HOUGHTON REGIS TOWN COUNCIL
Peel Street, Houghton Regis, Bedfordshire, LU5 5EY

Town Mayor: Cllr Tracey K McMahon Tel: 01582 708540
Town Clerk: Clare Evans E-mail: info@houghtonregis.org.uk
23" November 2020
To: Members of the Planning Committee
Clirs: D Dixon-Wilkinson (Chairman)

J Carroll, D Jones, M S Kennedy, S Thorne, K Wattingham and Vacancy.

(Copies to all Councillors for information)

Notice of Meeting

You are hereby summoned to a Meeting of the Planning Committee to be held virtually on Monday 30t
November 2020 at 7.00pm.

This meeting is being held virtually via Microsoft Teams. If members of the public would like to attend,
please click on the meeting link below and follow the online instructions:

MEETING LINK!?

MEETING GUIDANCE

To assist in the smooth running of the meeting please refer and adhere to the Council’s Virtual Meeting
Guidance. To view the Virtual Meeting Guidance please click on the link above.

o Mo THIS MEETING MAY BE RECORDED?

Debbie Marsh
Corporate Services Manager

Agenda
1. APOLOGIES AND SUBSTITUTIONS
2. QUESTIONS FROM THE PUBLIC

In accordance with approved Standing Orders 1(e)-1(I) Members of the public may make
representations, ask questions and give evidence at a meeting which they are entitled to attend in
respect of the business on the agenda.

L If you require a meeting link emailed to you, please contact the Head of Democratic Services at
louise.senior@houghtonregis.org.uk

2 Phones and other equipment may be used to film, audio record, tweet or blog from this meeting by an
individual Council member or a member of the public. No part of the meeting room is exempt from
public filming unless the meeting resolves to go into exempt session.

The use of images or recordings arising from this is not under the Council’s control.


https://teams.microsoft.com/l/meetup-join/19%3ameeting_YTA1YzNjMTctOTk4Yy00MTY4LTk1NzEtMmFjYjQwNWJlMDg4%40thread.v2/0?context=%7b%22Tid%22%3a%22f4f9be03-0713-469e-95bc-e6859f7a18d4%22%2c%22Oid%22%3a%2211481ffe-ab4d-4223-94ed-cc394398697f%22%7d
https://www.houghtonregis.org.uk/useruploads/agendas-minutes/Remote%20Meeting%20Guidance%20-%20Website%20.pdf
mailto:louise.senior@houghtonregis.org.uk
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The total period of time designated for public participation at a meeting shall not exceed 15
minutes and an individual member of the public shall not speak for more than 3 minutes unless
directed by the chairman of the meeting.

SPECIFIC DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST & REQUESTS FOR DISPENSATIONS

Under the Localism Act 2011 (sections 26-37 and Schedule 4) and in accordance with the
Council’s Code of Conduct, Members are required to declare any interests which are not currently
entered in the member’s register of interests or if he/she has not notified the Monitoring Officer of
any such interest.

Members are invited to submit any requests for Dispensations for consideration.
MINUTES

Pages 8 - 16

To approve the Minutes of the meeting held on the 9™ November 2020

Recommendation: To approve the Minutes of the meeting held on 9t November 2020 and
for these to be signed by the Chairman.

PLANNING MATTERS
(a) To consider the following applications:

CB/20/03947/FULL Canopy to the side of the house joining to existing ground floor front
roof
11 Parkway, LU5 5PT
For: Mr T Winnett

CB/20/04089/FULL Single storey rear extension
16 Northview Road, LU5 5AH
Mr C Slessor
CB/20/03087/RM Reserved Matters: following Outline Application

CB/15/04918/REG3 (Erection of up to 61,336m2 employment
development floor space with associated infrastructure and ancillary
works. All matters reserved except means of access from Thorn
Road) Appearance, Landscaping, Layout and Scale to Plot B. Land at
Thorn Turn, Thorn Road, Houghton Regis LU6 1RT

Members are advised of amendments to this application -
Additional landscaping details, planting revisions, window
alterations and smoking area amendments.

