR SITES FOR LOCAL PLAN 2040
Outside small settlement. Contrary to Policy
75. Intrusion into countryside, impact on

Land at Bedford Rd/Cleat
184

Hill

20

family, self-build,

highway, impact on settlement pattern and

older persons,

sense of coalescence with Cleat Hill and

market, affordable

No

n/a

Bedford.
LP policy conflict, being outside SPA. Site is

Land at Northfields,
185 and 194

Church End

35 (Site 185)
9 (Site 194).

defined as VOS. Harm to character of this part

Market and

of Church End, ecological, archaeological and

affordable

No

n/a

family, self-build,
187

former chapel)

Prominent open site outside Small Settlement.

older persons,

Land at Oldways Rd (E of
25

visual interest.

Conflict with Policy 7S. Effect on setting of

market, affordable

No

n/a

Mowsbury Hillfort SAM.

Site 189: not suitable. LP policy conflict,
being in open countryside, visual and landscape
harm, adverse effect on setting of Grade II
listed farmhouse and setting of Mowsbury
Hillfort SAM Site 191: potentially suitable: if
site restricted to area of 1989 planning
permission. Sympathetic conversion of

189 and 191

Cleat Hill Farm

Site 189 = 30

market and

Site 191 = 10

affordable

curtilage listed barns plus some land to W for
new access, so long as openness retained.

No

n/a

Suitability of new access to B660 to be tested.
Site distant from Small Settlement. Conflicts
with Policy 7S. Harm to the setting of

family, self-build,

Ravensden Grange LB. Loss of open parkland

older persons,
190

Hill Farm, Sunderland Hill

80

character.

market, affordable

No

4

n/a

Harm to setting of Grade I listed church and
grade II cottages nearby. Access constraints

192

Land S and W of Church
End

20

family, self-build,

close to difficult bend. Would infill gap

older persons,

between Church End SPA and more scattered

market, affordable

No

n/a

family, self-build,

481
731

.

development on Church Hill.

Conflicts with policy 7S in terms of location and

older persons,

scale. Landscape/visual impact of development in

Land at Thurleigh Rd

140

market, affordable

No

n/a

open countryside.

Land at 54 Cleat Hill (CWS)

1-2

market

No

n/a

Loss of County Wildlife Site. Conflict with LP
2030 Policy 75.

Updated July 2021
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Ravensden Neighbourhood Plan
Site Assessment Template
Site Details

Date Compiled

07 12 20

Land at The Plantation, Church Hill - 164
Detail
BBC ‘Call for Sites’ Reference

LPR 164

Site Plan/Details
Site Plan

Site Photo View
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Site Photo

Detail
Site Address/Location

Land at The Plantation, Church Hill

Gross Site Area (Hectares)

0.18 ha but details say “Plenty of space here - about 4 acres to
play with” (4 acres= 1.6ha)

Ownership/Agent Details

Mr R Fryer

Existing Land Use

Woodland (some recently cleared)

Land use being considered, if known
(e.g. housing, community use,
commercial, mixed use)

Housing

Landowner estimate of development
capacity (if known)
Landowner development mix proposal

10 dws

Market housing -Family housing
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Site Identification method source
(e.g. BBC Call for Sites, identified by
NPSG)
Planning History
(live or previous planning
applications/decisions)

Use of Neighbouring site

BBC Call for sites 2020

Main house – front, side and rear extensions and new gated
entrance pp March 2019 (18/030860). Work appears complete.
Demolition and rebuild of main house pp 2016 but not
implemented
Residential (PD barn conversion) livery stables/yard to N,
woodland to S, listed buildings (Orchard Cottage and adjoining to
W of Church Hill
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Assessment of Suitability
A.

Environmental Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Environmental Designation Issues
Yes
Site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to the following statutory
environmental designations:
•
•
•

Ancient Woodland
Local Nature Reserve
Site of Special Scientific Interest

No
Unknown
Comments:

2 Natural England
Yes
Would the proposed use/development trigger
the requirement to consult Natural England?

No
Unknown
Comments: possible bat habitat in woodland

3 Environmental Designations
Yes
Site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to the following non-statutory
environmental designations
•
•
•
•

Green Infrastructure Corridor
Public Open Space
Site of Importance for Nature
Conservation (SINC)
Other

No
Unknown
Comments:
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Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

4

Flood Zone 1 Low Risk
Flood Zone 2 Medium Risk
Flood Zone 3 Medium Risk

Flood Zones

Site is predominantly, or wholly, within Flood
Zones 2 or 3

(less or more vulnerable site use)

Flood Zone 3 High Risk
(highly vulnerable site use)
Comments:

See Guidance Notes

5

Surface Water Flooding

Site is at risk of surface water flooding:

See Guidance Notes

Low Risk- less than 15% of site is
affected by medium or high risk
of surface water flooding
Medium Risk- more than 15% of
site is affected by medium or high
risk of surface water flooding
Comments:

6 Agricultural Land Classification
Is the land classified as the best and most
versatile agricultural land (Grades 1,2 or 3a)

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: Site not in agricultural use

7

Habitat

Site contains habitats with the potential to
support priority species.
Does the site contain local wildlife-rich
habitats?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: Potential bat habitat and other protected
species
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Is the site part of:
• A wider ecological network (including
the hierarchy of international, national
and locally designated sites of
importance for biodiversity)?
• Wildlife corridors (and steppingstones
that connect them)? and/or
• An area identified by national and local
partnerships for habitat management,
enhancement, restoration, or creation?
8

Air Quality

The site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to an Air Quality Management Area
(AQMA)?

9

Neighbouring developments

Is the site affected by/have the potential to be
affected by, neighbouring development/uses
(e.g. noise, air pollution, contamination)?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
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B

Physical Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Topography /Landscape

Flat or relatively flat
Gently sloping or uneven

Characteristics of site:
Steeply sloping
Comments:

2 Access/Highways
Is there existing vehicle access from an adopted
road, or potential to create access to the site
which would meet relevant highway standards
(e.g. visibility splays)?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

3 Pedestrian/Cycle Access
Pedestrian

Is there existing pedestrian/cycle access, or
potential to create pedestrian/cycle access to
the site

Cycle

Yes
No
Unknown
Yes
No
Unknown

Comments:
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4 Tree Preservation Order

Are there known Tree Preservation Orders on
this site

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

5 Veteran/Ancient Trees
Are there veteran/ancient or other significant
trees within or adjacent to the site? Are they
owned by third parties?
Significant Trees?

Yes, within
Yes, adjacent
No
Unknown

Potentially veteran or ancient trees present?

Yes, within
Yes, adjacent
No
Unknown

Owned by Third Parties?

6 PRoW
Are there any Public Rights of Way (PRoW)
crossing or along the boundaries of the site?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: Part of an extensively wooded site which
gives character to this part of Church Hill

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: Not in immediate vicinity of the submitted
site
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7 Ground Contamination
Is the site likely to be affected by ground
contamination?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

8 Utilities infrastructure
Is there any utilities infrastructure crossing the
site i.e. power lines/pipelines, or is the site in
close proximity to hazardous installations?

9 Infrastructure Capacity
Is there infrastructure capacity for development
(sewerage/drainage)?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

10 Impact of Development
Would development of the site result in a loss
of social, amenity or community value?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
Loss of part of existing woodland
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C.

Accessibility

Distances to community facilities and services should be measured using walking routes from the
centre of each site to each facility. Additional facilities can be added to the list.
The distances are based on the assumption that 400m is equal to approximately 5 minutes’ walk.
This can be measured using Google Maps:
Facility

Distance (metres)

1 Local Shop

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m

2 Bus Stop

<400m
400-800m
>800m

3 Village Hall

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m

4 Church

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m
<400m
400-1200m
>1200

5 Nursery

6 Primary School

7 Secondary School

8 Open
Space/Recreation
Facilities
9 Cycle Route

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m
<1600m
1600-3900m
>3900m
<400m
400-800m
>800m
<400m
400-800m
>800m

Comments
About 1250m

About 370m up Church Hill

About 340m

About 480m up Church Hill

School Playing field
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D

Landscape & Visual Constraints

This section should be answered based on existing evidence (see guidance notes) or by a qualified
landscape consultant
Indicator of Suitability
1

Assessment

Landscape sensitivity

What is the site sensitivity in terms of landscape?
• Low Sensitivity: the site has few or no valued
features, and/or valued features that are less
susceptible to development and can
accommodate change.
•

Medium Sensitivity: the site has many valued
features, and /or valued features that are
susceptible to development but could
potentially accommodate some change with
appropriate mitigation

•

High Sensitivity: the site has highly valued
features, and/or valued features that are
highly susceptible to development. The site
can accommodate minimal change.

Low
Medium
High
Comments: Part of wooded character of
Church Hill. Even reduced number of units to
fit on site at appropriate density would give
rise to adverse impact on local landscape
character

2 Visual Amenity sensitivity
What is the site sensitivity in terms of visual amenity?
• Low Sensitivity: the site is visually enclosed
and has low intervisibility with the
surrounding landscape, and/or it would not
adversely impact any identified views.
•

Medium Sensitivity: the site is somewhat
enclosed and has some intervisibility with the
surrounding landscape, and/or it may
adversely impact any identified views.

•

High Sensitivity: the site is visually open and
has high intervisibility with the surrounding
landscape, and/or it would adversely impact
any recognised views.

Low
Medium
High
Comments: Site is prominent due to rising
ground
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E

Heritage Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Designated Heritage Assets
Would the development of the site cause harm
to a designated heritage asset (listed
building/scheduled monument) or its setting to
the following extent?

Direct Impact
Some impact
Limited or no impact

•

Directly impact and/or mitigation not
possible

Comments:

•

Some impact, and/or mitigation
possible

Orchard Cottage (Grade II listed) to W

•

Limited or no impact or no requirement
for mitigation

2 Non-Designated Heritage Assets
Would the development of the site cause harm
to a non-designated heritage asset (e.g.
important local building/ground archaeology) or
its setting to the flowing extent?
•

Directly impact and/or mitigation not
possible

•

Some impact, and/or mitigation
possible

•

Limited or no impact or no requirement
for mitigation

Direct Impact
Some impact
Limited or no impact
Comments:
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F

Planning policy constraints

Indicator of Suitability
1 Is the site allocated for a particular use (e.g.
housing / employment) or designated as open
space in the adopted and / or emerging Local
Plan?

Assessment
Yes
No
Unknown
Comment:

2 Are there any other relevant planning
policies relating to the site?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comment:

3 Site Classification
Is the site:
•
•
•

Greenfield
A mix of greenfield and
previously developed land
Previously developed land
(NPPF glossary definition)?

Comment:

4 Built-Up Area Issues
Is the site within, adjacent to or
outside the existing built up area?
•
•
•

Within the existing built up
area (infill)?
Adjacent to and connected
to the existing built up area?
Outside and not connected to the
existing built up area?

Comment:

Page 13 of 17

5 SPA

Is the site within, adjacent to or
outside the existing settlement
boundary (SPA) (if one exists)?
•
•
•

Within the existing settlement
boundary?
Adjacent to and connected to
the existing settlement boundary?
Outside and not connected
to the existing settlement boundary?

6 Would development of the site result in
neighbouring settlements merging into one
another?

Comments: Church End SPA 400m to N

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

7 Impact of Site Size
Is the size of the site large enough to
significantly change the size and character of
the existing settlement?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
10 units on this site would amount to
overdevelopment. If site enlarged then significant loss
of woodland.
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G

Assessment of Availability

Indicator of Availability
1 Is the site available for development?

Assessment
Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

2 Are there any known legal or ownership
problems such as unresolved multiple
ownerships, ransom strips, tenancies, or
operational requirements of landowners?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

3 Is there a known time frame for availability?

Available now
0-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
Comments:

H

Viability

Indicators of Viability
1 Is the site subject to any abnormal costs
that could affect viability, such as demolition,
land remediation or relocating utilities?

Assessment
Yes
No
Unknown

What evidence is available to support this
judgement?
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I

Conclusions
Conclusions

1 Summary of key development constraints
affecting this site

Assessment
Would not comply with LP 2030 being outside and not
well related to the SPA. Apart from village hall, remote
from other facilities/services and unlikely to be
accessed by non-car forms of transport because of
distance and topography. Would affect setting of
listed buildings opposite. Potential ecological/wildlife
constraints. Some impact on character of Church Hill
as entrance to Church End

2 What is the estimated development capacity
of this site?

0

3 What is the likely timeframe for
development?

0-5yrs
6-10yrs
11-15yrs
15+ yrs

4 Other key information

5 Overall Rating
Suitable, available & achievable
Potentially suitable, available & achievable
Not currently suitable, available & achievable

6 Summary of justification for rating

LP policy conflict. Harm to character of this part of
Church Hill/Church End, setting of listed buildings and
ecology
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Assessor :
Assessor :

Date :
Date :

NPSG Chair :

Date :
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Ravensden Neighbourhood Plan
Site Assessment Template
Site Details - Site 184

Date Compiled

6 January 2021
2020

Land at Bedford Road/Cleat Hill
Detail
BBC ‘Call for Sites’ Reference

184 LP 2030

Site Plan/Details
Insert Site Plan showing boundary of site

Insert Site Photo

Plan Reference (if Required):

Photo Reference (if Required):

╬
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Detail
Site Address/Location

Land at Bedford Road/Cleat Hill

Gross Site Area (Hectares)

1.45ha

Ownership/Agent Details

Ms S Westley
c/o Warmingtons Surveyors

Existing Land Use

Agriculture - pasture

Land use being considered, if known
(e.g. housing, community use,
commercial, mixed use)

Housing

Landowner estimate of development
capacity (if known)
Landowner development mix proposal

Site Identification method source
(e.g. BBC Call for Sites, identified by
NPSG)
Planning History
(live or previous planning
applications/decisions)

Use of Neighbouring sites

20

Family, self-build, older persons, market, rented and affordable

BBC Call for sites 2014

None

Agricultural to S and W, Residential to N and E (Wayside Park
opposite)
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Assessment of Suitability
A.

Environmental Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Environmental Designation Issues
Yes
Site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to the following statutory
environmental designations:
•
•
•

Ancient Woodland
Local Nature Reserve
Site of Special Scientific Interest

No
Unknown
Comments:

2 Natural England
Yes
Would the proposed use/development trigger
the requirement to consult Natural England?

No
Unknown
Comments:

3 Environmental Designations
Yes
Site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to the following non-statutory
environmental designations
•
•
•
•

Green Infrastructure Corridor
Public Open Space
Site of Importance for Nature
Conservation (SINC)
Other

No
Unknown
Comments:
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Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

4

Flood Zone 1 Low Risk
Flood Zone 2 Medium Risk
Flood Zone 3 Medium Risk

Flood Zones

Site is predominantly, or wholly, within Flood
Zones 2 or 3

(less or more vulnerable site use)

Flood Zone 3 High Risk
(highly vulnerable site use)
Comments:

See Guidance Notes

5

Surface Water Flooding

Site is at risk of surface water flooding:

See Guidance Notes

EA Flood Zone 2 is outside site to S of brook

Low Risk- less than 15% of site is
affected by medium or high risk
of surface water flooding
Medium Risk- more than 15% of
site is affected by medium or high
risk of surface water flooding
Comments:
Lower part of site may be prone to surface water
flooding

6 Agricultural Land Classification
Is the land classified as the best and most
versatile agricultural land (Grades 1,2 or 3a)

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: Upper parts Grade 2, remainder Grade 3.

https://naturalenglanddefra.opendata.arcgis.com/datasets/5d2477
d8d04b41d4bbc9a8742f858f4d_0?geometry
=-0.485%2C52.165%2C-0.375%2C52.184
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7

Habitat

Site contains habitats with the potential to
support priority species.
Does the site contain local wildlife-rich habitats?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Is the site part of:
• A wider ecological network (including the
hierarchy of international, national and
locally designated sites of importance for
biodiversity)?
• Wildlife corridors (and steppingstones
that connect them)? and/or
• An area identified by national and local
partnerships for habitat management,
enhancement, restoration, or creation?
8

Air Quality

The site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to an Air Quality Management Area
(AQMA)?

9

Neighbouring developments

Is the site affected by/have the potential to be
affected by, neighbouring development/uses
(e.g. noise, air pollution, contamination)?

Road-side hedge
connects

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
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B

Physical Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Topography /Landscape

Flat or relatively flat
Gently sloping or uneven

Characteristics of site:
Steeply sloping
Comments:
Steeply sloping – site is elevated above Bedford Road
and slopes relatively steeply N and E

2 Access/Highways
Is there existing vehicle access from an adopted
road, or potential to create access to the site
which would meet relevant highway standards
(e.g. visibility splays)?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
Access would be to unrestricted section of Bedford
Road. No footway present at site

3 Pedestrian/Cycle Access
Pedestrian

Is there existing pedestrian/cycle access, or
potential to create pedestrian/cycle access to the
site

Cycle

Yes
No
Unknown
Yes
No
Unknown

Comments:
Pedestrian – potential to create pedestrian and cycle
access within the site to connect Graze Hill Lane to
north
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4 Tree Preservation Order

Are there known Tree Preservation Orders on this
site

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

5 Veteran/Ancient Trees
Are there veteran/ancient or other significant
trees within or adjacent to the site? Are they
owned by third parties?
Significant Trees?

Yes, within
Yes, adjacent
No
Unknown

Potentially veteran or ancient trees present?

Yes, within
Yes, adjacent
No
Unknown

Owned by Third Parties?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
No significant trees, but roadside hedge important.
Planting on the residential boundary to N defines
boundary of existing development.

6 PRoW
Are there any Public Rights of Way (PRoW)
crossing or along the boundaries of the site?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

FP30 along S boundary
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7 Ground Contamination
Is the site likely to be affected by ground
contamination?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

8 Utilities infrastructure
Is there any utilities infrastructure crossing the
site i.e. power lines/pipelines, or is the site in
close proximity to hazardous installations?

9 Infrastructure Capacity
Is there infrastructure capacity for development
(sewerage/drainage)?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

10 Impact of Development
Would development of the site result in a loss of
social, amenity or community value?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
Site would detract from the amenity of the rural
footpath and extend urban form significantly towards
Graze Hill Lane –distinctive in terms of historic rural
character, traditional style and dispersed nature of
houses and farmsteads.
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C.

Accessibility

Distances to community facilities and services should be measured using walking routes from the
centre of each site to each facility. Additional facilities can be added to the list.
The distances are based on the assumption that 400m is equal to approximately 5 minutes’ walk.
This can be measured using Google Maps:
Facility

Distance (metres)

1 Local Shop

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m

2 Bus Stop

<400m
400-800m
>800m

3 Village Hall

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m

4 Church

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m
<400m
400-1200m
>1200

5 Nursery

6 Primary School

7 Secondary School

8 Open
Space/Recreation
Facilities
9 Cycle Route

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m
<1600m
1600-3900m
>3900m
<400m
400-800m
>800m
<400m
400-800m
>800m

Comments

Opposite Site

Oldways Road has limited footways.

Majority of route without footway

Majority of route without footway

Majority of route without footway

Mark Rutherford
Part of route without footway
Mowsbury Park. Will be closer to proposed Brickhill
country park extension
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D

Landscape & Visual Constraints

This section should be answered based on existing evidence (see guidance notes) or by a qualifies
landscape consultant
Indicator of Suitability
1

Assessment

Landscape sensitivity

What is the site sensitivity in terms of landscape?
• Low Sensitivity: the site has few or no valued
features, and/or valued features that are less
susceptible to development and can
accommodate change.
•

•

Medium Sensitivity: the site has many valued
features, and /or valued features that are
susceptible to development but could
potentially accommodate some change with
appropriate mitigation
High Sensitivity: the site has highly valued
features, and/or valued features that are highly
susceptible to development. The site can
accommodate minimal change.

Low
Medium
High
Comments:
The site is an integral part of the valley side
extending north from the Graze Hill ridge. The
open nature of the agricultural landscape and
the relatively steep contours would mean that
development would detract from the
countryside forming the setting to Ravensden.

2 Visual Amenity sensitivity
What is the site sensitivity in terms of visual amenity?
• Low Sensitivity: the site is visually enclosed and
has low intervisibility with the surrounding
landscape, and/or it would not adversely
impact any identified views.
•

•

Medium Sensitivity: the site is somewhat
enclosed and has some intervisibility with the
surrounding landscape, and/or it may adversely
impact any identified views.
High Sensitivity: the site is visually open and has
high intervisibility with the surrounding
landscape, and/or it would adversely impact
any recognised views.

Low
Medium
High
Comments:
The site is open in the view from Bedford Road
and PF30. Rooflines would be seen from the
elevated land at Graze Hill.
Views north from Graze Hill have been
identified as being locally significant in the
Ravensden GI Plan
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E

Heritage Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Designated Heritage Assets
Would the development of the site cause harm to
a designated heritage asset (listed
building/scheduled monument) or its setting to
the following extent?
•

Directly impact and/or mitigation not
possible

•

Some impact, and/or mitigation possible

•

Limited or no impact or no requirement
for mitigation

Direct Impact
Some impact
Limited or no impact
Comments:
Some limited impact to the wider setting of
Mowsbury Hillfort.

2 Non-Designated Heritage Assets
Would the development of the site cause harm to
a non-designated heritage asset (e.g. important
local building/ground archaeology) or its setting
to the flowing extent?
•

Directly impact and/or mitigation not
possible

•

Some impact, and/or mitigation possible

•

Limited or no impact or no requirement
for mitigation

Direct Impact
Some impact
Limited or no impact
Comments:

Archaeological interest of land not knownrequires investigation.
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F

Planning policy constraints

Indicator of Suitability
1 Is the site allocated for a particular use (e.g.
housing / employment) or designated as open
space in the adopted and / or emerging Local
Plan?

Assessment
Yes
No
Unknown
Comment:

2 Are there any other relevant planning policies
relating to the site?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comment:
LP 2030 Policy 7S Development in the countryside.
Beyond area of Small Settlement (LP Policy 6)

3 Site Classification
Is the site:
•
•
•

Greenfield
A mix of greenfield and
previously developed land
Previously developed land
(NPPF glossary definition)?

Comment:

4 Built-Up Area Issues
Is the site within, adjacent to or
outside the existing built up area?
•
•
•

Within the existing built up
area (infill)?
Adjacent to and connected
to the existing built up area?
Outside and not connected to the
existing built up area?

Comment:
Adjacent to and connected to the existing linear
development to the north on Bedford Road. Site is
opposite the Wayside Farm Residential Home Park.
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5 SPA

Is the site within, adjacent to or
outside the existing settlement
boundary (SPA) (if one exists)?
•
•
•

Within the existing settlement
boundary?
Adjacent to and connected to
the existing settlement boundary?
Outside and not connected
to the existing settlement boundary?

6 Would development of the site result in
neighbouring settlements merging into one
another?

Comments:
Distant from Church End SPA. Outside Small Settlement
of Ravensden Crossroads.

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
Development would reduce the sense of openness
along B660 between housing on Bedford Road and
Graze Hill Lane where there will be urbanising
influences (Graze Hill allocation access roundabout at
the top of Cleat Hill.). Development would increase the
sense of coalescence with Cleat Hill and Bedford.

7 Impact of Site Size
Is the size of the site large enough to significantly
change the size and character of the existing
settlement?

Yes
No
Unknown

Comments:
Extension of urban form along the road frontage would
extend development unacceptably into rural landscape
and change the character of Ravensden Crossroads.
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G

Assessment of Availability

Indicator of Availability
1 Is the site available for development?

Assessment
Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: Site not promoted in 2020 Call for sites

2 Are there any known legal or ownership
problems such as unresolved multiple
ownerships, ransom strips, tenancies, or
operational requirements of landowners?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

3 Is there a known time frame for availability?

Available now
0-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
Comments:
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H

Viability

Indicators of Viability

Assessment

1 Is the site subject to any abnormal costs that
could affect viability, such as demolition, land
remediation or relocating utilities?

Yes
No
Unknown

What evidence is available to support this
judgement?

I

Conclusions
Conclusions

Assessment
Steeply sloping landform. Potential access difficulties to
unrestricted length of B660.

1 Summary of key development constraints
affecting this site

2 What is the estimated development capacity
of this site?
3 What is the likely timeframe for development?

0

0-5yrs
6-10yrs
11-15yrs
15+ yrs
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4 Other key information

5 Overall Rating
Suitable, available & achievable
Potentially suitable, available & achievable
Not currently suitable, available & achievable
6 Summary of justification for rating

Assessor
Assessor
NPSG Chair:

Alison Myers
Jane Ferguson

Intrusion into countryside, impact on highway, impact on
settlement pattern and sense of coalescence with Cleat
Hill and Bedford.

Date:
Date:
Date:
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Ravensden Neighbourhood Plan
Site Assessment Template
Site Details - Sites 185 & 194

Date Compiled

071220

Land at Northfields, Church End
Detail
BBC ‘Call for Sites’ Reference

185 LP 2030 (includes 194 LP 2030)

Site Plan/Details
Site Plan

Page 1 of 18

Site Photo

Detail
Site Address/Location

Land at Northfields, Church End

Gross Site Area (Hectares)

Site 185 = 3.2ha. Within this, Site 194 = 0.9 ha

Ownership/Agent Details

R, S and EA Westley

Existing Land Use

Frontage woodland and 2 agricultural fields to rear (east) (site
185). The more eastern of the two fields is omitted in Site 194

Land use being considered, if known
(e.g. housing, community use,
commercial, mixed use)

Housing

Landowner estimate of development
capacity (if known)

Site 185 = 35 dwellings
Site 194 = 9 dwellings

Landowner development mix proposal

Market and affordable housing
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Site Identification method source
(e.g. BBC Call for Sites, identified by
NPSG)
Planning History
(live or previous planning
applications/decisions)

Use of Neighbouring site

BBC Call for sites 2014

1. 17/02430/CPNQ Prior notification c/u from barn (32 sq m) to
residential – lapsed Oct 2020. SEE SITE PHOTO. 2. Consent in
1970’s for 2 dwellings to replace 5 demolished cottages – never
implemented, and expired. All in wooded front part of site.
2 large detached dwellings to E and N (both outside SPA
boundary), agricultural.
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Assessment of Suitability
A.

Environmental Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Environmental Designation Issues
Yes
Site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to the following statutory
environmental designations:
•
•
•

Ancient Woodland
Local Nature Reserve
Site of Special Scientific Interest

No
Unknown
Comments:

2 Natural England
Yes
Would the proposed use/development trigger
the requirement to consult Natural England?

No
Unknown
Comments: front part of site of nature conservation
importance (GCN’s), woodland and pond. Priority
Habitat Inventory Deciduous Woodland (Natural
England)

3 Environmental Designations
Yes
Site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to the following non-statutory
environmental designations
•
•
•
•

Green Infrastructure Corridor
Public Open Space
Site of Importance for Nature
Conservation (SINC)
Other

No
Unknown
Comments: SINC – priority habitat inventory (Nat
Eng).
Village Open Space (wooded front part of sites) (BBC
A&D Plan 2013)
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Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

4

Flood Zone 1 Low Risk
Flood Zone 2 Medium Risk
Flood Zone 3 Medium Risk

Flood Zones

Site is predominantly, or wholly, within Flood
Zones 2 or 3

(less or more vulnerable site use)

Flood Zone 3 High Risk
(highly vulnerable site use)
Comments:

See Guidance Notes

5

Surface Water Flooding

Site is at risk of surface water flooding:

See Guidance Notes

Low Risk- less than 15% of site is
affected by medium or high risk
of surface water flooding
Medium Risk- more than 15% of
site is affected by medium or high
risk of surface water flooding
Comments:
Field to rear of frontage woodland suffers from
flooding within ridge and furrow – will affect both 185
and 194

6 Agricultural Land Classification
Is the land classified as the best and most
versatile agricultural land (Grades 1,2 or 3a)

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: Eastern most field in site 185 is Grade 2.
Field to rear of frontage woodland is unimproved
meadow (ridge and furrow)

7

Habitat

Site contains habitats with the potential to
support priority species.
Does the site contain local wildlife-rich
habitats?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: Wooded site frontage and ancient pond
(moat?) within woodland supports a wide range of
wildlife - GCN’s, muntjac deer, badger, fox, various bird
species (esp crows). Identified as SINC by Nat Eng.
Site links with wildlife corridor along Green Lane to W
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Is the site part of:
• A wider ecological network (including
the hierarchy of international, national
and locally designated sites of
importance for biodiversity)?
• Wildlife corridors (and steppingstones
that connect them)? and/or
• An area identified by national and local
partnerships for habitat management,
enhancement, restoration, or creation?
8

Air Quality

The site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to an Air Quality Management Area
(AQMA)?

9

Neighbouring developments

Is the site affected by/have the potential to be
affected by, neighbouring development/uses
(e.g. noise, air pollution, contamination)?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
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B

Physical Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Topography /Landscape

Flat or relatively flat
Gently sloping or uneven

Characteristics of site:
Steeply sloping
Comments:

2 Access/Highways
Is there existing vehicle access from an adopted
road, or potential to create access to the site
which would meet relevant highway standards
(e.g. visibility splays)?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: Gates installed and drop kerbs. BBC
highways OK about single barn conversion but
potential visibility issues if there is more development,
as site is on inside bend at northern end of village

3 Pedestrian/Cycle Access
Pedestrian

Is there existing pedestrian/cycle access, or
potential to create pedestrian/cycle access to
the site

Cycle

Yes
No
Unknown
Yes
No
Unknown

Comments:
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4 Tree Preservation Order

Are there known Tree Preservation Orders on
this site

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

5 Veteran/Ancient Trees
Are there veteran/ancient or other significant
trees within or adjacent to the site? Are they
owned by third parties?
Significant Trees?

Yes, within
Yes, adjacent
No
Unknown

Potentially veteran or ancient trees present?

Yes, within
Yes, adjacent
No
Unknown

Owned by Third Parties?

6 PRoW
Are there any Public Rights of Way (PRoW)
crossing or along the boundaries of the site?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: Frontage and some site boundaries are
wooded, giving character to this part of Church End.
Some mature ash and sycamore within frontage site
and on site boundaries

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments; FP 1 crosses both site 185 and 194 but has
not existed for > 20 years.
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7 Ground Contamination
Is the site likely to be affected by ground
contamination?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

8 Utilities infrastructure
Is there any utilities infrastructure crossing the
site i.e. power lines/pipelines, or is the site in
close proximity to hazardous installations?

9 Infrastructure Capacity
Is there infrastructure capacity for development
(sewerage/drainage)?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

10 Impact of Development
Would development of the site result in a loss
of social, amenity or community value?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
Loss of existing woodland, defined as Village Open
Space in BBC A&D Plan 2013
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C.

Accessibility

Distances to community facilities and services should be measured using walking routes from the
centre of each site to each facility. Additional facilities can be added to the list.
The distances are based on the assumption that 400m is equal to approximately 5 minutes’ walk.
This can be measured using Google Maps:
Facility

Distance (metres)

1 Local Shop

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m

2 Bus Stop

<400m
400-800m
>800m

3 Village Hall

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m

4 Church

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m
<400m
400-1200m
>1200m

5 Nursery

6 Primary School

7 Secondary School

8 Open
Space/Recreation
Facilities
9 Cycle Route

Comments
About 2.1kms

About 450m

About 1km down Church Hill

About 475m

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m
<1600m
1600-3900m
>3900m
<400m
400-800m
>800m
<400m
400-800m
>800m

School Playing field
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D

Landscape & Visual Constraints

This section should be answered based on existing evidence (see guidance notes) or by a qualified
landscape consultant
Indicator of Suitability
1

Assessment

Landscape sensitivity

What is the site sensitivity in terms of landscape?
• Low Sensitivity: the site has few or no valued
features, and/or valued features that are less
susceptible to development and can
accommodate change.
•

Medium Sensitivity: the site has many valued
features, and /or valued features that are
susceptible to development but could
potentially accommodate some change with
appropriate mitigation

•

High Sensitivity: the site has highly valued
features, and/or valued features that are
highly susceptible to development. The site
can accommodate minimal change.

Low
Medium
High
Comments: Part of wooded character of
Church End. Conversion of barn would not
impact so long as curtilage remains compact
and only very limited clearance of woodland
surrounding

2 Visual Amenity sensitivity
What is the site sensitivity in terms of visual amenity?
• Low Sensitivity: the site is visually enclosed
and has low intervisibility with the
surrounding landscape, and/or it would not
adversely impact any identified views.
•

Medium Sensitivity: the site is somewhat
enclosed and has some intervisibility with the
surrounding landscape, and/or it may
adversely impact any identified views.

•

High Sensitivity: the site is visually open and
has high intervisibility with the surrounding
landscape, and/or it would adversely impact
any recognised views.

Low
Medium
High
Comments: 185 and 194 are open when viewed
from open countryside to E
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E

Heritage Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Designated Heritage Assets
Would the development of the site cause harm
to a designated heritage asset (listed
building/scheduled monument) or its setting to
the following extent?
•

Directly impact and/or mitigation not
possible

•

Some impact, and/or mitigation
possible

•

Limited or no impact or no requirement
for mitigation

Direct Impact
Some impact
Limited or no impact
Comments:

2 Non-Designated Heritage Assets
Would the development of the site cause harm
to a non-designated heritage asset (e.g.
important local building/ground archaeology) or
its setting to the flowing extent?
•

Directly impact and/or mitigation not
possible

•

Some impact, and/or mitigation
possible

•

Limited or no impact or no requirement
for mitigation

Direct Impact
Some impact
Limited or no impact
Comments:
Development of both 185 and 194 would lead to loss
of undisturbed ridge and furrow
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F

Planning policy constraints

Indicator of Suitability
1 Is the site allocated for a particular use (e.g.
housing / employment) or designated as open
space in the adopted and / or emerging Local
Plan?

Assessment
Yes
No
Unknown
Comment:
Frontage of site (0.33ha) is Village Open Space in BBC
A&D Plan 2013

2 Are there any other relevant planning
policies relating to the site?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comment: adjoins SPA boundary

3 Site Classification
Is the site:
•
•
•

Greenfield
A mix of greenfield and
previously developed land
Previously developed land
(NPPF glossary definition)?

Comment: Although the S part of site frontage
contained cottages demolished in 1960’s, only a single
disused barn (32 sqm) remains and the remainder of
the site has naturally regenerated over 50+ years.
Only the disused barn and its immediate curtilage
therefore fits the NPPF (Annex 2) definition of
previously developed land.
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4 Built-Up Area Issues
Is the site within, adjacent to or
outside the existing built up area?
•
•
•

Within the existing built up
area (infill)?
Adjacent to and connected
to the existing built up area?
Outside and not connected to the
existing built up area?

Comment: southernmost point of site 194 abuts
frontage residential development in Church End

5 SPA

Is the site within, adjacent to or
outside the existing settlement
boundary (SPA) (if one exists)?
•
•
•

Within the existing settlement
boundary?
Adjacent to and connected to
the existing settlement boundary?
Outside and not connected
to the existing settlement boundary?

6 Would development of the site result in
neighbouring settlements merging into one
another?

Comments: southernmost point of site 194 touches
northern edge of SPA boundary

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
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7 Impact of Site Size
Is the size of the site large enough to
significantly change the size and character of
the existing settlement?

Yes
No
Unknow
n
Comments:
Development of site frontage would lead to the loss of
woodland which defines the character of this entrance
to Church End
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G

Assessment of Availability

Indicator of Availability
1 Is the site available for development?

Assessment
Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: Site put forward in 2013 but not in 2020
Call for sites

2 Are there any known legal or ownership
problems such as unresolved multiple
ownerships, ransom strips, tenancies, or
operational requirements of landowners?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

3 Is there a known time frame for availability?

Available now
0-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
Comments:

H

Viability

Indicators of Viability
1 Is the site subject to any abnormal costs
that could affect viability, such as demolition,
land remediation or relocating utilities?

Assessment
Yes
No
Unknown

What evidence is available to support this
judgement?
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I

Conclusions
Conclusions

1 Summary of key development constraints
affecting this site

Assessment
Loss of defined Village Open Space, site of
ecological/nature conservation and archaeological
interest. Impact on character of entrance to Church
End from N. Possible visibility splay issues on inside
bend of road.

2 What is the estimated development capacity
of this site?

1 (conversion of existing barn)

3 What is the likely timeframe for
development?

0-5yrs
6-10yrs
11-15yrs
15+ yrs

4 Other key information

5 Overall Rating
Suitable, available & achievable
Potentially suitable, available & achievable
Not currently suitable, available & achievable

6 Summary of justification for rating

LP policy conflict, being outside SPA and defined VOS.
Harm to character of this part of Church End,
ecological, archaeological and visual interest
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Assessor :
Assessor :

Date :
Date :

NPSG Chair :

Date :
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Ravensden Neighbourhood Plan
Site Assessment Template
Site Details – Site 187

Date Compiled

7 January 2021
2020

Land at Oldways Road, Ravensden (E of former Chapel)
Detail
BBC ‘Call for Sites’ Reference

187LP 2030

Site Plan/Details
Insert Site Plan showing boundary of site

Insert Site Photo

Plan Reference (if Required):

Photo Reference (if Required):

╬
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Detail
Site Address/Location

Land at Oldways Road

Gross Site Area (Hectares)

2.1ha

Ownership/Agent Details

Ms S Westley
c/o Warmingtons Surveyors

Existing Land Use

Agriculture - pasture

Land use being considered, if known
(e.g. housing, community use,
commercial, mixed use)

Housing

Landowner estimate of development
capacity (if known)
Landowner development mix proposal

Site Identification method source
(e.g. BBC Call for Sites, identified by
NPSG)
Planning History
(live or previous planning
applications/decisions)

Use of Neighbouring sites

25

Family, self build, older persons, market, rented and affordable

BBC Call for sites 2014

None

Agricultural to S, Residential to E, overgrown scrub and ponds to W
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Assessment of Suitability
A.

Environmental Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Environmental Designation Issues
Yes
Site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to the following statutory
environmental designations:
•
•
•

Ancient Woodland
Local Nature Reserve
Site of Special Scientific Interest

No
Unknown
Comments:

2 Natural England
Yes
Would the proposed use/development trigger
the requirement to consult Natural England?

No
Unknown
Comments:

3 Environmental Designations
Yes
Site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to the following non-statutory
environmental designations
•
•
•
•

Green Infrastructure Corridor
Public Open Space
Site of Importance for Nature
Conservation (SINC)
Other

No
Unknown
Comments:
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Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

4

Flood Zone 1 Low Risk
Flood Zone 2 Medium Risk
Flood Zone 3 Medium Risk

Flood Zones

Site is predominantly, or wholly, within Flood
Zones 2 or 3

(less or more vulnerable site use)

Flood Zone 3 High Risk
(highly vulnerable site use)
Comments:

See Guidance Notes

5

Surface Water Flooding

Site is at risk of surface water flooding:

See Guidance Notes

EA Flood Zone 2 is outside site to S of brook

Low Risk- less than 15% of site is
affected by medium or high risk
of surface water flooding
Medium Risk- more than 15% of
site is affected by medium or high
risk of surface water flooding
Comments:
Lower part of site nearest Oldways Road is prone to
surface water flooding

6 Agricultural Land Classification
Is the land classified as the best and most
versatile agricultural land (Grades 1,2 or 3a)

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: Grade 3. Whether 3a or 3b dep on survey.

https://naturalenglanddefra.opendata.arcgis.com/datasets/5d2477
d8d04b41d4bbc9a8742f858f4d_0?geometry
=-0.485%2C52.165%2C-0.375%2C52.184
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7

Habitat

Site contains habitats with the potential to
support priority species.
Does the site contain local wildlife-rich habitats?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Is the site part of:
• A wider ecological network (including the
hierarchy of international, national and
locally designated sites of importance for
biodiversity)?
• Wildlife corridors (and steppingstones
that connect them)? and/or
• An area identified by national and local
partnerships for habitat management,
enhancement, restoration, or creation?
8

Air Quality

The site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to an Air Quality Management Area
(AQMA)?

9

Neighbouring developments

Is the site affected by/have the potential to be
affected by, neighbouring development/uses
(e.g. noise, air pollution, contamination)?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
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B

Physical Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Topography /Landscape

Flat or relatively flat
Gently sloping or uneven

Characteristics of site:
Steeply sloping
Comments:

Steeply sloping from S down to N

2 Access/Highways
Is there existing vehicle access from an adopted
road, or potential to create access to the site
which would meet relevant highway standards
(e.g. visibility splays)?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Dropped kerbs.

3 Pedestrian/Cycle Access
Pedestrian

Is there existing pedestrian/cycle access, or
potential to create pedestrian/cycle access to the
site

Cycle

Yes
No
Unknown
Yes
No
Unknown

Comments:

No footway/cycleway on this part of Oldways Road,
where there is heavy/speeding traffic
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4 Tree Preservation Order

Are there known Tree Preservation Orders on this
site

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

5 Veteran/Ancient Trees
Are there veteran/ancient or other significant
trees within or adjacent to the site? Are they
owned by third parties?
Significant Trees?

Yes, within
Yes, adjacent
No
Unknown

Potentially veteran or ancient trees present?

Yes, within
Yes, adjacent
No
Unknown

Owned by Third Parties?

6 PRoW
Are there any Public Rights of Way (PRoW)
crossing or along the boundaries of the site?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: Mature (oak?) on site frontage

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
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7 Ground Contamination
Is the site likely to be affected by ground
contamination?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

8 Utilities infrastructure
Is there any utilities infrastructure crossing the
site i.e. power lines/pipelines, or is the site in
close proximity to hazardous installations?

9 Infrastructure Capacity
Is there infrastructure capacity for development
(sewerage/drainage)?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

10 Impact of Development
Would development of the site result in a loss of
social, amenity or community value?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
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C.

Accessibility

Distances to community facilities and services should be measured using walking routes from the
centre of each site to each facility. Additional facilities can be added to the list.
The distances are based on the assumption that 400m is equal to approximately 5 minutes’ walk.
This can be measured using Google Maps:
Facility

Distance (metres)

1 Local Shop

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m

2 Bus Stop

<400m
400-800m
>800m

3 Village Hall

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m

4 Church

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m
<400m
400-1200m
>1200

5 Nursery

6 Primary School

7 Secondary School

8 Open
Space/Recreation
Facilities
9 Cycle Route

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m
<1600m
1600-3900m
>3900m
<400m
400-800m
>800m
<400m
400-800m
>800m

Comments

Mark Rutherford

School Playing field. Will be closer to proposed Brickhill
country park extension
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D

Landscape & Visual Constraints

This section should be answered based on existing evidence (see guidance notes) or by a qualifies
landscape consultant
Indicator of Suitability
1

Assessment

Landscape sensitivity

What is the site sensitivity in terms of landscape?
• Low Sensitivity: the site has few or no valued
features, and/or valued features that are less
susceptible to development and can
accommodate change.
•

Medium Sensitivity: the site has many valued
features, and /or valued features that are
susceptible to development but could
potentially accommodate some change with
appropriate mitigation

•

High Sensitivity: the site has highly valued
features, and/or valued features that are highly
susceptible to development. The site can
accommodate minimal change.

Low
Medium
High
Comments:

2 Visual Amenity sensitivity
What is the site sensitivity in terms of visual amenity?
• Low Sensitivity: the site is visually enclosed and
has low intervisibility with the surrounding
landscape, and/or it would not adversely
impact any identified views.
•

•

Medium Sensitivity: the site is somewhat
enclosed and has some intervisibility with the
surrounding landscape, and/or it may adversely
impact any identified views.

Low
Medium
High
Comments:
Highly visible when viewed from S (esp
Mowsbury Hillfort)

High Sensitivity: the site is visually open and has
high intervisibility with the surrounding
landscape, and/or it would adversely impact
any recognised views.
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E

Heritage Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Designated Heritage Assets
Would the development of the site cause harm to
a designated heritage asset (listed
building/scheduled monument) or its setting to
the following extent?
•

Directly impact and/or mitigation not
possible

•

Some impact, and/or mitigation possible

•

Limited or no impact or no requirement
for mitigation

Direct Impact
Some impact
Limited or no impact
Comments:
Harm to setting of Mowsbury Hillfort SAM

2 Non-Designated Heritage Assets
Would the development of the site cause harm to
a non-designated heritage asset (e.g. important
local building/ground archaeology) or its setting
to the flowing extent?
•

Directly impact and/or mitigation not
possible

•

Some impact, and/or mitigation possible

•

Limited or no impact or no requirement
for mitigation

Direct Impact
Some impact
Limited or no impact
Comments: Ridge and furrow recorded but not visible
on site
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F

Planning policy constraints

Indicator of Suitability
1 Is the site allocated for a particular use (e.g.
housing / employment) or designated as open
space in the adopted and / or emerging Local
Plan?

Assessment
Yes
No
Unknown
Comment:

2 Are there any other relevant planning policies
relating to the site?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comment:

LP 2030 Policy 7S Development in the countryside.
Separated from Small Settlement (LP Policy 6)

3 Site Classification
Is the site:
•
•
•

Greenfield
A mix of greenfield and
previously developed land
Previously developed land
(NPPF glossary definition)?

Comment:

4 Built-Up Area Issues
Is the site within, adjacent to or
outside the existing built up area?
•
•
•

Within the existing built up
area (infill)?
Adjacent to and connected
to the existing built up area?
Outside and not connected to the
existing built up area?

Comment:
Scattered isolated development to E
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5 SPA

Is the site within, adjacent to or
outside the existing settlement
boundary (SPA) (if one exists)?
•
•
•

Within the existing settlement
boundary?
Adjacent to and connected to
the existing settlement boundary?
Outside and not connected
to the existing settlement boundary?

6 Would development of the site result in
neighbouring settlements merging into one
another?

Comments:

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

7 Impact of Site Size
Is the size of the site large enough to significantly
change the size and character of the existing
settlement?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: Prominent site separate from but on entry
into Ravensden Crossroads. Apart from Wayside Park,
there is no significant development in depth in this
Small Settlement, thus would change its character.
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G

Assessment of Availability

Indicator of Availability
1 Is the site available for development?

Assessment
Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: Site not promoted in 2020 Call for sites

2 Are there any known legal or ownership
problems such as unresolved multiple
ownerships, ransom strips, tenancies, or
operational requirements of landowners?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

3 Is there a known time frame for availability?

Available now
0-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
Comments:

H

Viability

Indicators of Viability
1 Is the site subject to any abnormal costs that
could affect viability, such as demolition, land
remediation or relocating utilities?

Assessment
Yes
No
Unknown

What evidence is available to support this
judgement?
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I

Conclusions
Conclusions

Assessment
Development on prominent open site in open
countryside separate from but on entry into small
settlement of Ravensden Crossroads from E.