CB/20/03539/FULL Retrospective application for the change of use of the former surgery
building to a residential dwelling with outdoor garden space and
vehicle parking area.

Sewell Manor, Manor Farm, Sewell Lane, Sewell, LU6 1RP
Members are advised of amendments to this application in respect
of the above property - Amended description of development

CB/20/04217/LDCP Lawful Development Certificate Proposed: Garage conversion and
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CB/20/04191/GPDE

For noting

CB/20/04013/DOC

CB/20/03937/DOC

CB/20/04142/DOC

garden store
113 Milton Way, LU5 5UE
For: Mr & Mrs O'Dea

Prior Notification of Householder Extension -Proposed single storey
extension, Erection of single storey rear extension 5.9m beyond the
rear wall of the original dwelling, maximum height of 4m and 2.95m
to the eaves.

4 Olma Road, LU5 5AF

For: Mr D O'Connor

Discharge of Condition(s) 8,20,24,25,26,28,29 & 35 against planning
permission CB/12/03613/OUT (Outline planning permission with the
details of access, appearance, landscaping, layout and scale reserved
for later determination. Development to comprise: up to 5,150
dwellings (Use Class C3); up to 202,500 sgm gross of additional
development in Use Classes: Al, A2, A3 (retail), A4 (public house),
Ab5 (take away); B1, B2, B8 (offices, industrial and storage and
distribution); C1 (hotel), C2 (care home), D1 and D2 (community and
leisure); car showroom; data centre; petrol filling station; car parking;
primary substation; energy centre; and for the laying out of the
buildings; routes and open spaces within the development; and all
associated works and operations including but not limited to:
demolition; earthworks; engineering operations. All development,
works and operations to be in accordance with the Development
Parameters Schedule and Plans)

Houghton Regis North Site 1, Land on the northern edge of
Houghton Regis

Discharge of Condition 3 from planning permission
CB/20/00348/RM (Resubmission: Reserved Matters : following
Outline Application CB/15/00297/OUT 'hybrid' planning application
with details of main access routes, primary road network and
associated drainage in detail only and layout in outline with details of
landscaping, appearance and scale reserved for later determination.
Development to comprise: Up to 1,850 residential (C3) dwellings
(including affordable housing), 2FE Primary School (D1),
employment land (Use Classes B1 [a-c], B2 & B8), local centre
comprising retail (A1, A2, A3, A4 & A5) and community/leisure uses
(D1 & D2), layout of public open spaces including sports pitches and
changing rooms, natural wildlife areas and all associated works and
operations including engineering operations and earthworks.
Reserved Matters for access, appearance landscape, layout and scale
for 160 dwelling on phase CA2 Upper Thorn Green)

Land to West of Houghton Regis, Watling Street, Houghton Regis

Discharge of Condition 25 from planning permission
CB/12/03613/OUT (Outline planning permission with the details of
access, appearance, landscaping, layout and scale reserved for later
determination. Development to comprise: up to 5,150 dwellings (Use
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CB/20/04084/DOC

CB/20/04201/DOC

CB/20/04214/DOC

Class C3); up to 202,500 sqm gross of additional development in Use
Classes: Al, A2, A3 (retail), A4 (public house), A5 (take away); B1,
B2, B8 (offices, industrial and storage and distribution); C1 (hotel),
C2 (care home), D1 and D2 (community and leisure); car showroom;
data centre; petrol filling station; car parking; primary substation;
energy centre; and for the laying out of the buildings; routes and open
spaces within the development; and all associated works and
operations including but not limited to: demolition; earthworks;
engineering operations. All development, works and operations to be
in accordance with the Development Parameters Schedule and Plans).
Land at Sundon Road, Houghton Regis

Discharge of Condition 16 from planning permission
CB/15/00297/0OUT (Qutline 'hybrid' planning application with details
of main access routes, primary road network and associated drainage
in detail only and layout in outline with details of landscaping,
appearance and scale reserved for later determination. Development
to comprise: Up to 1,850 residential (C3) dwellings (including
affordable housing), 2FE Primary School (D1), employment land
(Use Classes B1 [a-c], B2 & B8), local centre comprising retail (A1,
A2, A3, A4 & A5) and community/leisure uses (D1 & D2), layout of
public open spaces including sports pitches and changing rooms,
natural wildlife areas and all associated works and operations
including engineering operations and earthworks