1 Summary of key development constraints
affecting this site

Fast moving traffic on Oldways Road and no provision
for pedestrians.
Affects setting of Mowsbury Hillfort SAM

2 What is the estimated development capacity
of this site?
3 What is the likely timeframe for development?

0

0-5yrs
6-10yrs
11-15yrs
15+ yrs

4 Other key information

5 Overall Rating
Suitable, available & achievable
Potentially suitable, available & achievable
Not currently suitable, available & achievable
6 Summary of justification for rating

Planning policy, landscape/visual and heritage
constraints.
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Assessor
Assessor

Date:
Date:

NPSG Chair

Date:
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Ravensden Neighbourhood Plan
Site Assessment Template
Site Details– sites 189 and 191

Date Compiled

11/01/21

Land at Cleat Hill Farm
Detail
BBC ‘Call for Sites’ Reference

189 LP 2030 (includes 191 LP 2030)

Site Plan/Details

Outline of 1989 submission
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Site Photo

Cleat Hill Farmhouse
Grade 2 listed
Curtilage listed barns – viewed from SW on B660

Detail
Site Address/Location

Cleat Hill Farm. Site 191= listed farmhouse, barns and fields
immediately adjoining. Site 189 = site 191 + fields and former
orchard to N and E

Gross Site Area (Hectares)

Site 189 = 3.2ha. Within this, Site 191 = 0.9 ha
N.B. Site 191 as approved 1989 (TP/89/1126) = 0.5 ha approx.

Ownership/Agent Details

R, S and EA Westley

Existing Land Use

Grade II listed farmhouse, agricultural barns, pond, former
orchard and fields (pasture)

Land use being considered, if known
(e.g. housing, community use,
commercial, mixed use)

Housing

Landowner estimate of development
capacity (if known)

Site 189 = 30 dwellings
Site 191 = 10 dwellings

Landowner development mix proposal

N.B. Site 191(89 App) = 5 dwellings

Market and affordable housing
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Site Identification method source
(e.g. BBC Call for Sites, identified by
NPSG)
Planning History
(live or previous planning
applications/decisions)

Use of Neighbouring site

BBC Call for sites 2014

1989 pp for conversion of barns to 5 residential units (shown on
site plan TP/89/1126) subj to legal agreement providing for
access over land W of barns, and condition removing PD rights.
Application to renew consent in 1994 deemed withdrawn as
fresh legal agreement never signed.
Residential to S and SE, agriculture to W, N and E
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Assessment of Suitability
A.

Environmental Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Environmental Designation Issues
Yes
Site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to the following statutory
environmental designations:
•
•
•

Ancient Woodland
Local Nature Reserve
Site of Special Scientific Interest

No
Unknown
Comments:

2 Natural England
Yes
Would the proposed use/development trigger
the requirement to consult Natural England?

No
Unknown
Comments: Bat survey probably required

3 Environmental Designations
Yes
Site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to the following non-statutory
environmental designations
•
•
•
•

Green Infrastructure Corridor
Public Open Space
Site of Importance for Nature
Conservation (SINC)
Other

No
Unknown
Comments:
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Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

4

Flood Zone 1 Low Risk
Flood Zone 2 Medium Risk
Flood Zone 3 Medium Risk

Flood Zones

Site is predominantly, or wholly, within Flood
Zones 2 or 3

(less or more vulnerable site use)

Flood Zone 3 High Risk
(highly vulnerable site use)
Comments:

See Guidance Notes

5

Surface Water Flooding

Site is at risk of surface water flooding:

See Guidance Notes

Low Risk- less than 15% of site is
affected by medium or high risk
of surface water flooding
Medium Risk- more than 15% of
site is affected by medium or high
risk of surface water flooding
Comments:

6 Agricultural Land Classification
Is the land classified as the best and most
versatile agricultural land (Grades 1,2 or 3a)

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
Grade 2

7

Habitat

Site contains habitats with the potential to
support priority species.

Yes
No
Unknown

Does the site contain local wildlife-rich
habitats?
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Is the site part of:
• A wider ecological network (including
the hierarchy of international, national
and locally designated sites of
importance for biodiversity)?
• Wildlife corridors (and steppingstones
that connect them)? and/or
• An area identified by national and local
partnerships for habitat management,
enhancement, restoration, or creation?
8

Air Quality

The site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to an Air Quality Management Area
(AQMA)?

9

Neighbouring developments

Is the site affected by/have the potential to be
affected by, neighbouring development/uses
(e.g. noise, air pollution, contamination)?

Comments: Pond on site frontage could support priority
species. Former orchard (site 189) may also support
priority species

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
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B

Physical Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Topography /Landscape

Flat or relatively flat
Gently sloping or uneven

Characteristics of site:
Steeply sloping
Comments: Site 191 is relatively flat.
The additional land in site 189 slopes down 12m
approximately to N.

2 Access/Highways
Is there existing vehicle access from an adopted
road, or potential to create access to the site
which would meet relevant highway standards
(e.g. visibility splays)?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: Existing farmhouse access unlikely to
provide suitable visibility splays, because of proximity
of walls and barns to road frontage.
1989 planning permission would have created new
vehicular access towards the W boundary of site
191.This may be required to retain setting of Cleat Hill
Farmhouse

3 Pedestrian/Cycle Access
Pedestrian

Is there existing pedestrian/cycle access, or
potential to create pedestrian/cycle access to
the site

Cycle

Yes
No
Unknown
Yes
No
Unknown

Comments:
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4 Tree Preservation Order

Are there known Tree Preservation Orders on
this site

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

5 Veteran/Ancient Trees
Are there veteran/ancient or other significant
trees within or adjacent to the site? Are they
owned by third parties?
Significant Trees?

Yes, within
Yes, adjacent
No
Unknown

Potentially veteran or ancient trees present?

Yes, within
Yes, adjacent
No
Unknown

Owned by Third Parties?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
Site 189 includes land identified as a long-standing
orchard which is now not maintained.

6 PRoW
Are there any Public Rights of Way (PRoW)
crossing or along the boundaries of the site?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: FP 58 follows SE boundary of site from
B660 towards Mowsbury Hillfort and thereafter to
Oldways Road and Ravensden Church End
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7 Ground Contamination
Is the site likely to be affected by ground
contamination?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

8 Utilities infrastructure
Is there any utilities infrastructure crossing the
site i.e. power lines/pipelines, or is the site in
close proximity to hazardous installations?

9 Infrastructure Capacity
Is there infrastructure capacity for development
(sewerage/drainage)?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

10 Impact of Development
Would development of the site result in a loss
of social, amenity or community value?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
189 would involve loss of former orchard but this is not
accessible to public and is no longer maintained
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C.

Accessibility

Distances to community facilities and services should be measured using walking routes from the
centre of each site to each facility. Additional facilities can be added to the list.
The distances are based on the assumption that 400m is equal to approximately 5 minutes’ walk.
This can be measured using Google Maps:
Facility

Distance (metres)

1 Local Shop

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m

2 Bus Stop

<400m
400-800m
>800m

3 Village Hall

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m

4 Church

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m
<400m
400-1200m
>1200m

5 Nursery

6 Primary School

7 Secondary School

8 Open
Space/Recreation
Facilities
9 Cycle Route

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m
<1600m
1600-3900m
>3900m
<400m
400-800m
>800m
<400m
400-800m
>800m

Comments
About 1.1kms

On opposite side of B660. New stop proposed on
site side of B660 as part of Graze Hill development

About 2.2km

About 1.3km to St Marks Brickhill

Brickhill 1.7km

Mark Rutherford

Mowsbury Park.
Proposed Brickhill Country Park extension 250m
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D

Landscape & Visual Constraints

This section should be answered based on existing evidence (see guidance notes) or by a qualified
landscape consultant
Indicator of Suitability
1

Assessment

Landscape sensitivity

What is the site sensitivity in terms of landscape?
• Low Sensitivity: the site has few or no valued
features, and/or valued features that are less
susceptible to development and can
accommodate change.
•

•

Medium Sensitivity: the site has many valued
features, and /or valued features that are
susceptible to development but could
potentially accommodate some change with
appropriate mitigation
High Sensitivity: the site has highly valued
features, and/or valued features that are
highly susceptible to development. The site
can accommodate minimal change.

Low
Medium
High
Comments: site 189 former orchard plus
open aspect to N and E towards Hillfort.
Site 191 more contained but still open to W
and N
Both sites have established characteristics
with Ancient Farmhouse and associated brick
barns.
Site 191(89 App) is limited to redevelopment
of existing barns but in close proximity to
Farmhouse

2 Visual Amenity sensitivity
What is the site sensitivity in terms of visual amenity?
• Low Sensitivity: the site is visually enclosed
and has low intervisibility with the
surrounding landscape, and/or it would not
adversely impact any identified views.
•

•

Medium Sensitivity: the site is somewhat
enclosed and has some intervisibility with the
surrounding landscape, and/or it may
adversely impact any identified views.
High Sensitivity: the site is visually open and
has high intervisibility with the surrounding
landscape, and/or it would adversely impact
any recognised views.

Low
Medium
High
Comments: 191 highly visible when viewed
from N and E.
189 visible from W and N but seen in context of
existing barns
Site 191 (89 App) is limited to redevelopment
of existing barns and surrounding area.

Page 11 of 17

E

Heritage Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Designated Heritage Assets
Would the development of the site cause harm
to a designated heritage asset (listed
building/scheduled monument) or its setting to
the following extent?
•

•

•

Directly impact and/or mitigation not
possible
Some impact, and/or mitigation
possible
Limited or no impact or no requirement
for mitigation

Direct Impact
Some impact
Limited or no impact
Comments:
Grade II listed Cleat Hill farmhouse. Barns will be
curtilage listed. Some harm to setting of Farmhouse
but offset by public benefit of re-use/conversion
Site 191(89 App) has less impact
Site 189: SE portion within setting of Mowsbury
Hillfort SAM and development would adversely affect
its setting

2 Non-Designated Heritage Assets
Would the development of the site cause harm
to a non-designated heritage asset (e.g.
important local building/ground archaeology) or
its setting to the flowing extent?
•

Directly impact and/or mitigation not
possible

Direct Impact
Some impact
Limited or no impact
Comments:
Possible ridge and furrow in N part of site 189.

•

Some impact, and/or mitigation
possible

•

Limited or no impact or no requirement
for mitigation
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F

Planning policy constraints

Indicator of Suitability
1 Is the site allocated for a particular use (e.g.
housing / employment) or designated as open
space in the adopted and / or emerging Local
Plan?

Assessment
Yes
No
Unknown
Comment:

2 Are there any other relevant planning
policies relating to the site?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comment: Open countryside policy 7S in BBC LP 2030

3 Site Classification
Is the site:
•
•
•

Greenfield
A mix of greenfield and
previously developed land
Previously developed land
(NPPF glossary definition)?

Comment:

4 Built-Up Area Issues
Is the site within, adjacent to or
outside the existing built up area?
•
•
•

Within the existing built up
area (infill)?
Adjacent to and connected
to the existing built up area?
Outside and not connected to the
existing built up area?

Comment: Southern frontage of site faces residential
development on opposite side of B660
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5 SPA

Is the site within, adjacent to or
outside the existing settlement
boundary (SPA) (if one exists)?
•
•
•

Within the existing settlement
boundary?
Adjacent to and connected to
the existing settlement boundary?
Outside and not connected
to the existing settlement boundary?

6 Would development of the site result in
neighbouring settlements merging into one
another?

Comments:

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

7 Impact of Site Size
Is the size of the site large enough to
significantly change the size and character of
the existing settlement?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
Site 191 barn conversions should not change character
so long as openness of land to immediate W retained.
Site 189 would give the appearance of extending built
up area of Cleat Hill significantly into open countryside
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G

Assessment of Availability

Indicator of Availability
1 Is the site available for development?

Assessment
Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: Site put forward in 2013 but not in 2020
Call for sites

2 Are there any known legal or ownership
problems such as unresolved multiple
ownerships, ransom strips, tenancies, or
operational requirements of landowners?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: The successful Application TP/89/1126
relating to Site 191(89 App) as shown, lapsed in 1984
since applicants’ signatures were not available

3 Is there a known time frame for availability?

Available now
0-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
Comments:

H

Viability

Indicators of Viability
1 Is the site subject to any abnormal costs
that could affect viability, such as demolition,
land remediation or relocating utilities?

What evidence is available to support this
judgement?

Assessment
Yes
No
Unknown
The existing sites 189 and 191 contain existing
farmyard buildings and hardstandings. It assumed
that these would not cause difficulty if redeveloped
or demolished.
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I

Conclusions
Conclusions

Assessment
Site 189: landscape and visual impacts. Setting of
listed farmhouse and Hillfort SAM. Development in
open countryside, contrary to policy 7S

1 Summary of key development constraints
affecting this site

Site 191: Has less impact (it is less prominent and
excludes orchard site) but encompasses the listed
Cleat Hill Farmhouse
Site 191(89 App) provides a more sympathetic option
excluding the Farmhouse and Orchard areas and
limited to redevelopment of existing curtilage listed
barns. Open character of land to immediate W would
need to be maintained

2 What is the estimated development capacity
of this site?

3 What is the likely timeframe for
development?

Only declared development is for 5 dwelling
(conversion of existing barns) on site 191. Site 189 has
potential for up to 20 dwellings.

0-5yrs
6-10yrs
11-15yrs
15+ yrs

4 Other key information

5 Overall Rating
NB: Site 189 – not suitable
Site 191 – part potentially suitable (shown on
plan as Site 191(89 App)

6 Summary of justification for rating

Suitable, available & achievable
Potentially suitable, available & achievable
Not currently suitable, available & achievable

Site 189: not suitable. LP policy conflict, being in open
countryside, visual and landscape harm, adverse effect
on setting of Grade II listed farmhouse and setting of
Mowsbury Hillfort SAM
Site 191: potentially suitable: if site restricted to area
of 1989 planning permission – Site 191 (89 App).
Sympathetic conversion of curtilage listed barns plus
some land to W for new access, so long as openness
retained
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Assessor :
Assessor :
NPSG Chair :

John Mabberley
Allan Schofield

Date :15 Jan 2021
Date :16 Jan 2021
Date :
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Ravensden Neighbourhood Plan
Site Assessment Template
Site Details – Site 190

Date Compiled

071220

Hill Farm, Sunderland Hill
Detail
BBC ‘Call for Sites’ Reference

190

Site Plan/Details
Insert Site Plan showing boundary of site

Plan Reference (if Required):

╬

Insert Site Photo

Photo Reference (if Required):

╬
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Detail
Site Address/Location

Hill Farm, Sunderland Hill, Ravensden

Gross Site Area (Hectares)

2.7

Ownership/Agent Details

D Donkin
c/o Warmingtons Surveyors

Existing Land Use

Agriculture - grassland

Land use being considered, if known
(e.g. housing, community use,
commercial, mixed use)

Housing

Landowner estimate of development
capacity (if known)
Landowner development mix proposal

Site Identification method source
(e.g. BBC Call for Sites, identified by
NPSG)
Planning History
(live or previous planning
applications/decisions)

Use of Neighbouring sites

80

Family, self-build, older persons, market and affordable

BBC Call for sites 2014

OPP agric dw to replace temp mobile home (15/00447/OUT).
Reserved matters 2018 pending (18/02095/REM). Applics to
discharge conditions re trees/condition refused. Enforcement
appeal re mobile home withdrawn 2012
Agricultural to E and S, Residential (Lower Grange) to N
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Assessment of Suitability
A.

Environmental Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Environmental Designation Issues
Yes
Site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to the following statutory
environmental designations:
•
•
•

Ancient Woodland
Local Nature Reserve
Site of Special Scientific Interest

No
Unknown
Comments:

2 Natural England
Yes
Would the proposed use/development trigger
the requirement to consult Natural England?

No
Unknown
Comments: Borders Ravensden Brook so maybe re
species.

3 Environmental Designations
Yes
Site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to the following non-statutory
environmental designations
•
•
•
•

Green Infrastructure Corridor
Public Open Space
Site of Importance for Nature
Conservation (SINC)
Other

No
Unknown
Comments:
Ravensden GI plan may consider green infrastructure
corridors along brook
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Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

4

Flood Zone 1 Low Risk
Flood Zone 2 Medium Risk
Flood Zone 3 Medium Risk

Flood Zones

Site is predominantly, or wholly, within Flood
Zones 2 or 3

(less or more vulnerable site use)

Flood Zone 3 High Risk
(highly vulnerable site use)
Comments:

See Guidance Notes

5

Surface Water Flooding

Site is at risk of surface water flooding:

See Guidance Notes

EA Flood Zone 2 is outside site to S of brook

Low Risk- less than 15% of site is
affected by medium or high risk
of surface water flooding
Medium Risk- more than 15% of
site is affected by medium or high
risk of surface water flooding
Comments:
Lower part of site may be prone to surface water
flooding

6 Agricultural Land Classification
Is the land classified as the best and most
versatile agricultural land (Grades 1,2 or 3a)

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: Mostly Grade 3, upper parts Grade 2.
Survey needed to subdivide Grade 3

https://naturalenglanddefra.opendata.arcgis.com/datasets/5d2477
d8d04b41d4bbc9a8742f858f4d_0?geometry
=-0.485%2C52.165%2C-0.375%2C52.184
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7

Habitat

Site contains habitats with the potential to
support priority species.
Does the site contain local wildlife-rich habitats?
Is the site part of:
• A wider ecological network (including the
hierarchy of international, national and
locally designated sites of importance for
biodiversity)?
• Wildlife corridors (and steppingstones
that connect them)? and/or
• An area identified by national and local
partnerships for habitat management,
enhancement, restoration, or creation?
8

Air Quality

The site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to an Air Quality Management Area
(AQMA)?

9

Neighbouring developments

Is the site affected by/have the potential to be
affected by, neighbouring development/uses
(e.g. noise, air pollution, contamination)?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Possibly hedgerows and brook corridor

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
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B

Physical Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Topography /Landscape

Flat or relatively flat
Gently sloping or uneven

Characteristics of site:
Steeply sloping
Comments:

Site slopes gently up to N

2 Access/Highways
Is there existing vehicle access from an adopted
road, or potential to create access to the site
which would meet relevant highway standards
(e.g. visibility splays)?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Existing farm access from B660 Sunderland Hill

3 Pedestrian/Cycle Access
Pedestrian

Is there existing pedestrian/cycle access, or
potential to create pedestrian/cycle access to the
site

Cycle

Yes
No
Unknown
Yes
No
Unknown

Comments:

No footway/cycleway on Sunderland Hill to connect to
Ravensden Crossroads
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4 Tree Preservation Order

Are there known Tree Preservation Orders on this
site

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: 7/190/2/065 (1963) – B660 frontage – few
remain.
05/2015 – 2 mature oaks within site

5 Veteran/Ancient Trees
Are there veteran/ancient or other significant
trees within or adjacent to the site? Are they
owned by third parties?
Significant Trees?

Yes, within
Yes, adjacent
No
Unknown

Potentially veteran or ancient trees present?

Yes, within
Yes, adjacent
No
Unknown

Owned by Third Parties?

6 PRoW
Are there any Public Rights of Way (PRoW)
crossing or along the boundaries of the site?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

FP4 along S boundary (north side of Ravensden Brook)
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7 Ground Contamination
Is the site likely to be affected by ground
contamination?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

8 Utilities infrastructure
Is there any utilities infrastructure crossing the
site i.e. power lines/pipelines, or is the site in
close proximity to hazardous installations?

9 Infrastructure Capacity
Is there infrastructure capacity for development
(sewerage/drainage)?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

10 Impact of Development
Would development of the site result in a loss of
social, amenity or community value?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Would result in loss of land with parkland character
when viewed from FP4 and some effect on the setting of
Lower Grange (Grade II)
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C.

Accessibility

Distances to community facilities and services should be measured using walking routes from the
centre of each site to each facility. Additional facilities can be added to the list.
The distances are based on the assumption that 400m is equal to approximately 5 minutes’ walk.
This can be measured using Google Maps:
Facility

Distance (metres)

1 Local Shop

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m

2 Bus Stop

<400m
400-800m
>800m

3 Village Hall

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m

4 Church

5 Nursery

6 Primary School

7 Secondary School

8 Open
Space/Recreation
Facilities
9 Cycle Route

Comments

1100m via FP4
1500m via Oldways Road

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m
<400m
400-1200m
>1200
<400m
400-1200m
>1200m
<1600m
1600-3900m
>3900m
<400m
400-800m
>800m
<400m
400-800m
>800m

Mark Rutherford

Mowsbury Park/Golf Course
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D

Landscape & Visual Constraints

This section should be answered based on existing evidence (see guidance notes) or by a qualifies
landscape consultant
Indicator of Suitability
1

Assessment

Landscape sensitivity

What is the site sensitivity in terms of landscape?
• Low Sensitivity: the site has few or no valued
features, and/or valued features that are less
susceptible to development and can
accommodate change.
•

•

Medium Sensitivity: the site has many valued
features, and /or valued features that are
susceptible to development but could
potentially accommodate some change with
appropriate mitigation

Low
Medium
High
Comments:
Parkland character
Important trees. Setting of Lower Grange

High Sensitivity: the site has highly valued
features, and/or valued features that are highly
susceptible to development. The site can
accommodate minimal change.

2 Visual Amenity sensitivity
What is the site sensitivity in terms of visual amenity?
• Low Sensitivity: the site is visually enclosed and
has low intervisibility with the surrounding
landscape, and/or it would not adversely
impact any identified views.
•

•

Medium Sensitivity: the site is somewhat
enclosed and has some intervisibility with the
surrounding landscape, and/or it may adversely
impact any identified views.

Low
Medium
High
Comments:
Separate from built form of settlement. Highly
visible when viewed from East and from
Oldways Road to S. Mostly screened from B660
by mature hedgerows

High Sensitivity: the site is visually open and has
high intervisibility with the surrounding
landscape, and/or it would adversely impact
any recognised views.
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E

Heritage Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Designated Heritage Assets
Would the development of the site cause harm to
a designated heritage asset (listed
building/scheduled monument) or its setting to
the following extent?

Direct Impact
Some impact
Limited or no impact

•

Directly impact and/or mitigation not
possible

Comments:

•

Some impact, and/or mitigation possible

Some harm to the setting of Lower Grange Grade II

•

Limited or no impact or no requirement
for mitigation

2 Non-Designated Heritage Assets
Would the development of the site cause harm to
a non-designated heritage asset (e.g. important
local building/ground archaeology) or its setting
to the flowing extent?
•

Directly impact and/or mitigation not
possible

•

Some impact, and/or mitigation possible

•

Limited or no impact or no requirement
for mitigation

Direct Impact
Some impact
Limited or no impact
Comments:
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F

Planning policy constraints

Indicator of Suitability
1 Is the site allocated for a particular use (e.g.
housing / employment) or designated as open
space in the adopted and / or emerging Local
Plan?

Assessment
Yes
No
Unknown
Comment:

2 Are there any other relevant planning policies
relating to the site?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comment:

LP 2030 Policy 6 Development in the countryside

3 Site Classification
Is the site:
•
•
•

Greenfield
A mix of greenfield and
previously developed land
Previously developed land
(NPPF glossary definition)?

Comment:

4 Built-Up Area Issues
Is the site within, adjacent to or
outside the existing built up area?
•
•
•

Within the existing built up
area (infill)?
Adjacent to and connected
to the existing built up area?
Outside and not connected to the
existing built up area?

Comment:
200m from nearest part of Small Settlement (Ravensden
Crossroads)
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5 SPA

Is the site within, adjacent to or
outside the existing settlement
boundary (SPA) (if one exists)?
•
•
•

Within the existing settlement
boundary?
Adjacent to and connected to
the existing settlement boundary?
Outside and not connected
to the existing settlement boundary?

6 Would development of the site result in
neighbouring settlements merging into one
another?

Comments:
Only SPA at Church End

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

7 Impact of Site Size
Is the size of the site large enough to significantly
change the size and character of the existing
settlement?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
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G

Assessment of Availability

Indicator of Availability
1 Is the site available for development?

Assessment
Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: Site not promoted in 2020 Call for sites

2 Are there any known legal or ownership
problems such as unresolved multiple
ownerships, ransom strips, tenancies, or
operational requirements of landowners?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

3 Is there a known time frame for availability?

Available now
0-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
Comments:

H

Viability

Indicators of Viability
1 Is the site subject to any abnormal costs that
could affect viability, such as demolition, land
remediation or relocating utilities?

Assessment
Yes
No
Unknown

What evidence is available to support this
judgement?
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I

Conclusions
Conclusions

Assessment
Site distant from small settlement and in open
countryside.

1 Summary of key development constraints
affecting this site

Intensified use of access on to Sunderland Hill may give
rise to road safety issues on busy route with speeding
traffic.
Parkland character
Setting of Lower Grange (Grade II).
TPO issues

2 What is the estimated development capacity
of this site?
3 What is the likely timeframe for development?

0

0-5yrs
6-10yrs
11-15yrs
15+ yrs

4 Other key information

5 Overall Rating
Suitable, available & achievable
Potentially suitable, available & achievable
Not currently suitable, available & achievable
6 Summary of justification for rating

Planning policy and physical constraints
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Assessor
Assessor

Date:
Date:

NPSG Chair

Date:
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Ravensden Neighbourhood Plan
Site Assessment Template
Site Details - Site 192

Date Compiled

13 January 2021

Land South and West of Church End
Detail
BBC ‘Call for Sites’ Reference

192 LP 2030

Site Plan/Details
Insert Site Plan showing boundary of site

Plan Reference (if Required):

╬
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Insert Site Photo

Photo Reference (if Required):

Detail
Site Address/Location

Land South and West of Church End, Ravensden

Gross Site Area (Hectares)

1.2ha

Ownership/Agent Details

D Donkin
c/o Warmingtons Surveyors

Existing Land Use

Agriculture - arable

Land use being considered, if known
(e.g. housing, community use,
commercial, mixed use)

Housing

Landowner estimate of development
capacity (if known)
Landowner development mix proposal

20

Family, self build, older persons, market and affordable
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Site Identification method source
(e.g. BBC Call for Sites, identified by
NPSG)
Planning History
(live or previous planning
applications/decisions)

Use of Neighbouring sites

BBC Call for sites 2014

None

Agricultural to W and S, Residential (Rose Lea) to N, Church Hill to E
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Assessment of Suitability
A.

Environmental Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Environmental Designation Issues
Yes
Site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to the following statutory
environmental designations:
•
•
•

Ancient Woodland
Local Nature Reserve
Site of Special Scientific Interest

No
Unknown
Comments:

2 Natural England
Yes
Would the proposed use/development trigger
the requirement to consult Natural England?

No
Unknown
Comments:

3 Environmental Designations
Yes
Site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to the following non-statutory
environmental designations
•
•
•
•

Green Infrastructure Corridor
Public Open Space
Site of Importance for Nature
Conservation (SINC)
Other

No
Unknown
Comments:

Page 4 of 17

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

4

Flood Zone 1 Low Risk
Flood Zone 2 Medium Risk
Flood Zone 3 Medium Risk

Flood Zones

Site is predominantly, or wholly, within Flood
Zones 2 or 3

(less or more vulnerable site use)

Flood Zone 3 High Risk
(highly vulnerable site use)
Comments:

See Guidance Notes

5

Surface Water Flooding

Site is at risk of surface water flooding:

See Guidance Notes

Low Risk- less than 15% of site is
affected by medium or high risk
of surface water flooding
Medium Risk- more than 15% of
site is affected by medium or high
risk of surface water flooding
Comments:

6 Agricultural Land Classification
Is the land classified as the best and most
versatile agricultural land (Grades 1,2 or 3a)

Yes
No
Unknown
https://naturalenglanddefra.opendata.arcgis.com/datasets/5d2477
d8d04b41d4bbc9a8742f858f4d_0?geometry
=-0.485%2C52.165%2C-0.375%2C52.184
Comments: Grade 2.
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7

Habitat

Site contains habitats with the potential to
support priority species.
Does the site contain local wildlife-rich habitats?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Is the site part of:
• A wider ecological network (including the
hierarchy of international, national and
locally designated sites of importance for
biodiversity)?
• Wildlife corridors (and steppingstones
that connect them)? and/or
• An area identified by national and local
partnerships for habitat management,
enhancement, restoration, or creation?
8

Air Quality

The site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to an Air Quality Management Area
(AQMA)?

9

Neighbouring developments

Is the site affected by/have the potential to be
affected by, neighbouring development/uses
(e.g. noise, air pollution, contamination)?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
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B

Physical Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Topography /Landscape

Flat or relatively flat
Gently sloping or uneven

Characteristics of site:
Steeply sloping
Comments:

Land slopes up Church Hill and towards Church
(approx. 15m N-S across site)

2 Access/Highways
Is there existing vehicle access from an adopted
road, or potential to create access to the site
which would meet relevant highway standards
(e.g. visibility splays)?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
No existing vehicle access. Creating a suitable access
from Church Hill (E boundary) would require extensive
land works to accommodate changes in levels.

3 Pedestrian/Cycle Access
Pedestrian

Is there existing pedestrian/cycle access, or
potential to create pedestrian/cycle access to the
site

Cycle

Yes
No
Unknown
Yes
No
Unknown

Comments:

No footways on Church Hill
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4 Tree Preservation Order

Are there known Tree Preservation Orders on this
site

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

5 Veteran/Ancient Trees
Are there veteran/ancient or other significant
trees within or adjacent to the site? Are they
owned by third parties?
Significant Trees?

Yes, within
Yes, adjacent
No
Unknown

Potentially veteran or ancient trees present?

Yes, within
Yes, adjacent
No
Unknown

Owned by Third Parties?

6 PRoW
Are there any Public Rights of Way (PRoW)
crossing or along the boundaries of the site?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

FP32 runs W from NW corner of site.

Page 8 of 17

7 Ground Contamination
Is the site likely to be affected by ground
contamination?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

8 Utilities infrastructure
Is there any utilities infrastructure crossing the
site i.e. power lines/pipelines, or is the site in
close proximity to hazardous installations?

9 Infrastructure Capacity
Is there infrastructure capacity for development
(sewerage/drainage)?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: overhead power line crosses site

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

10 Impact of Development
Would development of the site result in a loss of
social, amenity or community value?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
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C.

Accessibility

Distances to community facilities and services should be measured using walking routes from the
centre of each site to each facility. Additional facilities can be added to the list.
The distances are based on the assumption that 400m is equal to approximately 5 minutes’ walk.
This can be measured using Google Maps:
Facility

Distance (metres)

1 Local Shop

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m

2 Bus Stop

<400m
400-800m
>800m

3 Village Hall

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m

4 Church

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m
<400m
400-1200m
>1200

5 Nursery

6 Primary School

7 Secondary School

8 Open
Space/Recreation
Facilities
9 Cycle Route

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m
<1600m
1600-3900m
>3900m

Comments
1.5km

Mark Rutherford

<400m
400-800m
>800m
<400m
400-800m
>800m
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D

Landscape & Visual Constraints

This section should be answered based on existing evidence (see guidance notes) or by a qualifies
landscape consultant
Indicator of Suitability
1

Assessment

Landscape sensitivity

What is the site sensitivity in terms of landscape?
• Low Sensitivity: the site has few or no valued
features, and/or valued features that are less
susceptible to development and can
accommodate change.
•

•

Medium Sensitivity: the site has many valued
features, and /or valued features that are
susceptible to development but could
potentially accommodate some change with
appropriate mitigation

Low
Medium
High
Comments:
Steeply sloping land provides setting to this part
of Church End

High Sensitivity: the site has highly valued
features, and/or valued features that are highly
susceptible to development. The site can
accommodate minimal change.

2 Visual Amenity sensitivity
What is the site sensitivity in terms of visual amenity?
• Low Sensitivity: the site is visually enclosed and
has low intervisibility with the surrounding
landscape, and/or it would not adversely
impact any identified views.
•

•

Medium Sensitivity: the site is somewhat
enclosed and has some intervisibility with the
surrounding landscape, and/or it may adversely
impact any identified views.
High Sensitivity: the site is visually open and has
high intervisibility with the surrounding
landscape, and/or it would adversely impact
any recognised views.

Low
Medium
High
Comments:
Prominent when viewed from S (Oldways Road
and FP28) and W (FP32). Glimpsed views
through boundary vegetation when viewed
from Church Hill to E but more visible looking W
from FP13 on higher ground on the E side of
Church Hill

Page 11 of 17

E

Heritage Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Designated Heritage Assets
Would the development of the site cause harm to
a designated heritage asset (listed
building/scheduled monument) or its setting to
the following extent?

Direct Impact
Some impact
Limited or no impact

•

Directly impact and/or mitigation not
possible

Comments:

•

Some impact, and/or mitigation possible

•

Limited or no impact or no requirement
for mitigation

Significant harm to the setting of All Saints Church
(Grade I listed) to N, and Harper Cottages (Grade II
listed) to S

2 Non-Designated Heritage Assets
Would the development of the site cause harm to
a non-designated heritage asset (e.g. important
local building/ground archaeology) or its setting
to the flowing extent?
•

Directly impact and/or mitigation not
possible

•

Some impact, and/or mitigation possible

•

Limited or no impact or no requirement
for mitigation

Direct Impact
Some impact
Limited or no impact
Comments: Some impact on setting of Rose Lea
(thatched cottage) to N
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F

Planning policy constraints

Indicator of Suitability
1 Is the site allocated for a particular use (e.g.
housing / employment) or designated as open
space in the adopted and / or emerging Local
Plan?

Assessment
Yes
No
Unknown
Comment:

2 Are there any other relevant planning policies
relating to the site?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comment:

LP 2030 Policy 7S Development in the countryside

3 Site Classification
Is the site:
•
•
•

Greenfield
A mix of greenfield and
previously developed land
Previously developed land
(NPPF glossary definition)?

Comment:

4 Built-Up Area Issues
Is the site within, adjacent to or
outside the existing built up area?
•
•
•

Within the existing built up
area (infill)?
Adjacent to and connected
to the existing built-up area?
Outside and not connected to the
existing built-up area?

Comment:
Adjoins Church End built-up area
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5 SPA

Is the site within, adjacent to or
outside the existing settlement
boundary (SPA) (if one exists)?
•
•
•

Within the existing settlement
boundary?
Adjacent to and connected to
the existing settlement boundary?
Outside and not connected
to the existing settlement boundary?

6 Would development of the site result in
neighbouring settlements merging into one
another?

Comments:
N tip of site nearest Rose Lea abuts Church End SPA,
otherwise separated by road

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
Development would connect built up area of Church
End with more scattered properties on Church Hill

7 Impact of Site Size
Is the size of the site large enough to significantly
change the size and character of the existing
settlement?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
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G

Assessment of Availability

Indicator of Availability
1 Is the site available for development?

Assessment
Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: Site not promoted in 2020 Call for sites

2 Are there any known legal or ownership
problems such as unresolved multiple
ownerships, ransom strips, tenancies, or
operational requirements of landowners?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

3 Is there a known time frame for availability?

Available now
0-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
Comments:

H

Viability

Indicators of Viability
1 Is the site subject to any abnormal costs that
could affect viability, such as demolition, land
remediation or relocating utilities?

Assessment
Yes
No
Unknown

What evidence is available to support this
judgement?
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I

Conclusions
Conclusions

1 Summary of key development constraints
affecting this site

Assessment
Development of this distinctive sloping site would
adversely affect the setting for Grade I listed All Saints
Church to N and views of it from the wider area; and the
setting of Harper Cottages (Grade II listed) to S.
Would amount to spreading out of Church End and
merging with more scattered properties on Church Hill.
Possible access constraints

2 What is the estimated development capacity
of this site?
3 What is the likely timeframe for development?

0

0-5yrs
6-10yrs
11-15yrs
15+ yrs

4 Other key information

5 Overall Rating
Suitable, available & achievable
Potentially suitable, available & achievable
Not currently suitable, available & achievable
6 Summary of justification for rating

Planning policy and heritage constraints
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Assessor
Assessor
Chair NPSG

Allan Schofield
John Mabberley

Date: 16 Jan 2021
Date: 16 Jan. 2021
Date:
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Ravensden Neighbourhood Plan
Site Assessment Template
Site Details – Site 481

Date Compiled

8 January 2021
2020

Land at Thurleigh Road, Ravensden
Detail
BBC ‘Call for Sites’ Reference

481 LP 2030

Site Plan/Details
Insert Site Plan showing boundary of site

Insert Site Photo

Plan Reference (if Required):

Photo Reference (if Required):

╬
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Detail
Site Address/Location

Land at Thurleigh Road

Gross Site Area (Hectares)

8.24ha

Ownership/Agent Details

Westley family
c/o Warmingtons Surveyors

Existing Land Use

Agriculture - pasture

Land use being considered, if known
(e.g. housing, community use,
commercial, mixed use)

Housing

Landowner estimate of development
capacity (if known)
Landowner development mix proposal

Site Identification method source
(e.g. BBC Call for Sites, identified by
NPSG)
Planning History
(live or previous planning
applications/decisions)

Use of Neighbouring sites

140

Family, self build, market, rented and affordable

BBC Call for sites 2014

None

Agricultural to W and N, frontage residential to SE
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Assessment of Suitability
A.

Environmental Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Environmental Designation Issues
Yes
Site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to the following statutory
environmental designations:
•
•
•

Ancient Woodland
Local Nature Reserve
Site of Special Scientific Interest

No
Unknown
Comments:

2 Natural England
Yes
Would the proposed use/development trigger
the requirement to consult Natural England?

No
Unknown
Comments:

3 Environmental Designations
Yes
Site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to the following non-statutory
environmental designations
•
•
•
•

Green Infrastructure Corridor
Public Open Space
Site of Importance for Nature
Conservation (SINC)
Other

No
Unknown
Comments:
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Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

4

Flood Zone 1 Low Risk
Flood Zone 2 Medium Risk
Flood Zone 3 Medium Risk

Flood Zones

Site is predominantly, or wholly, within Flood
Zones 2 or 3

(less or more vulnerable site use)

Flood Zone 3 High Risk
(highly vulnerable site use)
Comments:

See Guidance Notes

5

Surface Water Flooding

Site is at risk of surface water flooding:

See Guidance Notes

Low Risk- less than 15% of site is
affected by medium or high risk
of surface water flooding
Medium Risk- more than 15% of
site is affected by medium or high
risk of surface water flooding
Comments:
Lower part of site nearest Oldways Road is prone to
surface water flooding

6 Agricultural Land Classification
Is the land classified as the best and most
versatile agricultural land (Grades 1,2 or 3a)

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: Mostly Grade 3. Whether 3a or 3b dep on
survey. https://naturalengland-

defra.opendata.arcgis.com/datasets/5d2477
d8d04b41d4bbc9a8742f858f4d_0?geometry
=-0.485%2C52.165%2C-0.375%2C52.184
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7

Habitat

Site contains habitats with the potential to
support priority species.
Does the site contain local wildlife-rich habitats?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Is the site part of:
• A wider ecological network (including the
hierarchy of international, national and
locally designated sites of importance for
biodiversity)?
• Wildlife corridors (and steppingstones
that connect them)? and/or
• An area identified by national and local
partnerships for habitat management,
enhancement, restoration, or creation?
8

Air Quality

The site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to an Air Quality Management Area
(AQMA)?

9

Neighbouring developments

Is the site affected by/have the potential to be
affected by, neighbouring development/uses
(e.g. noise, air pollution, contamination)?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
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B

Physical Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Topography /Landscape

Flat or relatively flat
Gently sloping or uneven

Characteristics of site:
Steeply sloping
Comments:

Sloping from S down to N

2 Access/Highways
Is there existing vehicle access from an adopted
road, or potential to create access to the site
which would meet relevant highway standards
(e.g. visibility splays)?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

3 Pedestrian/Cycle Access
Pedestrian

Is there existing pedestrian/cycle access, or
potential to create pedestrian/cycle access to the
site

Cycle

Yes
No
Unknown
Yes
No
Unknown

Comments:

No footway/cycleway on this part of Thurleigh Road.
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4 Tree Preservation Order

Are there known Tree Preservation Orders on this
site

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

5 Veteran/Ancient Trees
Are there veteran/ancient or other significant
trees within or adjacent to the site? Are they
owned by third parties?
Significant Trees?

Yes, within
Yes, adjacent
No
Unknown

Potentially veteran or ancient trees present?

Yes, within
Yes, adjacent
No
Unknown

Owned by Third Parties?

6 PRoW
Are there any Public Rights of Way (PRoW)
crossing or along the boundaries of the site?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: Mature (oak?) on site frontage

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
BW4 bisects the site N-S
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7 Ground Contamination
Is the site likely to be affected by ground
contamination?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

8 Utilities infrastructure
Is there any utilities infrastructure crossing the
site i.e. power lines/pipelines, or is the site in
close proximity to hazardous installations?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
Power line crosses site N-S

9 Infrastructure Capacity
Is there infrastructure capacity for development
(sewerage/drainage)?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
Scale of proposed development in isolated location.

10 Impact of Development
Would development of the site result in a loss of
social, amenity or community value?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
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C.

Accessibility

Distances to community facilities and services should be measured using walking routes from the
centre of each site to each facility. Additional facilities can be added to the list.
The distances are based on the assumption that 400m is equal to approximately 5 minutes’ walk.
This can be measured using Google Maps:
Facility

Distance (metres)

1 Local Shop

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m

2 Bus Stop

<400m
400-800m
>800m

3 Village Hall

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m

4 Church

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m
<400m
400-1200m
>1200

5 Nursery

6 Primary School

7 Secondary School

8 Open
Space/Recreation
Facilities
9 Cycle Route

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m
<1600m
1600-3900m
>3900m
<400m
400-800m
>800m
<400m
400-800m
>800m

Comments

Mark Rutherford

Mowsbury Park. Will be closer to proposed Brickhill
country park extension
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D

Landscape & Visual Constraints

This section should be answered based on existing evidence (see guidance notes) or by a qualifies
landscape consultant
Indicator of Suitability
1

Assessment

Landscape sensitivity

What is the site sensitivity in terms of landscape?
• Low Sensitivity: the site has few or no valued
features, and/or valued features that are less
susceptible to development and can
accommodate change.
•

Medium Sensitivity: the site has many valued
features, and /or valued features that are
susceptible to development but could
potentially accommodate some change with
appropriate mitigation

•

High Sensitivity: the site has highly valued
features, and/or valued features that are highly
susceptible to development. The site can
accommodate minimal change.

Low
Medium
High
Comments:

2 Visual Amenity sensitivity
What is the site sensitivity in terms of visual amenity?
• Low Sensitivity: the site is visually enclosed and
has low intervisibility with the surrounding
landscape, and/or it would not adversely
impact any identified views.
•

•

Medium Sensitivity: the site is somewhat
enclosed and has some intervisibility with the
surrounding landscape, and/or it may adversely
impact any identified views.

Low
Medium
High
Comments:
Highly visible when viewed from Graze Hill Lane,
Thurleigh Road and FPs around Great Wood

High Sensitivity: the site is visually open and has
high intervisibility with the surrounding
landscape, and/or it would adversely impact
any recognised views.
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E

Heritage Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Designated Heritage Assets
Would the development of the site cause harm to
a designated heritage asset (listed
building/scheduled monument) or its setting to
the following extent?
•

Directly impact and/or mitigation not
possible

•

Some impact, and/or mitigation possible

•

Limited or no impact or no requirement
for mitigation

Direct Impact
Some impact
Limited or no impact
Comments:

2 Non-Designated Heritage Assets
Would the development of the site cause harm to
a non-designated heritage asset (e.g. important
local building/ground archaeology) or its setting
to the flowing extent?
•

Directly impact and/or mitigation not
possible

•

Some impact, and/or mitigation possible

•

Limited or no impact or no requirement
for mitigation

Direct Impact
Some impact
Limited or no impact
Comments:
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F

Planning policy constraints

Indicator of Suitability
1 Is the site allocated for a particular use (e.g.
housing / employment) or designated as open
space in the adopted and / or emerging Local
Plan?

Assessment
Yes
No
Unknown
Comment:

2 Are there any other relevant planning policies
relating to the site?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comment:

LP 2030 Policy 7S Development in the countryside.
Separated from Small Settlement (LP Policy 6)

3 Site Classification
Is the site:
•
•
•

Greenfield
A mix of greenfield and
previously developed land
Previously developed land
(NPPF glossary definition)?

Comment:

4 Built-Up Area Issues
Is the site within, adjacent to or
outside the existing built up area?
•
•
•

Within the existing built up
area (infill)?
Adjacent to and connected
to the existing built up area?
Outside and not connected to the
existing built up area?

Comment:
Scattered isolated development to E
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5 SPA

Is the site within, adjacent to or
outside the existing settlement
boundary (SPA) (if one exists)?
•
•
•

Within the existing settlement
boundary?
Adjacent to and connected to
the existing settlement boundary?
Outside and not connected
to the existing settlement boundary?

6 Would development of the site result in
neighbouring settlements merging into one
another?

Comments:

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

7 Impact of Site Size
Is the size of the site large enough to significantly
change the size and character of the existing
settlement?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: Prominent and large site separate from but
on entry into Ravensden Crossroads from W. Apart
from Wayside Park, there is no significant development
in depth in this Small Settlement, thus would change its
character.
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G

Assessment of Availability

Indicator of Availability
1 Is the site available for development?

Assessment
Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: Site not promoted in 2020 Call for sites

2 Are there any known legal or ownership
problems such as unresolved multiple
ownerships, ransom strips, tenancies, or
operational requirements of landowners?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

3 Is there a known time frame for availability?

Available now
0-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
Comments:

H

Viability

Indicators of Viability
1 Is the site subject to any abnormal costs that
could affect viability, such as demolition, land
remediation or relocating utilities?

Assessment
Yes
No
Unknown

What evidence is available to support this
judgement?
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I

Conclusions
Conclusions

Assessment
Development on prominent open site in open
countryside separate from but on entry into small
settlement of Ravensden Crossroads from W.

1 Summary of key development constraints
affecting this site

Landscape and visual impact from development of this
scale.
Unknown whether utilities available (sewerage)

2 What is the estimated development capacity
of this site?
3 What is the likely timeframe for development?

0

0-5yrs
6-10yrs
11-15yrs
15+ yrs

4 Other key information

5 Overall Rating
Suitable, available & achievable
Potentially suitable, available & achievable
Not currently suitable, available & achievable
6 Summary of justification for rating

Planning policy and landscape/visual constraints.
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Assessor
Assessor

Date:
Date:

Chair NPSG

Date:
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Ravensden Neighbourhood Plan
Site Assessment Template
Site Details

Date Compiled

07 12 20

dd/mm/yyyy

Land East of Church End - 515
Detail
BBC ‘Call for Sites’ Reference

515 LPR

Site Plan/Details
Site Plan

Plan Reference
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Site Photo

Site Access

Map Published 1884

Detail
Site Address/Location

Land to the east of Church End

Gross Site Area (Hectares)

6.32ha

Ownership/Agent Details

R & J Harrison
Crowhill Farm, Wilden
c/o GC Planning Partnership

Existing Land Use

Agriculture
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Land use being considered, if known
(e.g. housing, community use,
commercial, mixed use)
Landowner estimate of development
capacity (if known)
Landowner development mix proposal

Site Identification method source
(e.g. BBC Call for Sites, identified by
NPSG)
Planning History
(live or previous planning
applications/decisions)

Use of Neighbouring site

Housing, retail, open space

90

Family houses, Self-build/Custom build homes

BBC Call for sites 2020

None

Residential to S, Agriculture to N, E and part W. School playing field
to W and primary school and residential further W
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Assessment of Suitability
A.