Land West of Bidwell (Houghton Regis North Site 2) Houghton
Regis

Discharge of Conditions 2,5 & 6 against Planning Permission
CB/12/03613/OUT (Outline Planning Permission with the details of
access, appearance, landscaping, layout and scale reserved for later
determination. Development to comprise: up to 5,150 dwellings (Use
Class C3); up to 202,500 sqm gross of additional development in Use
Classes: Al, A2, A3 (retail), A4 (public house), A5 (take away); B1,
B2, B8 (offices, industrial and storage and distribution); C1 (hotel),
C2 (care home), D1 and D2 (community and leisure); car showroom;
data centre; petrol filling station; car parking; primary substation;
energy centre; and for the laying out of the buildings; routes and open
spaces within the development; and all associated works and
operations including but not limited to: demolition; earthworks;
engineering operations. All development, works and operations to be
in accordance with the Development Parameters Schedule and Plans)
Houghton Regis North Site 1, Land on the northern edge of
Houghton Regis

Discharge of Condition 35 against Planning Permission
CB/12/03613/OUT (Outline Planning Permission with the details of
access, appearance, landscaping, layout and scale reserved for later
determination. Development to comprise: up to 5,150 dwellings (Use
Class C3); up to 202,500 sqm gross of additional development in Use
Classes: Al, A2, A3 (retail), A4 (public house), A5 (take away); B1,
B2, B8 (offices, industrial and storage and distribution); C1 (hotel),
C2 (care home), D1 and D2 (community and leisure); car showroom;
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CB/20/04165/DOC

CB/20/04168/DOC

(b) Decision Notices

data centre; petrol filling station; car parking; primary substation;
energy centre; and for the laying out of the buildings; routes and open
spaces within the development; and all associated works and
operations including but not limited to: demolition; earthworks;
engineering operations. All development, works and operations to be
in accordance with the Development Parameters Schedule and Plans)
Houghton Regis North Site 1, Land on the northern edge of
Houghton Regis

Discharge of Condition 9 against Planning Permission
CB/12/03613/OUT (Outline planning permission with the details of
access, appearance, landscaping, layout and scale reserved for later
determination. Development to comprise: up to 5,150 dwellings (Use
Class C3); up to 202,500 sqm gross of additional development in Use
Classes: Al, A2, A3 (retail), A4 (public house), A5 (take away); B1,
B2, B8 (offices, industrial and storage and distribution); C1 (hotel),
C2 (care home), D1 and D2 (community and leisure); car showroom;
data centre; petrol filling station; car parking; primary substation;
energy centre; and for the laying out of the buildings; routes and open
spaces within the development; and all associated works and
operations including but not limited to: demolition; earthworks;
engineering operations. All development, works and operations to be
in accordance with the Development Parameters Schedule and Plans)
Houghton Regis North 1, Sundon Road, Houghton Regis

Discharge of Conditions 2,5 &12 against planning permission
CB/16/003378/REG3 (Phased Construction of a new Independent
Living Scheme for Older Persons comprising 168 apartments with
support facilities, a Restaurant & Bar, Retail Units, Cafe, 2no
Reablement Suites, the conversion and Change of Use of a Grade 2
listed building and the demolition of an existing Sheltered Housing
scheme with associated parking and landscaping).

All Saints View, Sapphire Place, LU5 5LQ

Permissions/Approvals/Consents:
None at time of going to print.

Refusals:

CB/20/02412/FULL

Withdrawals:

Demolition of existing workshop and storage buildings and erection
of seven dwellings with associated vehicle & cycle parking and
access roadway.

Sewell Manor, Manor Farm, Sewell Lane, Sewell, LU6 1RP

None at time of going to print.