Environmental Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Environmental Designation Issues
Yes
Site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to the following statutory
environmental designations:
•
•
•

Ancient Woodland
Local Nature Reserve
Site of Special Scientific Interest

No
Unknown
Comments:

2 Natural England
Yes
Would the proposed use/development trigger
the requirement to consult Natural England?

No
Unknown
Comments:

3 Environmental Designations
Yes
Site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to the following non-statutory
environmental designations
•
•
•
•

Green Infrastructure Corridor
Public Open Space
Site of Importance for Nature
Conservation (SINC)
Other

No
Unknown
Comments:
Site adjoins school PF (Greenspace in LP 2030) and
access would be through the PF
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Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

4

Flood Zone 1 Low Risk
Flood Zone 2 Medium Risk
Flood Zone 3 Medium Risk

Flood Zones

Site is predominantly, or wholly, within Flood
Zones 2 or 3

(less or more vulnerable site use)

Flood Zone 3 High Risk
(highly vulnerable site use)
Comments:

See Guidance Notes

5

Surface Water Flooding

Site is at risk of surface water flooding:

See Guidance Notes

Low Risk- less than 15% of site is
affected by medium or high risk
of surface water flooding
Medium Risk- more than 15% of
site is affected by medium or high
risk of surface water flooding
Comments:

6 Agricultural Land Classification
Is the land classified as the best and most
versatile agricultural land (Grades 1,2 or 3a)

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: Grade 2. https://naturalenglanddefra.opendata.arcgis.com/datasets/5d2477d8d04b41
d4bbc9a8742f858f4d_0?geometry=0.485%2C52.165%2C-0.375%2C52.184
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7

Habitat

Site contains habitats with the potential to
support priority species.
Does the site contain local wildlife-rich habitats?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Is the site part of:
• A wider ecological network (including the
hierarchy of international, national and
locally designated sites of importance for
biodiversity)?
• Wildlife corridors (and steppingstones
that connect them)? and/or
• An area identified by national and local
partnerships for habitat management,
enhancement, restoration, or creation?
8

Air Quality

The site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to an Air Quality Management Area
(AQMA)?

9

Neighbouring developments

Is the site affected by/have the potential to be
affected by, neighbouring development/uses
(e.g. noise, air pollution, contamination)?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
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B

Physical Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Topography /Landscape

Flat or relatively flat
Gently sloping or uneven

Characteristics of site:
Steeply sloping
Comments: N half of the site flat, S half slopes gradually
S

2 Access/Highways
Is there existing vehicle access from an adopted
road, or potential to create access to the site
which would meet relevant highway standards
(e.g. visibility splays)?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: Access proposed along bridleway from
Church End and across school playing field. Would need
improvement for width and visibility splays, which
would involve third party land

3 Pedestrian/Cycle Access
Pedestrian

Is there existing pedestrian/cycle access, or
potential to create pedestrian/cycle access to the
site

Cycle

Yes
No
Unknown
Yes
No
Unknown

Comments: Bridleway from Church End leading to FP
towards Wilden

Page 7 of 17

4 Tree Preservation Order

Are there known Tree Preservation Orders on this
site

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

5 Veteran/Ancient Trees
Are there veteran/ancient or other significant
trees within or adjacent to the site? Are they
owned by third parties?
Significant Trees?

Yes, within
Yes, adjacent
No
Unknown

Potentially veteran or ancient trees present?

Yes, within
Yes, adjacent
No
Unknown

Owned by Third Parties?

6 PRoW
Are there any Public Rights of Way (PRoW)
crossing or along the boundaries of the site?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
Yes BW33 along site entrance and FP13 crosses the site
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7 Ground Contamination
Is the site likely to be affected by ground
contamination?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

8 Utilities infrastructure
Is there any utilities infrastructure crossing the
site i.e. power lines/pipelines, or is the site in
close proximity to hazardous installations?

9 Infrastructure Capacity
Is there infrastructure capacity for development
(sewerage/drainage)?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
90 dwellings would significantly increase the size of the
settlement and unknown if existing infrastructure
adequate

10 Impact of Development
Would development of the site result in a loss of
social, amenity or community value?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
Loss of part of playing field and severance from school
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C.

Accessibility

Distances to community facilities and services should be measured using walking routes from the
centre of each site to each facility. Additional facilities can be added to the list.
The distances are based on the assumption that 400m is equal to approximately 5 minutes’ walk.
This can be measured using Google Maps:
Facility

Distance (metres)

1 Local Shop

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m

2 Bus Stop

<400m
400-800m
>800m

3 Village Hall

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m

4 Church

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m
<400m
400-1200m
>1200

5 Nursery

6 Primary School

7 Secondary School

8 Open
Space/Recreation
Facilities
9 Cycle Route

Comments
Landowner proposed retail outlet (300m gross) within
the site

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m
<1600m
1600-3900m
>3900m
<400m
400-800m
>800m
<400m
400-800m
>800m
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D

Landscape & Visual Constraints

This section should be answered based on existing evidence (see guidance notes) or by a qualifies
landscape consultant
Indicator of Suitability
1

Assessment

Landscape sensitivity

What is the site sensitivity in terms of landscape?
• Low Sensitivity: the site has few or no valued
features, and/or valued features that are less
susceptible to development and can
accommodate change.
•

Medium Sensitivity: the site has many valued
features, and /or valued features that are
susceptible to development but could
potentially accommodate some change with
appropriate mitigation

•

High Sensitivity: the site has highly valued
features, and/or valued features that are highly
susceptible to development. The site can
accommodate minimal change.

Low
Medium
High
Comments:

2 Visual Amenity sensitivity
What is the site sensitivity in terms of visual amenity?
• Low Sensitivity: the site is visually enclosed and
has low intervisibility with the surrounding
landscape, and/or it would not adversely
impact any identified views.
•

•

Medium Sensitivity: the site is somewhat
enclosed and has some intervisibility with the
surrounding landscape, and/or it may adversely
impact any identified views.

Low
Medium
High
Comments:
Site highly visible and development would be
prominent when viewed from open countryside
to E. Impact on residential/visual amenity from
W

High Sensitivity: the site is visually open and has
high intervisibility with the surrounding
landscape, and/or it would adversely impact
any recognised views.
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E

Heritage Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Designated Heritage Assets
Would the development of the site cause harm to
a designated heritage asset (listed
building/scheduled monument) or its setting to
the following extent?
•

Directly impact and/or mitigation not
possible

•

Some impact, and/or mitigation possible

•

Limited or no impact or no requirement
for mitigation

Direct Impact
Some impact
Limited or no impact
Comments:

2 Non-Designated Heritage Assets
Would the development of the site cause harm to
a non-designated heritage asset (e.g. important
local building/ground archaeology) or its setting
to the following extent?
•

Directly impact and/or mitigation not
possible

•

Some impact, and/or mitigation possible

•

Limited or no impact or no requirement
for mitigation

Direct Impact
Some impact
Limited or no impact
Comments:
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F

Planning policy constraints

Indicator of Suitability
1 Is the site allocated for a particular use (e.g.
housing / employment) or designated as open
space in the adopted and / or emerging Local
Plan?

Assessment
Yes
No
Unknown
Comment: access through Greenspace in LP 2030

2 Are there any other relevant planning policies
relating to the site?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comment:

3 Site Classification
Is the site:
•
•
•

Greenfield
A mix of greenfield and
previously developed land
Previously developed land
(NPPF glossary definition)?

Comment:

4 Built-Up Area Issues
Is the site within, adjacent to or
outside the existing built up area?
•
•
•

Within the existing built up
area (infill)?
Adjacent to and connected
to the existing built up area?
Outside and not connected to the
existing built up area?

Comment:
Separated from residential by school playing field, an
agricultural area r/o Vicarage Close and large garden
plots (Tudor House and Springfield)
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5 SPA

Is the site within, adjacent to or
outside the existing settlement
boundary (SPA) (if one exists)?
•
•
•

Within the existing settlement
boundary?
Adjacent to and connected to
the existing settlement boundary?
Outside and not connected
to the existing settlement boundary?

6 Would development of the site result in
neighbouring settlements merging into one
another?

Comments: Only part of site adjoins SPA. Proposed
main developable area adjoins school playing field
which is outside SPA

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

7 Impact of Site Size
Is the size of the site large enough to significantly
change the size and character of the existing
settlement?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
90 dwellings would double the size of Church End
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G

Assessment of Availability

Indicator of Availability
1 Is the site available for development?

Assessment
Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

2 Are there any known legal or ownership
problems such as unresolved multiple
ownerships, ransom strips, tenancies, or
operational requirements of landowners?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: Would require acquisition and demolition of
residential property in Church End to widen access and
create vis splays, and land from school playing field

3 Is there a known time frame for availability?

Available now
0-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
Comments: Landowner estimate in call for sites 2020.

H

Viability

Indicators of Viability
1 Is the site subject to any abnormal costs that
could affect viability, such as demolition, land
remediation or relocating utilities?

What evidence is available to support this
judgement?

Assessment
Yes
No
Unknown
Third party land required could create ransom
strip value
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I

Conclusions
Conclusions

Assessment

1 Summary of key development constraints
affecting this site

Significant enlargement of settlement, and change in its
character. Cul de sac access for 90 dwellings and shop
would be of substandard width and vis splays unless
third party land acquired and house on Church End
demolished. Traffic and parking issues in settlement
would be exacerbated. Would sever playing field from
school and rights over this land would be required. Site
could appear prominent when viewed from FP network
and open countryside to E. Loss of outlook from
properties in Vicarage Close

2 What is the estimated development capacity
of this site?

0

3 What is the likely timeframe for development?

0-5yrs
6-10yrs
11-15yrs
15+ yrs

4 Other key information

5 Overall Rating
Suitable, available & achievable
Potentially suitable, available & achievable
Not currently suitable, available & achievable
6 Summary of justification for rating

Third party land ownership constraints would have to be
overcome but even so development would compromise
green space and its connection with the school. Proposed
convenience unit in site unlikely to be viable as limited
passing trade and site not visible from Church End.
Impact on PROw’s and residential amenity
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Assessor :
Assessor :

Date :
Date :

NPSG Chair :

Date :
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Ravensden Neighbourhood Plan
Site Assessment Template
Site Details

Date Compiled

07 12 20

Caravan/Camping Site, Church Hill - 522
Detail
BBC ‘Call for Sites’ Reference

LPR 522

Site Plan/Details
Site Plan

Site Photo
Viewpoint
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Site Photo

Detail
Site Address/Location

Caravan/camping site, Church Hill

Gross Site Area (Hectares)

0.58 ha

Ownership/Agent Details

Mr R Harrison
c/o GC Planning Partnership

Existing Land Use

Caravan/camping site (down to grass only)

Land use being considered, if known
(e.g. housing, community use,
commercial, mixed use)

Housing

Landowner estimate of development
capacity (if known)

12 dws
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Landowner development mix proposal

Site Identification method source
(e.g. BBC Call for Sites, identified by
NPSG)
Planning History
(live or previous planning
applications/decisions)

Use of Neighbouring site

Older people housing. Market housing - Owner occupied,
Affordable Housing - Affordable rent, Affordable Housing - Shared
ownership
BBC Call for sites 2020

Use of existing caravan site for the siting of 8 touring caravans and
6 tents, provision of electricity supply to the pitches and
alterations to existing vehicular access pp May 2019

Residential to N, Church Hill and Plantation to E, agriculture to W
and S
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Assessment of Suitability
A.

Environmental Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Environmental Designation Issues
Yes
Site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to the following statutory
environmental designations:
•
•
•

Ancient Woodland
Local Nature Reserve
Site of Special Scientific Interest

No
Unknown
Comments:

2 Natural England
Yes
Would the proposed use/development trigger
the requirement to consult Natural England?

No
Unknown
Comments:

3 Environmental Designations
Yes
Site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to the following non-statutory
environmental designations
•
•
•
•

Green Infrastructure Corridor
Public Open Space
Site of Importance for Nature
Conservation (SINC)
Other

No
Unknown
Comments:
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Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

4

Flood Zone 1 Low Risk
Flood Zone 2 Medium Risk
Flood Zone 3 Medium Risk

Flood Zones

Site is predominantly, or wholly, within Flood
Zones 2 or 3

(less or more vulnerable site use)

Flood Zone 3 High Risk
(highly vulnerable site use)
Comments: Site adjoins Flood Zone 2 (Ravensden
Brook)

See Guidance Notes

5

Surface Water Flooding

Site is at risk of surface water flooding:

See Guidance Notes

Low Risk- less than 15% of site is
affected by medium or high risk
of surface water flooding
Medium Risk- more than 15% of
site is affected by medium or high
risk of surface water flooding
Comments: Possible run-off issues at lowest part of
site

6 Agricultural Land Classification
Is the land classified as the best and most
versatile agricultural land (Grades 1,2 or 3a)

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: Not in agricultural use
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7

Habitat

Site contains habitats with the potential to
support priority species.
Does the site contain local wildlife-rich habitats?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Is the site part of:
• A wider ecological network (including the
hierarchy of international, national and
locally designated sites of importance for
biodiversity)?
• Wildlife corridors (and steppingstones
that connect them)? and/or
• An area identified by national and local
partnerships for habitat management,
enhancement, restoration, or creation?
8

Air Quality

The site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to an Air Quality Management Area
(AQMA)?

9

Neighbouring developments

Is the site affected by/have the potential to be
affected by, neighbouring development/uses
(e.g. noise, air pollution, contamination)?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: May be close to EWR if it goes to south of
Church Hill/Church End, giving rise to noise issues
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B

Physical Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Topography /Landscape

Flat or relatively flat
Gently sloping or uneven

Characteristics of site:
Steeply sloping
Comments:

2 Access/Highways
Is there existing vehicle access from an adopted
road, or potential to create access to the site
which would meet relevant highway standards
(e.g. visibility splays)?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

3 Pedestrian/Cycle Access
Pedestrian

Is there existing pedestrian/cycle access, or
potential to create pedestrian/cycle access to the
site

Cycle

Yes
No
Unknown
Yes
No
Unknown

Comments:
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4 Tree Preservation Order

Are there known Tree Preservation Orders on this
site

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

5 Veteran/Ancient Trees
Are there veteran/ancient or other significant
trees within or adjacent to the site? Are they
owned by third parties?
Significant Trees?

Yes, within
Yes, adjacent
No
Unknown

Potentially veteran or ancient trees present?

Yes, within
Yes, adjacent
No
Unknown

Owned by Third Parties?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Large trees along part of site frontage give character to
this part of Church Hill

6 PRoW
Are there any Public Rights of Way (PRoW)
crossing or along the boundaries of the site?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: FP 28 in corridor between south boundary
and Ravensden Brook
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7 Ground Contamination
Is the site likely to be affected by ground
contamination?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

8 Utilities infrastructure
Is there any utilities infrastructure crossing the
site i.e. power lines/pipelines, or is the site in
close proximity to hazardous installations?

9 Infrastructure Capacity
Is there infrastructure capacity for development
(sewerage/drainage)?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

10 Impact of Development
Would development of the site result in a loss of
social, amenity or community value?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
Loss of existing quasi tourism use but current use
minimal/seasonal
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C.

Accessibility

Distances to community facilities and services should be measured using walking routes from the
centre of each site to each facility. Additional facilities can be added to the list.
The distances are based on the assumption that 400m is equal to approximately 5 minutes’ walk.
This can be measured using Google Maps:
Facility

Distance (metres)

1 Local Shop

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m

2 Bus Stop

<400m
400-800m
>800m

3 Village Hall

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m

4 Church

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m
<400m
400-1200m
>1200

5 Nursery

6 Primary School

7 Secondary School

8 Open
Space/Recreation
Facilities
9 Cycle Route

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m
<1600m
1600-3900m
>3900m
<400m
400-800m
>800m
<400m
400-800m
>800m

Comments
About 1150m to centre of site

About 415m up Church Hill

Just on 400m

About 500m up Church Hill

School Playing field
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D

Landscape & Visual Constraints

This section should be answered based on existing evidence (see guidance notes) or by a qualifies
landscape consultant
Indicator of Suitability
1

Assessment

Landscape sensitivity

What is the site sensitivity in terms of landscape?
• Low Sensitivity: the site has few or no valued
features, and/or valued features that are less
susceptible to development and can
accommodate change.
•

Medium Sensitivity: the site has many valued
features, and /or valued features that are
susceptible to development but could
potentially accommodate some change with
appropriate mitigation

•

High Sensitivity: the site has highly valued
features, and/or valued features that are highly
susceptible to development. The site can
accommodate minimal change.

Low
Medium
High
Comments: open/wooded entrance to Church
Hill/Church End

2 Visual Amenity sensitivity
What is the site sensitivity in terms of visual amenity?
• Low Sensitivity: the site is visually enclosed and
has low intervisibility with the surrounding
landscape, and/or it would not adversely
impact any identified views.
•

Medium Sensitivity: the site is somewhat
enclosed and has some intervisibility with the
surrounding landscape, and/or it may adversely
impact any identified views.

•

High Sensitivity: the site is visually open and has
high intervisibility with the surrounding
landscape, and/or it would adversely impact
any recognised views.

Low
Medium
High
Comments:
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E

Heritage Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Designated Heritage Assets
Would the development of the site cause harm to
a designated heritage asset (listed
building/scheduled monument) or its setting to
the following extent?

Direct Impact
Some impact
Limited or no impact

•

Directly impact and/or mitigation not
possible

Comments:

•

Some impact, and/or mitigation possible

Orchard Cottage Grade II listed to N

•

Limited or no impact or no requirement
for mitigation

2 Non-Designated Heritage Assets
Would the development of the site cause harm to
a non-designated heritage asset (e.g. important
local building/ground archaeology) or its setting
to the flowing extent?
•

Directly impact and/or mitigation not
possible

•

Some impact, and/or mitigation possible

•

Limited or no impact or no requirement
for mitigation

Direct Impact
Some impact
Limited or no impact
Comments:
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F

Planning policy constraints

Indicator of Suitability
1 Is the site allocated for a particular use (e.g.
housing / employment) or designated as open
space in the adopted and / or emerging Local
Plan?

Assessment
Yes
No
Unknown
Comment:

2 Are there any other relevant planning policies
relating to the site?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comment:

3 Site Classification
Is the site:
•
•
•

Greenfield
A mix of greenfield and
previously developed land
Previously developed land
(NPPF glossary definition)?

Comment:

4 Built-Up Area Issues
Is the site within, adjacent to or
outside the existing built up area?
•
•
•

Within the existing built up
area (infill)?
Adjacent to and connected
to the existing built up area?
Outside and not connected to the
existing built up area?

Comment:
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5 SPA

Is the site within, adjacent to or
outside the existing settlement
boundary (SPA) (if one exists)?
•
•
•

Within the existing settlement
boundary?
Adjacent to and connected to
the existing settlement boundary?
Outside and not connected
to the existing settlement boundary?

6 Would development of the site result in
neighbouring settlements merging into one
another?

Comments: Church End SPA 400m to N

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

7 Impact of Site Size
Is the size of the site large enough to significantly
change the size and character of the existing
settlement?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
Development in depth would affect the character of
this entrance to the village
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G

Assessment of Availability

Indicator of Availability
1 Is the site available for development?

Assessment
Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

2 Are there any known legal or ownership
problems such as unresolved multiple
ownerships, ransom strips, tenancies, or
operational requirements of landowners?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

3 Is there a known time frame for availability?

Available now
0-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
Comments:

H

Viability

Indicators of Viability
1 Is the site subject to any abnormal costs that
could affect viability, such as demolition, land
remediation or relocating utilities?

Assessment
Yes
No
Unknown

What evidence is available to support this
judgement?
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I

Conclusions
Conclusions

Assessment

1 Summary of key development constraints
affecting this site

Would not comply with LP 2030 being outside and not
well related to the SPA and not a defined small
settlement or other settlement. Need not identified or
proven. Does not qualify as a rural exception site (policy
6). Apart from village hall, remote from other
facilities/services and unlikely to be accessed by non car
forms of transport because of distance and topography.
May be affected by noise if EWR built on route to S of
Church Hill. Some impact on character of Church Hill as
entrance to Church End

2 What is the estimated development capacity
of this site?

0

3 What is the likely timeframe for development?

0-5yrs
6-10yrs
11-15yrs
15+ yrs

4 Other key information

5 Overall Rating
Suitable, available & achievable
Potentially suitable, available & achievable
Not currently suitable, available & achievable
6 Summary of justification for rating

LP policy conflict. Some harm to character of this part of
Church Hill/Church End
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Assessor :
Assessor :

Date :
Date :

NPSG Chair :

Date :
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Ravensden Neighbourhood Plan
Site Assessment Template
Site Details

Date Compiled

6-5-22 revision

Bedford Road/Oldways Road - 601
Detail
BBC ‘Call for Sites’ Reference

601 LPR

Site Plan/Details
Site Plan
Viewpoint
for Site
Photo
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Site Photo

╬

Detail
Site Address/Location

Oldways Road/Bedford Road

Gross Site Area (Hectares)

2.5

Ownership/Agent Details

Sarrosons
c/o Frazer Hickling, Phillips Planning Services Ltd

Existing Land Use

Agricultural Field (unused)

Land use being considered, if known
(e.g. housing, community use,
commercial, mixed use)

Housing

Landowner estimate of development
capacity (if known)
Landowner development mix proposal

70

25 x 2-bed, 29 x 3 bed, 16 x 4 bed, 70% private, 30% affordable
(NB: Development layout from previous owners)
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Site Identification method source
(e.g. BBC Call for Sites, identified by
NPSG)
Planning History
(live or previous planning
applications/decisions)

Use of Neighbouring site

BBC Call for Sites 2018 and 2020

None

Park home site (S), frontage residential (W) (opposite side of B660),
residential (N) (plus open frontage), unused land (E)

Page 3 of 17

Assessment of Suitability
A.

Environmental Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Environmental Designation Issues
Yes
Site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to the following statutory
environmental designations:
•
•
•

Ancient Woodland
Local Nature Reserve
Site of Special Scientific Interest

No
Unknown
Comments:

2 Natural England
Yes
Would the proposed use/development trigger
the requirement to consult Natural England?

No
Unknown
Comments:
Possible - unused nature of site for many years may have
established habitats for protected species

3 Environmental Designations
Yes
Site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to the following non-statutory
environmental designations
•
•
•
•

Green Infrastructure Corridor
Public Open Space
Site of Importance for Nature
Conservation (SINC)
Other

No
Unknown
Comments:
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Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

4

Flood Zone 1 Low Risk
Flood Zone 2 Medium Risk
Flood Zone 3 Medium Risk

Flood Zones

Site is predominantly, or wholly, within Flood
Zones 2 or 3

(less or more vulnerable site use)

Flood Zone 3 High Risk
(highly vulnerable site use)
Comments:

See Guidance Notes

5

Surface Water Flooding

Site is at risk of surface water flooding:

See Guidance Notes

Low Risk- less than 15% of site is
affected by medium or high risk
of surface water flooding
Medium Risk- more than 15% of
site is affected by medium or high
risk of surface water flooding
Comments:
Surface water flooding on lower N part of site.
Proportion of site probably affected less than 15%

6 Agricultural Land Classification
Is the land classified as the best and most
versatile agricultural land (Grades 1,2 or 3a)

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments
Grade 3 but subdivision 3a/3b would need site survey

https://naturalenglanddefra.opendata.arcgis.com/datasets/5d2477
d8d04b41d4bbc9a8742f858f4d_0?geometry
=-0.485%2C52.165%2C-0.375%2C52.184
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7

Habitat

Site contains habitats with the potential to
support priority species.
Does the site contain local wildlife-rich habitats?
Is the site part of:
• A wider ecological network (including the
hierarchy of international, national and
locally designated sites of importance for
biodiversity)?
• Wildlife corridors (and steppingstones
that connect them)? and/or
• An area identified by national and local
partnerships for habitat management,
enhancement, restoration, or creation?
8

Air Quality

The site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to an Air Quality Management Area
(AQMA)?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Lack of active use/management may have provided
opportunities for wildlife/priority species

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Only part of Bedford Town Centre is designated an
AQMA

9

Neighbouring developments

Is the site affected by/have the potential to be
affected by, neighbouring development/uses
(e.g. noise, air pollution, contamination)?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
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B

Physical Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Topography /Landscape

Flat or relatively flat
Gently sloping or uneven

Characteristics of site:
Steeply sloping
Comments:

Site slopes down gently northwards towards Oldways
Road

2 Access/Highways
Is there existing vehicle access from an adopted
road, or potential to create access to the site
which would meet relevant highway standards
(e.g. visibility splays)?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
Existing field access from Oldways Road. Achievement
of vis splays would need to be checked for amount/type
of development proposed. Proximity to B660/Oldways
Road junction which is overcapacity at peak periods.
Access direct from Bedford Road B660 undesirable given
hedge screen and volume of traffic.

3 Pedestrian/Cycle Access
Pedestrian

Is there existing pedestrian/cycle access, or
potential to create pedestrian/cycle access to the
site

Cycle

Yes
No
Unknown
Yes
No
Unknown

Comments:
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4 Tree Preservation Order

Are there known Tree Preservation Orders on this
site

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

5 Veteran/Ancient Trees
Are there veteran/ancient or other significant
trees within or adjacent to the site? Are they
owned by third parties?
Significant Trees?

Yes, within
Yes, adjacent
No
Unknown

Potentially veteran or ancient trees present?

Yes, within
Yes, adjacent
No
Unknown

Owned by Third Parties?

6 PRoW
Are there any Public Rights of Way (PRoW)
crossing or along the boundaries of the site?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
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7 Ground Contamination
Is the site likely to be affected by ground
contamination?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

8 Utilities infrastructure
Is there any utilities infrastructure crossing the
site i.e. power lines/pipelines, or is the site in
close proximity to hazardous installations?

9 Infrastructure Capacity
Is there infrastructure capacity for development
(sewerage/drainage)?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
Proposed scale of development could give rise to
capacity issues

10 Impact of Development
Would development of the site result in a loss of
social, amenity or community value?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
Public access to the site not possible but visual openness
is of value to character of Ravensden Crossroads small
settlement
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C.

Accessibility

Distances to community facilities and services should be measured using walking routes from the
centre of each site to each facility. Additional facilities can be added to the list.
The distances are based on the assumption that 400m is equal to approximately 5 minutes’ walk.
This can be measured using Google Maps:
Facility

Distance (metres)

1 Local Shop

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m

2 Bus Stop

<400m
400-800m
>800m

3 Village Hall

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m

4 Church

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m
<400m
400-1200m
>1200

5 Nursery

6 Primary School

7 Secondary School

8 Open
Space/Recreation
Facilities
9 Cycle Route

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m
<1600m
1600-3900m
>3900m
<400m
400-800m
>800m
<400m
400-800m
>800m

Comments

Approx 1000m

Mark Rutherford approx 3000m

Mowsbury Park
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D

Landscape & Visual Constraints

This section should be answered based on existing evidence (see guidance notes) or by a qualifies
landscape consultant
Indicator of Suitability
1

Assessment

Landscape sensitivity

What is the site sensitivity in terms of landscape?
• Low Sensitivity: the site has few or no valued
features, and/or valued features that are less
susceptible to development and can
accommodate change.
•

Medium Sensitivity: the site has many valued
features, and /or valued features that are
susceptible to development but could
potentially accommodate some change with
appropriate mitigation

•

High Sensitivity: the site has highly valued
features, and/or valued features that are highly
susceptible to development. The site can
accommodate minimal change.

Low
Medium
High
Comments:

2 Visual Amenity sensitivity
What is the site sensitivity in terms of visual amenity?
• Low Sensitivity: the site is visually enclosed and
has low intervisibility with the surrounding
landscape, and/or it would not adversely
impact any identified views.
•

Medium Sensitivity: the site is somewhat
enclosed and has some intervisibility with the
surrounding landscape, and/or it may adversely
impact any identified views.

•

High Sensitivity: the site is visually open and has
high intervisibility with the surrounding
landscape, and/or it would adversely impact
any recognised views.

Low
Medium
High
Comments: Glimpses of openness from Oldways
Road and more expansive views from
neighbouring properties, incl residential park
site.
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E

Heritage Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Designated Heritage Assets
Would the development of the site cause harm to
a designated heritage asset (listed
building/scheduled monument) or its setting to
the following extent?
•

Directly impact and/or mitigation not
possible

•

Some impact, and/or mitigation possible

•

Limited or no impact or no requirement
for mitigation

Direct Impact
Some impact
Limited or no impact
Comments:
Mulberry Cottage Bedford Rd, Grade II ; Old White
Lion, Oldways Road Grade II: 4 Oldways Road Grade II.

Minor, less than substantial impact on setting

2 Non-Designated Heritage Assets
Would the development of the site cause harm to
a non-designated heritage asset (e.g. important
local building/ground archaeology) or its setting
to the flowing extent?

Direct Impact
Some impact
Limited or no impact

•

Directly impact and/or mitigation not
possible

Comments:

•

Some impact, and/or mitigation possible

Several undesignated heritage assets nearby.

•

Limited or no impact or no requirement
for mitigation

Minor, less than substantial impact on setting
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F

Planning policy constraints

Indicator of Suitability
1 Is the site allocated for a particular use (e.g.
housing / employment) or designated as open
space in the adopted and / or emerging Local
Plan?

Assessment
Yes
No
Unknown
Comment:

2 Are there any other relevant planning policies
relating to the site?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comment:
Ravensden Crossroads is a Small Settlement in BBC
LP2030 (Policy 6) but no policy boundary

3 Site Classification
Is the site:
•
•
•

Greenfield
A mix of greenfield and
previously developed land
Previously developed land
(NPPF glossary definition)?

Comment:

4 Built-Up Area Issues
Is the site within, adjacent to or
outside the existing built up area?
•
•
•

Within the existing built up
area (infill)?
Adjacent to and connected
to the existing built up area?
Outside and not connected to the
existing built up area?

Comment:
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5 SPA

Is the site within, adjacent to or
outside the existing settlement
boundary (SPA) (if one exists)?
•
•
•

Within the existing settlement
boundary?
Adjacent to and connected to
the existing settlement boundary?
Outside and not connected
to the existing settlement boundary?

6 Would development of the site result in
neighbouring settlements merging into one
another?

Comments:
Only SPA is Church End Ravensden

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
No but would link up existing scattered frontage
development and the residential park site with the rest
of the settlement

7 Impact of Site Size
Is the size of the site large enough to significantly
change the size and character of the existing
settlement?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
70 units would significantly increase the size of this
small settlement
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G

Assessment of Availability

Indicator of Availability

Assessment

1 Is the site available for development?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
Developer proposals in BBC Call for site and response to
initial NP consultation

2 Are there any known legal or ownership
problems such as unresolved multiple
ownerships, ransom strips, tenancies, or
operational requirements of landowners?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
Former owners may have an overage claim

3 Is there a known time frame for availability?

Available now
0-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
Comments
BBC Call for site 2018

H

Viability

Indicators of Viability

Assessment

1 Is the site subject to any abnormal costs that
could affect viability, such as demolition, land
remediation or relocating utilities?

Yes
No
Unknown
.

What evidence is available to support this
judgement?
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I

Conclusions
Conclusions

1 Summary of key development constraints
affecting this site

2 What is the estimated development capacity
of this site?
3 What is the likely timeframe for development?

Assessment
Gradually sloping site with surface water flooding issues
towards N boundary. Possible access difficulties near to
congested junction. Possible nature conservation issues,
as unused for long period. Development of a site of this
size would fundamentally change the character of the
settlement and would be inconsistent with LP 2030
Policy 6 (Small Settlements)

0

0-5yrs
6-10yrs
11-15yrs
15+ yrs

4 Other key information

5 Overall Rating
Suitable, available & achievable
Potentially suitable, available & achievable
Not currently suitable, available & achievable
6 Summary of justification for rating

Existing LP Policy conflict (Policy 6 small settlement). No
identified housing need on this scale in this settlement.
Oldways Road/B660 junction over capacity.
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Ravensden Neighbourhood Plan
Site Assessment Template
Site Details: - Site 713

Date Compiled

19 July 2020

54 Cleat Hill
Detail
BBC ‘Call for Sites’ Reference

713

Site Plan/Details
Insert Site Plan showing boundary of site

Insert Site Photo

Plan Reference (if Required):

Photo Reference (if Required):

╬
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Detail
Site Address/Location

Land at 54 Cleat Hill (access to N of 34 Cleat Hill)

Gross Site Area (Hectares)

0.49 ha

Ownership/Agent Details

Mr C Burr c/o Compass Land and Development

Existing Land Use

Grassland

Land use being considered, if known
(e.g. housing, community use,
commercial, mixed use)

Housing

Landowner estimate of development
capacity (if known)
Landowner development mix proposal

Site Identification method source
(e.g. BBC Call for Sites, identified by
NPSG)

1-2

Private owner occupied

BBC Call for Sites 2017 and planning history

Planning History
(live or previous planning
applications/decisions)

Refusal of 2 zero carbon homes 2011 (11/-1045/FUL) – reasons for
refusal: open countryside, insufficient justification, loss of neutral
grassland habitat harming County Wildlife Site

Use of Neighbouring sites

Residential to N, E and S. Open countryside to W
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Assessment of Suitability
A.

Environmental Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Environmental Designation Issues
Yes
Site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to the following statutory
environmental designations:
•
•
•

Ancient Woodland
Local Nature Reserve
Site of Special Scientific Interest

No
Unknown
Comments:

Cleat Hill County Wildlife Site – unimproved neutral
grassland, important for its grassland flora and
hedgerows

2 Natural England
Yes
Would the proposed use/development trigger
the requirement to consult Natural England?

No
Unknown
Comments: as per 1 above

3 Environmental Designations
Yes
Site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to the following non-statutory
environmental designations
•
•
•
•

Green Infrastructure Corridor
Public Open Space
Site of Importance for Nature
Conservation (SINC)
Other

No
Unknown
Comments:
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Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

4

Flood Zone 1 Low Risk
Flood Zone 2 Medium Risk
Flood Zone 3 Medium Risk

Flood Zones

Site is predominantly, or wholly, within Flood
Zones 2 or 3

(less or more vulnerable site use)

Flood Zone 3 High Risk
(highly vulnerable site use)
Comments:

See Guidance Notes

5

Surface Water Flooding

Site is at risk of surface water flooding:

See Guidance Notes

Low Risk- less than 15% of site is
affected by medium or high risk
of surface water flooding
Medium Risk- more than 15% of
site is affected by medium or high
risk of surface water flooding
Comments:

6 Agricultural Land Classification
Is the land classified as the best and most
versatile agricultural land (Grades 1,2 or 3a)

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: not in agricultural use
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7

Habitat

Site contains habitats with the potential to
support priority species.
Does the site contain local wildlife-rich habitats?
Is the site part of:
• A wider ecological network (including the
hierarchy of international, national and
locally designated sites of importance for
biodiversity)?
• Wildlife corridors (and steppingstones
that connect them)? and/or
• An area identified by national and local
partnerships for habitat management,
enhancement, restoration, or creation?
8

Air Quality

The site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to an Air Quality Management Area
(AQMA)?

9

Neighbouring developments

Is the site affected by/have the potential to be
affected by, neighbouring development/uses
(e.g. noise, air pollution, contamination)?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
CWS – see above

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
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B

Physical Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Topography /Landscape

Flat or relatively flat
Gently sloping or uneven

Characteristics of site:
Steeply sloping
Comments:
Natural lie of land is slope to south but historic clay
workings have levelled site to some extent

2 Access/Highways
Is there existing vehicle access from an adopted
road, or potential to create access to the site
which would meet relevant highway standards
(e.g. visibility splays)?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
Access adj 34 Cleat Hill. Highways authority did not
object to 2011 refused application, subject to relocation
of telegraph pole from access visibility splay to Cleat Hill

3 Pedestrian/Cycle Access
Pedestrian

Is there existing pedestrian/cycle access, or
potential to create pedestrian/cycle access to the
site

Cycle

Yes
No
Unknown
Yes
No
Unknown

Comments:

Footway on W side of Cleat Hill
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4 Tree Preservation Order

Are there known Tree Preservation Orders on this
site

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

5 Veteran/Ancient Trees
Are there veteran/ancient or other significant
trees within or adjacent to the site? Are they
owned by third parties?
Significant Trees?

Yes, within
Yes, adjacent
No
Unknown

Potentially veteran or ancient trees present?

Yes, within
Yes, adjacent
No
Unknown

Owned by Third Parties?

6 PRoW
Are there any Public Rights of Way (PRoW)
crossing or along the boundaries of the site?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

FP 26 along W boundary, partially screened from site
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7 Ground Contamination
Is the site likely to be affected by ground
contamination?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

8 Utilities infrastructure
Is there any utilities infrastructure crossing the
site i.e. power lines/pipelines, or is the site in
close proximity to hazardous installations?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
Telegraph pole in proposed access visibility splay

9 Infrastructure Capacity
Is there infrastructure capacity for development
(sewerage/drainage)?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

10 Impact of Development
Would development of the site result in a loss of
social, amenity or community value?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
Loss of CWS
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C.

Accessibility

Distances to community facilities and services should be measured using walking routes from the
centre of each site to each facility. Additional facilities can be added to the list.
The distances are based on the assumption that 400m is equal to approximately 5 minutes’ walk.
This can be measured using Google Maps:
Facility

Distance (metres)

1 Local Shop

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m

2 Bus Stop

<400m
400-800m
>800m

3 Village Hall

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m

4 Church

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m
<400m
400-1200m
>1200

5 Nursery

6 Primary School

7 Secondary School

8 Open
Space/Recreation
Facilities
9 Cycle Route

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m
<1600m
1600-3900m
>3900m
<400m
400-800m
>800m
<400m
400-800m
>800m

Comments
Avon Drive

Avon Drive

Brickhill Primary

Thomas More marginally closer than Mark Rutherford

Mowsbury Park
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D

Landscape & Visual Constraints

This section should be answered based on existing evidence (see guidance notes) or by a qualifies
landscape consultant
Indicator of Suitability
1

Assessment

Landscape sensitivity

What is the site sensitivity in terms of landscape?
• Low Sensitivity: the site has few or no valued
features, and/or valued features that are less
susceptible to development and can
accommodate change.
•

•

Medium Sensitivity: the site has many valued
features, and /or valued features that are
susceptible to development but could
potentially accommodate some change with
appropriate mitigation

Low
Medium
High
Comments:
Landscape character formed by CWS, general
tree cover in this part of Cleat Hill and
hedgerow to W

High Sensitivity: the site has highly valued
features, and/or valued features that are highly
susceptible to development. The site can
accommodate minimal change.

2 Visual Amenity sensitivity
What is the site sensitivity in terms of visual amenity?
• Low Sensitivity: the site is visually enclosed and
has low intervisibility with the surrounding
landscape, and/or it would not adversely
impact any identified views.
•

•

Medium Sensitivity: the site is somewhat
enclosed and has some intervisibility with the
surrounding landscape, and/or it may adversely
impact any identified views.

Low
Medium
High
Comments:
Main body of site is mostly screened from public
view

High Sensitivity: the site is visually open and has
high intervisibility with the surrounding
landscape, and/or it would adversely impact
any recognised views.
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E

Heritage Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Designated Heritage Assets
Would the development of the site cause harm to
a designated heritage asset (listed
building/scheduled monument) or its setting to
the following extent?
•

Directly impact and/or mitigation not
possible

•

Some impact, and/or mitigation possible

•

Limited or no impact or no requirement
for mitigation

Direct Impact
Some impact
Limited or no impact
Comments:

2 Non-Designated Heritage Assets
Would the development of the site cause harm to
a non-designated heritage asset (e.g. important
local building/ground archaeology) or its setting
to the flowing extent?
•

Directly impact and/or mitigation not
possible

•

Some impact, and/or mitigation possible

•

Limited or no impact or no requirement
for mitigation

Direct Impact
Some impact
Limited or no impact
Comments:

Cleat Hill Brickfield undesignated heritage asset but
residential development in Cleat Hill area since.
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F

Planning policy constraints

Indicator of Suitability
1 Is the site allocated for a particular use (e.g.
housing / employment) or designated as open
space in the adopted and / or emerging Local
Plan?

Assessment
Yes
No
Unknown
Comment:
County Wildlife site

2 Are there any other relevant planning policies
relating to the site?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comment: LP 2030 Policy 7S (open countryside) applies
but applications for infill/redevelopment have been
approved in Cleat Hill so principle of housing
development in the area has not been ruled out on
policy grounds

3 Site Classification
Is the site:
•
•
•

Greenfield
A mix of greenfield and
previously developed land
Previously developed land
(NPPF glossary definition)?

Comment:

4 Built-Up Area Issues
Is the site within, adjacent to or
outside the existing built up area?
•
•
•

Within the existing built up
area (infill)?
Adjacent to and connected
to the existing built up area?
Outside and not connected to the
existing built up area?

Comment:
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5 SPA

Is the site within, adjacent to or
outside the existing settlement
boundary (SPA) (if one exists)?
•
•
•

Within the existing settlement
boundary?
Adjacent to and connected to
the existing settlement boundary?
Outside and not connected
to the existing settlement boundary?

6 Would development of the site result in
neighbouring settlements merging into one
another?

Comments:
Only SPA is at Church End

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

7 Impact of Site Size
Is the size of the site large enough to significantly
change the size and character of the existing
settlement?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
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G

Assessment of Availability

Indicator of Availability
1 Is the site available for development?

Assessment
Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

2 Are there any known legal or ownership
problems such as unresolved multiple
ownerships, ransom strips, tenancies, or
operational requirements of landowners?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

3 Is there a known time frame for availability?

Available now
0-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
Comments:

H

Viability

Indicators of Viability
1 Is the site subject to any abnormal costs that
could affect viability, such as demolition, land
remediation or relocating utilities?

Assessment
Yes
No
Unknown

What evidence is available to support this
judgement?
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I

Conclusions
Conclusions

Assessment
CWS - loss of neutral grassland

1 Summary of key development constraints
affecting this site

2 What is the estimated development capacity
of this site?
3 What is the likely timeframe for development?

0

0-5yrs
6-10yrs
11-15yrs
15+ yrs

4 Other key information

5 Overall Rating
Suitable, available & achievable
Potentially suitable, available & achievable
Not currently suitable, available & achievable
6 Summary of justification for rating

Loss of County Wildlife Site.
Conflict with LP 2030 Policy 7S
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Assessor
Assessor
Chair NPSG

Alison Myers
Jane Ferguson

Date:
Date:
Date:
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Ravensden Neighbourhood Plan
Site Assessment Template
Site Details

Date Compiled

Land adjacent to Willow Farm, Butler St – 922

07 12 20 –
reviewed May
2022

Detail
BBC ‘Call for Sites’ Reference

922 LPR (188 LP 2030)

Site Plan/Details
Site Map:

Viewpoint for
Site Photo
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Site Photo

Site Access

Detail
Site Address/Location

Land adj Willow Farm, Butler St, MK44 2RU

Gross Site Area (Hectares)

0.79ha

Ownership/Agent Details

H J Stanton
Willow Farm, Butler St Ravensden
c/o Robinson & Hall (David Jones)

Existing Land Use

Hardstanding/part reclaimed for agriculture
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Land use being considered, if known
(e.g. housing, community use,
commercial, mixed use)
Landowner estimate of development
capacity (if known)
Landowner development mix proposal

Site Identification method source
(e.g. BBC Call for Sites, identified by
NPSG)
Planning History
(live or previous planning
applications/decisions)

Housing

10-15

Family houses, Self-build/Custom build homes, Older people
housing

BBC Call for sites 2016 and 2020

14/02160/FULWM import of soils to raise ground levels pp
4.12.14, following removal of planings and hardcore
01/00022/FUL c/u to storage of landscaping materials, skip and
formation of storage bays and polytunnels pp Mar 01. Use ceased
c 2012/3

Use of Neighbouring site

Residential and B1/B8 to W, Telephone exchange to E, agricultural
to S (restored land), Butler St/Agric to N.
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Assessment of Suitability
A.

Environmental Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Environmental Designation Issues
Yes
Site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to the following statutory
environmental designations:
•
•
•

Ancient Woodland
Local Nature Reserve
Site of Special Scientific Interest

No
Unknown
Comments:

2 Natural England
Yes
Would the proposed use/development trigger
the requirement to consult Natural England?

No
Unknown
Comments:

3 Environmental Designations
Yes
Site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to the following non-statutory
environmental designations
•
•
•
•

Green Infrastructure Corridor
Public Open Space
Site of Importance for Nature
Conservation (SINC)
Other

No
Unknown
Comments:
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Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

4

Flood Zone 1 Low Risk
Flood Zone 2 Medium Risk
Flood Zone 3 Medium Risk

Flood Zones

Site is predominantly, or wholly, within Flood
Zones 2 or 3

(less or more vulnerable site use)

Flood Zone 3 High Risk
(highly vulnerable site use)
Comments:

See Guidance Notes

5

Surface Water Flooding

Site is at risk of surface water flooding:

See Guidance Notes

Low Risk- less than 15% of site is
affected by medium or high risk
of surface water flooding
Medium Risk- more than 15% of
site is affected by medium or high
risk of surface water flooding
Comments:

6 Agricultural Land Classification
Is the land classified as the best and most
versatile agricultural land (Grades 1,2 or 3a)

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: Not in agricultural use
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7

Habitat

Site contains habitats with the potential to
support priority species.
Does the site contain local wildlife-rich habitats?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Is the site part of:
• A wider ecological network (including the
hierarchy of international, national and
locally designated sites of importance for
biodiversity)?
• Wildlife corridors (and steppingstones
that connect them)? and/or
• An area identified by national and local
partnerships for habitat management,
enhancement, restoration, or creation?
8

Air Quality

The site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to an Air Quality Management Area
(AQMA)?

9

Neighbouring developments

Is the site affected by/have the potential to be
affected by, neighbouring development/uses
(e.g. noise, air pollution, contamination)?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
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B

Physical Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Topography /Landscape

Flat or relatively flat
Gently sloping or uneven

Characteristics of site:
Steeply sloping
Comments: Land to S slopes down towards site

2 Access/Highways
Is there existing vehicle access from an adopted
road, or potential to create access to the site
which would meet relevant highway standards
(e.g. visibility splays)?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: from Sunderland Close cul-de-sac and
length of old highway.