LAND WEST OF BIDWELL - APPLICATIONS

Members are advised that the three following planning applications are to be determined at the next
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Development Management Committee meeting to be held on the 9" December 2020:

CB/20/01538/FULL Erection of a 3 storey, 66 bed care home for older people with
associated access, car parking and landscaping.

CB/20/01537/FULL Erection of a mixed use Local Centre comprising 52 no. apartments,
1 no. day nursery (Use Class D1), 1 no. retail unit (Use Class A1) 5
no. retail units (Use Classes A1/A3/A5) and associated infrastructure
works including a haul road, landscaping and public realm.

CB/20/01545/FULL Erection of a mixed use Local Centre comprising 22 no. apartments,
1 no. day nursery (Use Class D1), 1 no. retail unit (Use Class Al) 5
no. retail units (Use Classes A1/A3/A5) and associated infrastructure
works.

As members may recall the Town Council objected to the proposals for the inclusion of the 30-
apartment block within the scheme (CB/20/01537/FULL) as being over-development of the site
and a dominant visual feature. The inclusion of this additional block of apartments adds to the car
parking requirements creating a very ‘hard’ urban landscape of buildings facing onto an area of
vehicular access and car parking, the greater density pressures the ground level space reducing the
opportunity for landscaping, open space, pedestrian features, public art, and other features which
would add character to the local centre.

Members are requested to consider whether they wish for a representative of the Town Council to
participate at this meeting.

Recommendation: To consider appointing a representative from the Town Council
to participate at the Development Management Committee
meeting to be held on the 9" December 2020.

PLANNING WHITE PAPER — NALC RESPONSE

Pages 17 - 38

For information, Members will find attached NALC’s response to the MHCLG Planning White
Paper: Planning for the Future consultation.

BUDGET

Page 39

Members will find attached an income and expenditure report on the Planning Committees budget.
Recommendation:  To note the report

DRAFT BUDGET 2021/22

Pages 40 - 41

Members will find attached the officer draft budget for 2021/22 (Appendix A — page 40) along
with explanatory notes for the Planning Committee (Appendix B — page 41).
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The draft budget reflects on ongoing budgetary commitments along with anticipated budgetary
commitments arising from the Council Vision 2020/24.

This is provided for initial consideration and comment.

STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT SITES/LOCAL PLAN- UPDATE/PROGRESS
Woodside Link — No substantive update to report.

A5 M1 Link — For information this major road project opened on the 11" May 2017.
All Saints View — No substantive update to report.

Linmere — No substantive update to report.

Bidwell West — No substantive update to report.

Kingsland — No substantive update to report.

Windsor Drive — No substantive update to report.

Section 106 Monies — No substantive update to report.

Recommendation: To note the information

0-0-0-0-0-0-0-0-0-0-0-0-0-0-0-0-0-0-0-0-0
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Houghton Regis Town Council
Planning Committee
9t November 2020 at 7.00pm

Present: Councillors: D Dixon-Wilkinson  Chairman
J Carroll
Y Farrell Substitute
D Jones
M S Kennedy
S Thorne

Officers: Debbie Marsh Corporate Services Manager
Louise Senior Head of Democratic Services

Public: 6

Apologies: Councillors: K Wattingham

Also present: N Thompson Smith Jenkins Ltd
Nikki Barnes Grand Union Housing
Bob Harrington Grand Union Housing
Councillors S Goodchild Central Bedfordshire Council
T McMahon

APOLOGIES AND SUBSTITUTIONS
Apologies werereceived from Clir Wattingham (Clir. Farrell substituted)
QUESTIONS FROM THE PUBLIC

A member of the public raised concerns regarding the public consultation on updated
plans-.and development brief on land East of Houghton Park Road, outline application
CB/19/02053/0UT

Members were advised that despite the revised masterplan including two potential
vehicular links from the site through to the Linmere site, what remained was the
only vehicular entrance into this site via Conquest Road. This would do nothing to
mitigate the issues already experienced in Conquest Road, it would exacerbate it.
Within the correspondence received from Rapleys, it stated that multiple additional
residents parking spaces would be added on and around Conquest Road. This was
concerning to residents, there was no indication of what his meant.