3 Pedestrian/Cycle Access
Pedestrian

Is there existing pedestrian/cycle access, or
potential to create pedestrian/cycle access to the
site

Cycle

Yes
No
Unknown
Yes
No
Unknown

Comments:
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4 Tree Preservation Order

Are there known Tree Preservation Orders on this
site

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

5 Veteran/Ancient Trees
Are there veteran/ancient or other significant
trees within or adjacent to the site? Are they
owned by third parties?
Significant Trees?

Yes, within
Yes, adjacent
No
Unknown

Potentially veteran or ancient trees present?

Yes, within
Yes, adjacent
No
Unknown

Owned by Third Parties?

6 PRoW
Are there any Public Rights of Way (PRoW)
crossing or along the boundaries of the site?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
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7 Ground Contamination
Is the site likely to be affected by ground
contamination?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: Not known whether previous use
(hardstanding/storage) may have given rise to ground
contamination

8 Utilities infrastructure
Is there any utilities infrastructure crossing the
site i.e. power lines/pipelines, or is the site in
close proximity to hazardous installations?

9 Infrastructure Capacity
Is there infrastructure capacity for development
(sewerage/drainage)?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

10 Impact of Development
Would development of the site result in a loss of
social, amenity or community value?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
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C.

Accessibility

Distances to community facilities and services should be measured using walking routes from the
centre of each site to each facility. Additional facilities can be added to the list.
The distances are based on the assumption that 400m is equal to approximately 5 minutes’ walk.
This can be measured using Google Maps:
Facility

Distance (metres)

1 Local Shop

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m

2 Bus Stop

<400m
400-800m
>800m

3 Village Hall

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m

4 Church

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m
<400m
400-1200m
>1200

5 Nursery

6 Primary School

7 Secondary School

8 Open
Space/Recreation
Facilities
9 Cycle Route

Comments

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m
<1600m
1600-3900m
>3900m
<400m
400-800m
>800m
<400m
400-800m
>800m
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D

Landscape & Visual Constraints

This section should be answered based on existing evidence (see guidance notes) or by a qualifies
landscape consultant
Indicator of Suitability
1

Assessment

Landscape sensitivity

What is the site sensitivity in terms of landscape?
• Low Sensitivity: the site has few or no valued
features, and/or valued features that are less
susceptible to development and can
accommodate change.
•

Medium Sensitivity: the site has many valued
features, and /or valued features that are
susceptible to development but could
potentially accommodate some change with
appropriate mitigation

•

High Sensitivity: the site has highly valued
features, and/or valued features that are highly
susceptible to development. The site can
accommodate minimal change.

Low
Medium
High
Comments:

2 Visual Amenity sensitivity
What is the site sensitivity in terms of visual amenity?
• Low Sensitivity: the site is visually enclosed and
has low intervisibility with the surrounding
landscape, and/or it would not adversely
impact any identified views.
•

Medium Sensitivity: the site is somewhat
enclosed and has some intervisibility with the
surrounding landscape, and/or it may adversely
impact any identified views.

•

High Sensitivity: the site is visually open and has
high intervisibility with the surrounding
landscape, and/or it would adversely impact
any recognised views.

Low
Medium
High
Comments:
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E

Heritage Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Designated Heritage Assets
Would the development of the site cause harm to
a designated heritage asset (listed
building/scheduled monument) or its setting to
the following extent?
•

Directly impact and/or mitigation not
possible

•

Some impact, and/or mitigation possible

•

Limited or no impact or no requirement
for mitigation

Direct Impact
Some impact
Limited or no impact
Comments:

2 Non-Designated Heritage Assets
Would the development of the site cause harm to
a non-designated heritage asset (e.g. important
local building/ground archaeology) or its setting
to the flowing extent?
•

Directly impact and/or mitigation not
possible

•

Some impact, and/or mitigation possible

•

Limited or no impact or no requirement
for mitigation

Direct Impact
Some impact
Limited or no impact
Comments: Site of former historic brickfield and kilns
but no evidence of previous uses
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F

Planning policy constraints

Indicator of Suitability
1 Is the site allocated for a particular use (e.g.
housing / employment) or designated as open
space in the adopted and / or emerging Local
Plan?

Assessment
Yes
No
Unknown
Comment:

2 Are there any other relevant planning policies
relating to the site?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comment: LP 2030 Policy 6 Development in Small
Settlements

3 Site Classification
Is the site:
•
•
•

Greenfield
A mix of greenfield and
previously developed land
Previously developed land
(NPPF glossary definition)?

Comment:

4 Built-Up Area Issues
Is the site within, adjacent to or
outside the existing built up area?
•
•
•

Within the existing built up
area (infill)?
Adjacent to and connected
to the existing built up area?
Outside and not connected to the
existing built up area?

Comment:
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5 SPA

Is the site within, adjacent to or
outside the existing settlement
boundary (SPA) (if one exists)?
•
•
•

Within the existing settlement
boundary?
Adjacent to and connected to
the existing settlement boundary?
Outside and not connected
to the existing settlement boundary?

6 Would development of the site result in
neighbouring settlements merging into one
another?

Comments:

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

7 Impact of Site Size
Is the size of the site large enough to significantly
change the size and character of the existing
settlement?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
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G

Assessment of Availability

Indicator of Availability
1 Is the site available for development?

Assessment
Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

2 Are there any known legal or ownership
problems such as unresolved multiple
ownerships, ransom strips, tenancies, or
operational requirements of landowners?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

3 Is there a known time frame for availability?

Available now
0-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
Comments:

H

Viability

Indicators of Viability
1 Is the site subject to any abnormal costs that
could affect viability, such as demolition, land
remediation or relocating utilities?

What evidence is available to support this
judgement?

Assessment
Yes
No
Unknown
Not known whether existing hardstanding and
previous use may cause abnormal remediation
costs
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I

Conclusions
Conclusions

Assessment
Hardstanding and previous storage use

1 Summary of key development constraints
affecting this site

2 What is the estimated development capacity
of this site?
3 What is the likely timeframe for development?

10-15

0-5yrs
6-10yrs
11-15yrs
15+ yrs

4 Other key information

5 Overall Rating
Suitable, available & achievable
Potentially suitable, available & achievable
Not currently suitable, available & achievable
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Summary of justification for rating

Apart from existing hardstanding and any contamination
from previous uses, this site has few constraints. A
modest housing proposal would appear to fit Policy 6 of
the LP 2030 (small settlements) or could be considered a
suitable rural exception site (Policy 7S)
.
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Ravensden Neighbourhood Plan
Site Assessment Template
Site Details - Site 929

Date Compiled
110221

Land at Struttle End
Detail
BBC ‘Call for Sites’ Reference

LPR 929

Site Plan/Details
Site Plan

Plan Reference

Site
Photo
Viewing
Point
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Site Photo:

Detail
Site Address/Location

Land at Struttle End
Ravensden MK44 2RH

Gross Site Area (Hectares)

4.34 ha

Ownership/Agent Details

Mr J Erven
c/o Robinson and Hall

Existing Land Use

Mostly agricultural. 2 existing residential units and B1/B8 units
towards SE boundary of site

Land use being considered, if known
(e.g. housing, community use,
commercial, mixed use)

Housing
Residential – layout to use site frontage and have regard for
countryside to south.

Landowner estimate of development
capacity (if known)

30-40 dws at 7-9 dwellings/hectare
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Landowner development mix proposal

Site Identification method source
(e.g. BBC Call for Sites, identified by
NPSG)
Planning History
(live or previous planning
applications/decisions)

Use of Neighbouring site

Family houses, Self-build/Custom build homes, Older people
housing

BBC Call for sites 2020

None

Builders yard (N), residential and cattery (E), residential and
agriculture (S) agriculture (W)
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Assessment of Suitability
A.

Environmental Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Environmental Designation Issues
Yes
Site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to the following statutory
environmental designations:
•
•
•

Ancient Woodland
Local Nature Reserve
Site of Special Scientific Interest

No
Unknown
Comments:
Marsh Wood lies 400m to south

2 Natural England
Yes
Would the proposed use/development trigger
the requirement to consult Natural England?

No
Unknown
Comments:

3 Environmental Designations
Yes
Site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to the following non-statutory
environmental designations.
•
•
•
•

Green Infrastructure Corridor
Public Open Space
Site of Importance for Nature
Conservation (SINC)
Other

No
Unknown
Comments:
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Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

4

Flood Zone 1 Low Risk
Flood Zone 2 Medium Risk
Flood Zone 3 Medium Risk

Flood Zones

Site is predominantly, or wholly, within Flood
Zones 2 or 3

(less or more vulnerable site use)

Flood Zone 3 High Risk
(highly vulnerable site use)
Comments:

See Guidance Notes

5

Surface Water Flooding

Site is at risk of surface water flooding:

See Guidance Notes

Low Risk- less than 15% of site is
affected by medium or high risk
of surface water flooding.
Medium Risk- more than 15% of
site is affected by medium or high
risk of surface water flooding.
Comments:

6 Agricultural Land Classification
Is the land classified as the best and most
versatile agricultural land (Grades 1,2 or 3a)

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: Grade 3 (not known whether 3a or 3b)
https://naturalenglanddefra.opendata.arcgis.com/datasets/5d2477d8d04b41
d4bbc9a8742f858f4d_0?geometry=0.485%2C52.165%2C-0.375%2C52.184
Site assessment required to determine whether 3A or
3B.

7

Habitat

Site contains habitats with the potential to
support priority species.
Does the site contain local wildlife-rich
habitats?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
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Is the site part of:
• A wider ecological network (including
the hierarchy of international, national
and locally designated sites of
importance for biodiversity)?
• Wildlife corridors (and steppingstones
that connect them)? and/or
• An area identified by national and local
partnerships for habitat management,
enhancement, restoration, or creation?
8

Air Quality

The site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to an Air Quality Management Area
(AQMA)?

9

Neighbouring developments

Is the site affected by/have the potential to be
affected by, neighbouring development/uses
(e.g. noise, air pollution, contamination)?

Comments:

Hedgerow corridor
connects with
Mowsbury Hillfort LNR

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: A southern alignment of EWR in Route E
corridor would likely sever this site and render the
rest unsuitable for development
Need to assess noise and dust arising from soils and
materials recycled at Builders Yard to N
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B

Physical Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Topography /Landscape

Flat or relatively flat
Gently sloping or uneven

Characteristics of site:
Steeply sloping
Comments:
Small scale arable field on the lower shallow slope of
the valley of Ravensden Brook. Partially enclosed by
native farm hedges. Forms setting for hamlet of Struttle
End.

2 Access/Highways
Is there existing vehicle access from an adopted
road, or potential to create access to the site
which would meet relevant highway standards
(e.g. visibility splays)?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: Note site access close to Oldways
Road/Church Hill junction which has relatively poor
visibility

3 Pedestrian/Cycle Access
Pedestrian

Is there existing pedestrian/cycle access, or
potential to create pedestrian/cycle access to
the site

Cycle

Yes
No
Unknown
Yes
No
Unknown

Comments:
Pedestrian: No existing footway linkage.
Cycle: No existing safe cycle access. Potential to create
pedestrian access to link with footway on Renhold
Road.
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4 Tree Preservation Order

Are there known Tree Preservation Orders on
this site

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

5 Veteran/Ancient Trees
Are there veteran/ancient or other significant
trees within or adjacent to the site? Are they
owned by third parties?
Significant Trees?

Yes, within
Yes, adjacent
No
Unknown

Potentially veteran or ancient trees present?

Yes, within
Yes, adjacent
No
Unknown

Owned by Third Parties?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
No significant trees – but hedgerow network
important locally
Marsh Wood to S contains significant trees

6 PRoW
Are there any Public Rights of Way (PRoW)
crossing or along the boundaries of the site?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Footpath 27 along part of eastern boundary
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7 Ground Contamination
Is the site likely to be affected by ground
contamination?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

8 Utilities infrastructure
Is there any utilities infrastructure crossing the
site i.e. power lines/pipelines, or is the site in
close proximity to hazardous installations?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

check

9 Infrastructure Capacity
Is there infrastructure capacity for development
(sewerage/drainage)?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

10 Impact of Development
Would development of the site result in a loss
of social, amenity or community value?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: Loss of employment premises
Development could absorb distinctive cluster of houses
and employment premises at Struttle End. Urban form
could detract from the recreational amenity for users of
the rights of way which border or cross the site.
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C.

Accessibility

Distances to community facilities and services should be measured using walking routes from the
centre of each site to each facility. Additional facilities can be added to the list.
The distances are based on the assumption that 400m is equal to approximately 5 minutes’ walk.
This can be measured using Google Maps:
Facility

Distance (metres)

1 Local Shop

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m

2 Bus Stop

<400m
400-800m
>800m

3 Village Hall

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m

4 Church

5 Nursery

6 Primary School

7 Secondary School

8 Open
Space/Recreation
Facilities
9 Cycle Route

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m
<400m
400-1200m
>1200
<400m
400-1200m
>1200m
<1600m
1600-3900m
>3900m
<400m
400-800m
>800m
<400m
400-800m
>800m

Comments
No footway for most of route

No footway for most of route

No footway for entire route

No footway for entire route

No footway for part of the route

No footway for most of route

No footway for part of the route

Mowsbury Park c 2km by road. 1km by rights of way
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D

Landscape & Visual Constraints

This section should be answered based on existing evidence (see guidance notes) or by a qualifies
landscape consultant
Indicator of Suitability
1

Assessment

Landscape sensitivity

What is the site sensitivity in terms of landscape?
• Low Sensitivity: the site has few or no valued
features, and/or valued features that are less
susceptible to development and can
accommodate change.
•

•

Medium Sensitivity: the site has many valued
features, and /or valued features that are
susceptible to development but could
potentially accommodate some change with
appropriate mitigation
High Sensitivity: the site has highly valued
features, and/or valued features that are
highly susceptible to development. The site
can accommodate minimal change.

Low
Medium
High
Comments:
Site has low landscape sensitivity but is integral
to the wider landscape of the valley between
Mowsbury Hill fort on the ridge to the south
and Ravensden Road and Struttle End. The vale
is undeveloped farmed/recreational
countryside with a coherent hedgerow
framework and underlying tranquil quality.

2 Visual Amenity sensitivity
What is the site sensitivity in terms of visual amenity?
• Low Sensitivity: the site is visually enclosed
and has low intervisibility with the
surrounding landscape, and/or it would not
adversely impact any identified views.
•

•

Medium Sensitivity: the site is somewhat
enclosed and has some intervisibility with the
surrounding landscape, and/or it may
adversely impact any identified views.
High Sensitivity: the site is visually open and
has high intervisibility with the surrounding
landscape, and/or it would adversely impact
any recognised views.

Low
Medium
High
Comments:
Site has low landscape sensitivity but is
integral to the wider landscape of the valley
between Mowsbury Hill fort on the ridge to
the south and Ravensden Road and Struttle
End. The vale is undeveloped
farmed/recreational countryside with a
coherent hedgerow framework and
underlying tranquil quality.
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E

Heritage Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Designated Heritage Assets
Would the development of the site cause harm
to a designated heritage asset (listed
building/scheduled monument) or its setting to
the following extent?
•

Directly impact and/or mitigation not
possible

•

Some impact, and/or mitigation
possible

•

Limited or no impact or no requirement
for mitigation

Direct Impact
Some impact
Limited or no impact
Comments:
Development would harm the setting of Mowsbury
Hillfort, through the introduction of built form into
the open vale

2 Non-Designated Heritage Assets
Would the development of the site cause harm
to a non-designated heritage asset (e.g.
important local building/ground archaeology) or
its setting to the flowing extent?
•

Directly impact and/or mitigation not
possible

•

Some impact, and/or mitigation
possible

•

Limited or no impact or no requirement
for mitigation

Direct Impact
Some impact
Limited or no impact
Comments: Willow Cottage (Building of Local
Interest) to E

Development could absorb and dominate the cluster
of buildings at Struttle End, which would no longer be
a dispersed small scale “end” in the parish.
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F

Planning policy constraints

Indicator of Suitability
1 Is the site allocated for a particular use (e.g.
housing / employment) or designated as open
space in the adopted and / or emerging Local
Plan?

Assessment
Yes
No
Unknown
Comment: Not allocated but part of site provides low
cost employment premises

2 Are there any other relevant planning
policies relating to the site?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comment

3 Site Classification
Is the site:
•
•
•

Greenfield
A mix of greenfield and
previously developed land
Previously developed land
(NPPF glossary definition)?

Comment: Mostly greenfield. Only the cluster at
Struttle End is previously developed land

4 Built-Up Area Issues
Is the site within, adjacent to or
outside the existing built up area?
•
•
•

Within the existing built up
area (infill)?
Adjacent to and connected
to the existing built up area?
Outside and not connected to the
existing built up area?

Comment:
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5 SPA

Is the site within, adjacent to or
outside the existing settlement
boundary (SPA) (if one exists)?
•
•
•

Within the existing settlement
boundary?
Adjacent to and connected to
the existing settlement boundary?
Outside and not connected
to the existing settlement boundary?

6 Would development of the site result in
neighbouring settlements merging into one
another?

Comments: Church End SPA 650m to N

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
The integrity of Struttle End as an outlier between
Ravensden and Renhold would be compromised.
There would be an increased sense of infilling and
linear development between Struttle End and the
Crossroads

7 Impact of Site Size
Is the size of the site large enough to
significantly change the size and character of
the existing settlement?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
There is only scattered frontage development
along this part of Oldways Road. Development of
30-40 dwellings in depth would be out of character
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G

Assessment of Availability

Indicator of Availability
1 Is the site available for development?

Assessment
Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

2 Are there any known legal or ownership
problems such as unresolved multiple
ownerships, ransom strips, tenancies, or
operational requirements of landowners?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

3 Is there a known time frame for availability?

Available now
0-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
Comments:

H

Viability

Indicators of Viability
1 Is the site subject to any abnormal costs
that could affect viability, such as demolition,
land remediation or relocating utilities?

Assessment
Yes
No
Unknown

What evidence is available to support this
judgement?
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I

Conclusions
Conclusions

Assessment
.

1 Summary of key development constraints
affecting this site

The site is within open countryside, is at a distance
from the existing “Ends at The Crossroads and Church
End and their facilities. The site is poorly connected by
footways and would require an access near a road
junction with substandard visibility.
Development would detract from the setting of
Mowsbury Hillfort SM and the amenity of adjacent
rights of way.

2 What is the estimated development capacity
of this site?

0

3 What is the likely timeframe for
development?

0-5yrs
6-10yrs
11-15yrs
15+ yrs

4 Other key information

5 Overall Rating

Site abuts site 1480 to S and site 675 north of Renhold
Road (to be considered in Renhold NP)

Suitable, available & achievable
Potentially suitable, available & achievable
Not currently suitable, available & achievable

6 Summary of justification for rating

LP policy conflict (7S). Harm to the setting of
Mowsbury Hillfort SAM. Development in depth out of
character with scattered frontage development along
this part of Oldways Road and cluster of properties at
Struttle End. Unsustainable location. Land potentially
required by EWR if southern route in Corridor E
followed.
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Assessor
Assessor
NPSG Chair

Alison Myers
Jane Ferguson

Date:
Date:
Date:

Page 17 of 17

Ravensden Neighbourhood Plan
Site Assessment Template
Site Details

Date Compiled

10/12/2020

Land r/o The Ridings, Cleat Hill - 1080
Detail
BBC ‘Call for Sites’ Reference

LPR 1080

Site Plan/Details
Site Plan

Mowsbury
House

Development
Site

The Ridings
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Site Photo

Access off B660 – Cleat Hill

Detail
Site Address/Location

Land r/o The Ridings, Cleat Hill

Gross Site Area (Hectares)

0.5ha
(note: site area available for building is approximately
0.4ha, the remainder being access driveway, some of which is
shared use)

Ownership/Agent Details

Mr R Mingalo, C/o Compass Land and Property (M Folbrigg)

Existing Land Use

Garden land. (note: formal landscaping includes small brick
garage/outhouse)

Land use being considered, if known
(e.g. housing, community use,
commercial, mixed use)

Housing

Landowner estimate of development
capacity (if known)
Landowner development mix proposal

10 -15 dws

Market housing - Owner occupied, Affordable Housing Affordable rent, Affordable Housing - Shared ownership
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Site Identification method source
(e.g. BBC Call for Sites, identified by
NPSG)
Planning History
(live or previous planning
applications/decisions)

Use of Neighbouring site

BBC Call for sites 2020 and 2016 (site 491 in LP 2030)

Use of land as residential garden – Lawful development certificate
issued June 08 (08/01036/LDE)

Residential to W (Mowsbury House) and to S steeply inclined to
neighbouring garden.
Wooded area to E (within area of Mowsbury Hillfort SAM),
agriculture to N
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Assessment of Suitability
A.

Environmental Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Environmental Designation Issues
Yes
Site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to the following statutory
environmental designations:
•
•
•

Ancient Woodland
Local Nature Reserve
Site of Special Scientific Interest

No
Unknown
Comments: Mowsbury Hill fort CWS adjacent to site at
same elevation with well-established wooded area
shielding view and providing potential habitat for
wildlife. Various footpaths and grassland border site
with adjacent active golf driving range and golf course
to south and east

2 Natural England
Yes
Would the proposed use/development trigger
the requirement to consult Natural England?

No
Unknown
Comments: The development is in the vicinity of a locally
protected site (local wildlife site and local geological site)
and there is need to assess the impact on these sites and
areas to make sure they are protected in line with their
status.

3 Environmental Designations
Yes
Site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to the following non-statutory
environmental designations
•
•
•
•

Green Infrastructure Corridor
Public Open Space
Site of Importance for Nature
Conservation (SINC)
Other

No
Unknown
Comments: The development is within an area with
the potential in the Green Infrastructure/
Neighbourhood Plan as ‘Biodiversity Opportunity
Network’ .
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Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

4

Flood Zone 1 Low Risk
Flood Zone 2 Medium Risk
Flood Zone 3 Medium Risk

Flood Zones

Site is predominantly, or wholly, within Flood
Zones 2 or 3

(less or more vulnerable site use)

Flood Zone 3 High Risk
(highly vulnerable site use)
Comments:

See Guidance Notes

5

Surface Water Flooding

Site is at risk of surface water flooding:

See Guidance Notes

Low Risk- less than 15% of site is
affected by medium or high risk
of surface water flooding
Medium Risk- more than 15% of
site is affected by medium or high
risk of surface water flooding
Comments:

6 Agricultural Land Classification
Is the land classified as the best and most
versatile agricultural land (Grades 1,2 or 3a)

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: Site not in agricultural use
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7

Habitat

Site contains habitats with the potential to
support priority species.
Does the site contain local wildlife-rich habitats?
Is the site part of
• A wider ecological network (including the
hierarchy of international, national and
locally designated sites of importance for
biodiversity)?
• Wildlife corridors (and steppingstones
that connect them)? and/or
• An area identified by national and local
partnerships for habitat management,
enhancement, restoration, or creation?
8

Air Quality

The site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to an Air Quality Management Area
(AQMA)?

9

Neighbouring developments

Is the site affected by/have the potential to be
affected by, neighbouring development/uses
(e.g. noise, air pollution, contamination)?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: Development is within a corridor identified
in the local Green Infrastructure Plan with potential for
beneficial biodiversity enhancement. There may be
Potential wildlife habitats on adjoining woodland
immediately to E of development

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: The nearby Mowsbury Golf Club has an
illuminated driving range, but this would not impact the
proposed development which is at a 15m higher
elevation
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B

Physical Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Topography /Landscape

Flat or relatively flat
Gently sloping or uneven

Characteristics of site:
Steeply sloping
Comments: Significant slope immediately on S border
of site

2 Access/Highways
Is there existing vehicle access from an adopted
road, or potential to create access to the site
which would meet relevant highway standards
(e.g. visibility splays)?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: Junction with difficult corner on top of Cleat
Hill where visibility might be compromised with vehicles
waiting to turn into the access. Highways considered a
constrant in BBC site evaluation for previous call for
sites

3 Pedestrian/Cycle Access
Pedestrian

Is there existing pedestrian/cycle access, or
potential to create pedestrian/cycle access to the
site

Cycle

Yes
No
Unknown
Yes
No
Unknown

Comments: Access via proposed driveway and public
footpath along B660, plus pedestrian use of nearby
public footpaths towards Ravensden and Bedford.
The adjoining B660 is heavily used by cyclists and there
is a paved pathway along highway. Off-track cycling may
be viable to reach Bedford and nearby Mowsbury Park.
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4 Tree Preservation Order

Are there known Tree Preservation Orders on this
site

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

5 Veteran/Ancient Trees
Are there veteran/ancient or other significant
trees within or adjacent to the site? Are they
owned by third parties?
Significant Trees?

Yes, within
Yes, adjacent
No
Unknown

Potentially veteran or ancient trees present?

Yes, within
Yes, adjacent
No
Unknown

Owned by Third Parties?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments There is significant wooded area immediately
outside E boundary of the site which shields Mowsbury
Hillfort and adjacent mowed grass site. Although not
evident this may provide wildlife habitat.
This area is owned/managed by Bedford Borough Council.

6 PRoW
Are there any Public Rights of Way (PRoW)
crossing or along the boundaries of the site?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: FP 58 along N boundary and FP25 along E
boundary
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7 Ground Contamination
Is the site likely to be affected by ground
contamination?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

8 Utilities infrastructure
Is there any utilities infrastructure crossing the
site i.e. power lines/pipelines, or is the site in
close proximity to hazardous installations?

9 Infrastructure Capacity
Is there infrastructure capacity for development
(sewerage/drainage)?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: Two significant residential properties in close
proximity are serviced by existing infrastructure

10 Impact of Development
Would development of the site result in a loss of
social, amenity or community value?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: The Mowsbury Hillfort , the associated open
space (accessible by public) and the neighbouring public
golf facilities, would not be adversely affected visually
since the proposed development would be shielded by
existing substantial trees/woodland and would not result
in any loss of social, amenity or community value.
Existing PRoWs and public access would not be affected
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C.

Accessibility

Distances to community facilities and services should be measured using walking routes from the
centre of each site to each facility. Additional facilities can be added to the list.
The distances are based on the assumption that 400m is equal to approximately 5 minutes’ walk.
This can be measured using Google Maps:
Facility

Distance (metres)

1 Local Shop

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m

2 Bus Stop

<400m
400-800m
>800m

3 Village Hall

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m

4 Church

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m
<400m
400-1200m
>1200

5 Nursery

6 Primary School

7 Secondary School

8 Open
Space/Recreation
Facilities
9 Cycle Route

<400m
400-1200m
>1200m
<1600m
1600-3900m
>3900m
<400m
400-800m
>800m
<400m
400-800m
>800m

Comments
About 1450m

About 250m along crest of Cleat Hill

About 1300m to St Marks Brickhill

About 1800m to Brickhill

Brickhill

Mowsbury Park about 750m.
Proposed country park extn about 550m
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D

Landscape & Visual Constraints

This section should be answered based on existing evidence (see guidance notes) or by a qualified
landscape consultant
Indicator of Suitability
1

Assessment

Landscape sensitivity

What is the site sensitivity in terms of landscape?
• Low Sensitivity: the site has few or no valued
features, and/or valued features that are less
susceptible to development and can
accommodate change.
•

Medium Sensitivity: the site has many valued
features, and /or valued features that are
susceptible to development but could
potentially accommodate some change with
appropriate mitigation

•

High Sensitivity: the site has highly valued
features, and/or valued features that are highly
susceptible to development. The site can
accommodate minimal change.

Low
Medium
High
Comments: The existing garden area is
surrounded by high hedges and fences; it is not
easily visible from bordering FPs on the N & E.
The area proposed for development contains
garage/outhouse buildings.

2 Visual Amenity sensitivity
What is the site sensitivity in terms of visual amenity?
• Low Sensitivity: the site is visually enclosed and
has low intervisibility with the surrounding
landscape, and/or it would not adversely
impact any identified views.
•

Medium Sensitivity: the site is somewhat
enclosed and has some intervisibility with the
surrounding landscape, and/or it may adversely
impact any identified views.

•

High Sensitivity: the site is visually open and has
high intervisibility with the surrounding
landscape, and/or it would adversely impact
any recognised views.

Low
Medium
High
Comments: Development of site could be visible
on ridge line when viewed from N, adding to
effect of adjoining residential properties on the
ridge line. Intervisibility is distant other than
from FP running to the N.
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E

Heritage Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Designated Heritage Assets
Would the development of the site cause harm to
a designated heritage asset (listed
building/scheduled monument) or its setting to
the following extent?
•

Directly impact and/or mitigation not
possible

•

Some impact, and/or mitigation possible

•

Limited or no impact or no requirement
for mitigation

Direct Impact
Some impact
Limited or no impact

Comments: The Mowsbury Hillfort ancient monument
is located approximately 150m east of the proposed
development and at the same elevation, so, despite
intervening screening, would adversely affect the
setting and significance of this asset..

2 Non-Designated Heritage Assets
Would the development of the site cause harm to
a non-designated heritage asset (e.g. important
local building/ground archaeology) or its setting
to the following extent?
•

Directly impact and/or mitigation not
possible

•

Some impact, and/or mitigation possible

•

Limited or no impact or no requirement
for mitigation

Direct Impact
Some impact
Limited or no impact
Comments:
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F

Planning policy constraints

Indicator of Suitability
1 Is the site allocated for a particular use (e.g.
housing / employment) or designated as open
space in the adopted and / or emerging Local
Plan?

Assessment
Yes
No
Unknown
Comment:

2 Are there any other relevant planning policies
relating to the site?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comment: The site is in designated “Countryside” and
would therefore have to comply with LP2030 Policy 7S.

3 Site Classification
Is the site:
•
•
•

Greenfield
A mix of greenfield and
previously developed land
Previously developed land
(NPPF glossary definition)?

Comment: Site is a development in the garden area of
an existing large residence (The Ridings) and although
largely a well-cared-for landscaped lawn area it includes
two buildings (garage/outbuilding) with established
driveway for access

4 Built-Up Area Issues
Is the site within, adjacent to or
outside the existing built up area?
•
•
•

Within the existing built up
area (infill)?
Adjacent to and connected
to the existing built up area?
Outside and not connected to the
existing built up area?

Comment:
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5 SPA

Is the site within, adjacent to or
outside the existing settlement
boundary (SPA) (if one exists)?
•
•
•

Within the existing settlement
boundary?
Adjacent to and connected to
the existing settlement boundary?
Outside and not connected
to the existing settlement boundary?

6 Would development of the site result in
neighbouring settlements merging into one
another?

Comments: Cleat Hill area is subject to LP 2030 Policy
7S (development in the countryside)

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

7 Impact of Site Size
Is the size of the site large enough to significantly
change the size and character of the existing
settlement?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
Proposal for 10-15 homes would be a significant
overdevelopment of the site.
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G

Assessment of Availability

Indicator of Availability
1 Is the site available for development?

Assessment
Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

2 Are there any known legal or ownership
problems such as unresolved multiple
ownerships, ransom strips, tenancies, or
operational requirements of landowners?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

3 Is there a known time frame for availability?

Available now
0-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
Comments:

H

Viability

Indicators of Viability
1 Is the site subject to any abnormal costs that
could affect viability, such as demolition, land
remediation or relocating utilities?

Assessment
Yes
No
Unknown
Comment:

What evidence is available to support this
judgement?
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I

Conclusions
Conclusions

Assessment
Site is outside an SPA or designated small settlement
and would need to comply with LP2030 policy 7S –
“Development in the Countryside”.

1 Summary of key development constraints
affecting this site

Development within the setting of Mowsbury Hillfort
SAM and some effect on is setting and historical
significance.
Highways constraint identified by BBC to further use of
existing private access road.

2 What is the estimated development capacity
of this site?
3 What is the likely timeframe for development?

0

0-5yrs
6-10yrs
11-15yrs
15+ yrs

4 Other key information

5 Overall Rating

Suitable, available & achievable
Potentially suitable, available & achievable
Not currently suitable, available & achievable
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6 Summary of justification for rating

Outside SPA and small settlement and would conflict with
LP 2030 Policy 7S.
Harm to the setting and historical significance of
Mowsbury Hillfort .
Further development on ridge line would be visible from
N generally and from FP network detracting from
character and amenity of area.
Highways constraint identified by BBC to intensification
of use of existing private driveway which accesses B660
at difficult bend at the top of Cleat Hill

Assessor :
Assessor :
NPSG Chair :

Allan Schofield
John Mabberley

Date :10/12/2020
Date :10/12/2020
Date :
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Ravensden Neighbourhood Plan
Site Assessment Template
Site Details: Site 1480

Date Compiled

Land to the rear of Home Farm, Renhold Road

091120

Detail
BBC ‘Call for Sites’ Reference

LPR 1480

Site Plan/Details
Plan Reference :

Site Plan

Approximate
Parish Boundary

╬

Renhold Site 675

Site 929

Site 1480

Renhold Site 1476
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Site Photo

Viewing Point

Detail
Site Address/Location

Land rear of Home Farm, Renhold Road, Ravensden

Gross Site Area (Hectares)

19.16 ha

Ownership/Agent Details

EF Wootton and Son
c/o Phillips Planning Services (F Hickling)

Existing Land Use

Agricultural apart from barn conversion (2 units) on road frontage

Land use being considered, if known
(e.g. housing, community use,
commercial, mixed use)

Housing
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Landowner estimate of development
capacity (if known)
Landowner development mix proposal

Site Identification method source
(e.g. BBC Call for Sites, identified by
NPSG)
Planning History
(live or previous planning
applications/decisions)

Use of Neighbouring site

550 dwellings (mixed tenure)

Family houses, Self-build/Custom build homes, Older people
housing, Flats. Market housing - Owner occupied, Affordable
Housing - Affordable rent, Affordable Housing - Shared

ownership
BBC Call for sites 2020

None, apart from Prior notifications decisions 2015-17 for change
of use of barns on site frontage to residential

Marsh Wood to S, residential to E, gardens to SE, Mowsbury golf
course to SW and agriculture, small scale residential and B1/B8 to
N
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Assessment of Suitability
A.

Environmental Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Environmental Designation Issues
Yes
Site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to the following statutory
environmental designations:
•
•
•

Ancient Woodland
Local Nature Reserve
Site of Special Scientific Interest

No
Unknown
Comments:
Marsh Wood abuts southern corner of site

2 Natural England
Yes
Would the proposed use/development trigger
the requirement to consult Natural England?

No
Unknown
Comments:

3 Environmental Designations
Yes
Site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to the following non-statutory
environmental designations
•
•
•
•

Green Infrastructure Corridor
Public Open Space
Site of Importance for Nature
Conservation (SINC)
Other

No
Unknown
Comments:
Site abuts GI Network Opportunity Zone 6 (Policy
AD24)
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Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

4

Flood Zone 1 Low Risk
Flood Zone 2 Medium Risk
Flood Zone 3 Medium Risk

Flood Zones

Site is predominantly, or wholly, within Flood
Zones 2 or 3

(less or more vulnerable site use)

Flood Zone 3 High Risk
(highly vulnerable site use)
Comments:

See Guidance Notes

5

Surface Water Flooding

Site is at risk of surface water flooding:

See Guidance Notes

(Questions Low Risk)

Low Risk- less than 15% of site is
affected by medium or high risk
of surface water flooding
Medium Risk- more than 15% of
site is affected by medium or high
risk of surface water flooding
Comments:

6 Agricultural Land Classification
Is the land classified as the best and most
versatile agricultural land (Grades 1,2 or 3a)

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: Grade 3 (not known whether 3a or 3b)
https://naturalenglanddefra.opendata.arcgis.com/datasets/5d2477d8d04b41
d4bbc9a8742f858f4d_0?geometry=0.485%2C52.165%2C-0.375%2C52.184
Further soil tests required.
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7

Habitat

Site contains habitats with the potential to
support priority species.
Does the site contain local wildlife-rich habitats?
Is the site part of:
• A wider ecological network (including the
hierarchy of international, national and
locally designated sites of importance for
biodiversity)?
• Wildlife corridors (and steppingstones
that connect them)? and/or
• An area identified by national and local
partnerships for habitat management,
enhancement, restoration, or creation?
8

Air Quality

The site is predominantly, or wholly, within or
adjacent to an Air Quality Management Area
(AQMA)?

9

Neighbouring developments

Is the site affected by/have the potential to be
affected by, neighbouring development/uses
(e.g. noise, air pollution, contamination)?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
Ecological network linked to Mowsbury Hillfort, the
hedgerow network on the adjacent arable and presence
of March Wood to S

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
A southern alignment of EWR in Route E corridor could
cross N part of site.

Page 6 of 17

B

Physical Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Topography /Landscape

Flat or relatively flat
Gently sloping or uneven

Characteristics of site:
Steeply sloping
Comments:
Level open arable farmland with mature oak trees on
eastern boundary. Site on valley floor. Field pattern links
to ridge and Mowsbury Hillfort to south and Ravensden
Brook north of Ravensden Road

2 Access/Highways
Is there existing vehicle access from an adopted
road, or potential to create access to the site
which would meet relevant highway standards
(e.g. visibility splays)?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: Development of this scale likely to have
unacceptable traffic impact on Oldways Road notably in
combination with other potential sites in this corridor
(e.g Renhold Salph End 440 dws)
Site does not have an existing access. Current field
access provides Bridleway access. New access would be
on Ravensden Road on approach to substandard
junction with Church Hill

3 Pedestrian/Cycle Access
Pedestrian

Is there existing pedestrian/cycle access, or
potential to create pedestrian/cycle access to the
site

Cycle

Yes
No
Unknown
Yes
No
Unknown

Comments:
Pedestrian – limited footway provision on Ravensden
Road
Cycle Site – adjacent to an unsurfaced Bridleway but no
dedicated cycle access. Potential to create roadside
routes.
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4 Tree Preservation Order

Are there known Tree Preservation Orders on this
site

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments: Field Oaks T43 T44 T45 protected by TPO
02-1967 (listed under Renhold).

5 Veteran/Ancient Trees
Are there veteran/ancient or other significant
trees within or adjacent to the site? Are they
owned by third parties?
Significant Trees?

Yes, within
Yes, adjacent
No
Unknown

Potentially veteran or ancient trees present?

Yes, within
Yes, adjacent
No
Unknown

Owned by Third Parties?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
Mature oaks to eastern boundary.
Marsh Wood abuts site to S

6 PRoW
Are there any Public Rights of Way (PRoW)
crossing or along the boundaries of the site?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
Bridleway 7 on eastern boundary
FP 27 crosses south-eastern part of site diagonally from
BW7 to Struttle End Farm
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7 Ground Contamination
Is the site likely to be affected by ground
contamination?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

8 Utilities infrastructure
Is there any utilities infrastructure crossing the
site i.e. power lines/pipelines, or is the site in
close proximity to hazardous installations?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

Overhead power lines cross S part of site

9 Infrastructure Capacity
Is there infrastructure capacity for development
(sewerage/drainage)?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
Large scale development could give rise to
sewerage/drainage issues

10 Impact of Development
Would development of the site result in a loss of
social, amenity or community value?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
Site would detract from open setting of Mowsbury
Hillfort.
Pressures rising from large scale development (e.g
recreational intrusion) could damage wildlife and habitat
of the adjacent woodland.
Site is crossed by rights of way – which includes BW7
which links to green lane accessing Putnoe Wood – a
path with rural character leading from Bedford into
north Bedfordshire countryside.
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C.

Accessibility

Distances to community facilities and services should be measured using walking routes from the
centre of each site to each facility. Additional facilities can be added to the list.
The distances are based on the assumption that 400m is equal to approximately 5 minutes’ walk.
This can be measured using Google Maps:
Facility
1 Local Shop

2 Bus Stop

3 Village Hall

4 Church

5 Nursery

6 Primary School

Distance (metres)
<400m
400-1200m
>1200m
<400m
400-800m
>800m
<400m
400-1200m
>1200m
<400m
400-1200m
>1200m
<400m
400-1200m
>1200
<400m
400-1200m
>1200m

Comments
About 1300m to centre of site

About 450m from centre of site to Ravensden Rd,
Renhold

About 500m from centre of site
No footway for most of the route

No footway for most of the route

No footway for most of the route

About 1300m up Church Hill. No footway for most of
route. Development of this scale likely to give rise to
need for new primary school

7 Secondary School

<1600m
1600-3900m
>3900m

No Footway for part of route; use of Bridleway

8 Open
Space/Recreation
Facilities

<400m
400-800m
>800m
<400m
400-800m
>800m

School Playing field & Mowsbury Park

9 Cycle Route

Bedford Green Wheel
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D

Landscape & Visual Constraints

This section should be answered based on existing evidence (see guidance notes) or by a qualifies
landscape consultant
Indicator of Suitability
1

Assessment

Landscape sensitivity

What is the site sensitivity in terms of landscape?
• Low Sensitivity: the site has few or no valued
features, and/or valued features that are less
susceptible to development and can
accommodate change.
•

•

Medium Sensitivity: the site has many valued
features, and /or valued features that are
susceptible to development but could
potentially accommodate some change with
appropriate mitigation
High Sensitivity: the site has highly valued
features, and/or valued features that are highly
susceptible to development. The site can
accommodate minimal change.

Low
Medium
High
Comments:
The openness and rural character of the
landscape is sensitive to change. The site is an
integral part of the Ravensden Brook valley
which forms the setting for Mowsbury Hillfort
SM. The existing settlement pattern comprises
the Struttle End cluster, some limited housing
on Ravensden Road and dispersed farmhouses.
Modern development would detract from key
landscape characteristics identified in Bedford
Borough LCA

2 Visual Amenity sensitivity
What is the site sensitivity in terms of visual amenity?
• Low Sensitivity: the site is visually enclosed and
has low intervisibility with the surrounding
landscape, and/or it would not adversely
impact any identified views.
•

•

Medium Sensitivity: the site is somewhat
enclosed and has some intervisibility with the
surrounding landscape, and/or it may adversely
impact any identified views.
High Sensitivity: the site is visually open and has
high intervisibility with the surrounding
landscape, and/or it would adversely impact
any recognised views.

Low
Medium
High
Comments:
The site is highly visible from the adjacent
bridleway, the footpath which crosses the site,
and from public viewpoints on the elevated land
to the south and north. These include identified,
valued views from Mowsbury Hillfort, from
public footpath 21 to the north.
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E

Heritage Constraints

Indicator of Suitability

Assessment

1 Designated Heritage Assets
Would the development of the site cause harm to
a designated heritage asset (listed
building/scheduled monument) or its setting to
the following extent?

Direct Impact
Some impact
Limited or no impact

•

Directly impact and/or mitigation not
possible

Comments:

•

Some impact, and/or mitigation possible

Setting of Mowsbury Hillfort to S

•

Limited or no impact or no requirement
for mitigation

.

2 Non-Designated Heritage Assets
Would the development of the site cause harm to
a non-designated heritage asset (e.g. important
local building/ground archaeology) or its setting
to the flowing extent?
•

Directly impact and/or mitigation not
possible

•

Some impact, and/or mitigation possible

•

Limited or no impact or no requirement
for mitigation

Direct Impact
Some impact
Limited or no impact
Comments: Home Farm (Building of Local Interest) to
NE. Impact on Struttle End on N boundary –
transforming the small distinctive cluster to an urban
extension
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F

Planning policy constraints

Indicator of Suitability
1 Is the site allocated for a particular use (e.g.
housing / employment) or designated as open
space in the adopted and / or emerging Local
Plan?

Assessment
Yes
No
Unknown
Comment:

2 Are there any other relevant planning policies
relating to the site?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comment:

3 Site Classification
Is the site:
•
•
•

Greenfield
A mix of greenfield and
previously developed land
Previously developed land
(NPPF glossary definition)?

Comment: Mostly greenfield (only previously developed
is barn on site frontage)

4 Built-Up Area Issues
Is the site within, adjacent to or
outside the existing built up area?
•
•
•

Within the existing built up
area (infill)?
Adjacent to and connected
to the existing built up area?
Outside and not connected to the
existing built up area?

Comment: Well removed from any settlement so could
not be considered a logical extension to the urban area.
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5 SPA

Is the site within, adjacent to or
outside the existing settlement
boundary (SPA) (if one exists)?
•
•
•

Within the existing settlement
boundary?
Adjacent to and connected to
the existing settlement boundary?
Outside and not connected
to the existing settlement boundary?

6 Would development of the site result in
neighbouring settlements merging into one
another?

Comments: Church End SPA 950m to N from centre of
site

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
Development would merge with cluster at Struttle End.
Increased sense of coalescence with Salph End Renhold

7 Impact of Site Size
Is the size of the site large enough to significantly
change the size and character of the existing
settlement?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:
Only scattered frontage development along this part of
Oldways Road. Development in depth and on this scale
would be out of character. Too isolated from urban
area to be considered an urban extension.
Development of this scale would become the largest
residential area within the Parish.
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G

Assessment of Availability

Indicator of Availability
1 Is the site available for development?

Assessment
Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

2 Are there any known legal or ownership
problems such as unresolved multiple
ownerships, ransom strips, tenancies, or
operational requirements of landowners?

Yes
No
Unknown
Comments:

3 Is there a known time frame for availability?

Available now
0-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
Comments: 0-5 yrs 250 dws ; 6-10 yrs 300 dws

H

Viability

Indicators of Viability
1 Is the site subject to any abnormal costs that
could affect viability, such as demolition, land
remediation or relocating utilities?

Assessment
Yes
No
Unknown

What evidence is available to support this
judgement?
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I

Conclusions
Conclusions

1 Summary of key development constraints
affecting this site

Assessment
Conflicts with LP 2030 Policy 7S (countryside). Remote
from facilities/services and unlikely to be accessed by
non car forms of transport because of distance. N part
of site could be required by EWR if a southern route
within Corridor E chosen. Significant traffic impacts on
Oldways Road/Ravensden Road.
Site forms a significant part of the open and rural
setting of Mowsbury Hillfort. The site is highly visible in
the view from public footpaths to the north, south, east
and west.
Housing would be dominant in views from the Hillfort
and the golf course – areas of amenity value
Development would impact on woodland and
hedgerows, features of ecological importance

2 What is the estimated development capacity
of this site?
3 What is the likely timeframe for development?

0

0-5yrs
6-10yrs
11-15yrs
15+ yrs

4 Other key information

5 Overall Rating

Site is contiguous with site 929 – Struttle End and site
1476 (Renhold parish)

Suitable, available & achievable
Potentially suitable, available & achievable
Not currently suitable, available & achievable
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6 Summary of justification for rating

Assessor :
Assessor :
NPSG Chair :

Jane Ferguson
Alison Myers

LP policy conflict (LP policy 7S). Harm to the setting of
Mowsbury Hillfort SAM and to local ecology.
Development in depth out of character with scattered
frontage development along this part of Oldways Road.
Too separated from urban area so not an urban extension
and too small to be considered a new settlement.
Highways capacity and safety issues. Some of land
potentially required by EWR.

Date :
Date :
Date :
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