A member of the public addressed the committee in regard to CB/TCA/20/00598
Works to Trees in a Conservation Area - Land to rear of Woodlands Avenue,
Houghton Regis. Members were requested to consider the description of the
application and to ascertain whether there was to be a complete felling of trees in
this site or whether it was just those trees as identified.

SPECIFIC DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

8/41
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None.
MINUTES
To approve the Minutes of the meeting held on the 19" October 2020.

Resolved To approve the Minutes of the meeting held on 19th October 2020
and for these to be signed by the Chairman.

PLANNING MATTERS
(a) The following planning applications were considered:
Non - Delegated

CB/20/03515/FULL Change of use from a warehouse (use class B8) to health
provision (use class D1) including alterations to one of the
roller shutters.

Unit 6, Nimbus Park Houghton Hall Park, Porz Avenue,
Houghton Regis, Dunstable, LU5 5WZ
For: East and North Hertfordshire NHS Trust

Comments: Houghton Regis Town Council had no
objections and supported this application.

CB/20/03095/FULL  New dwelling with car parking and new dropped kerb
1 Leaf Road, LU5 5JG
For: Mr D Grigore

Comments: Houghton Regis Town Council objects to this
application due to overdevelopment of the site.

CB/20/03741/RM Reserved Matters: following Outline application
CB/12/03613/OUT up to 5,150 dwellings and open spaces
within the development; in accordance with the
Development Parameters Schedule and Plans. Provision of
adventure playground equipment along with seating, and
hard and soft landscaping, on land adjacent to The
Farmstead, within AMP2.

Houghton Regis North Site 1 Land on the northern edge of
Houghton Regis

Comments: Houghton Regis Town Council had no
objections to this application, however, would like
further information on the consideration of the play
equipment being accessible to all.

CB/20/03768/FULL  Proposed rear conservatory
39 Clarkes Way, LU5 5EN.
Mr M Ecyefu

9/41
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CB/20/03704/FULL

CB/20/03855/GPDE

CB/20/03686/LDCP

For noting:

Comments: Houghton Regis Town Council had no
objections to this application if falls within permitted
development.

Loft conversion with front dormer window to create one
studio flat

Site of Former 74 to 76, High Street, Houghton Regis
For: Mrs R Malhotra

Comments: Houghton Regis Town Council objects to this
application on the grounds of overdevelopment of the
site, lack of parking, planning permission has only been
granted for five flats, therefore there is an expectation of
a full application coming forward for the site in order for
it to be looked at as a whole, new, development.

Members requested that this application be called in.

Prior notification of householder extension for a single
storey flat roofed extension with lantern light.

173 Tithe Farm Road, LU5 5JF

Mr | Chester

Comments: Houghton Regis Town Council had no
objections to this application.

Lawful Development Certificate Proposed: Use of existing
outbuilding as a cattery

The Orchard, Bedford Road, LUS 6JJ

Mr A Kavanagh

Comments: Whilst Houghton Regis Town Council
acknowledges that this application is purely to obtain a
decision on whether the operation, as described, would be
lawful. The Town Council objects to this application on
the grounds that this is a business and the activity, as
proposed, is not in keeping with the adjoining residence.

10/41
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CB/20/03655/DOC

CB/20/03660/DOC

CB/20/03777/DOC

Discharge of Conditions 9, 16 and 18 from planning
permission CB/12/03613/OUT (Outline planning permission
with the details of access, appearance, landscaping, layout
and scale reserved for later determination. Development to
comprise: up to 5,150 dwellings (Use Class C3); up to
202,500 sgm gross of additional development in Use
Classes: Al, A2, A3 (retail), A4 (public house), A5 (take
away); B1, B2, B8 (offices, industrial and storage and
distribution); C1 (hotel), C2 (care home), D1 and D2
(community and leisure); car showroom; data centre; petrol
filling station; car parking; primary substation; energy
centre; and for the laying out of the buildings; routes and
open spaces within the development; and all associated
works and operations including but not limited to:
demolition; earthworks; engineering operations. All
development, works and operations to be in accordance with
the Development Parameters Schedule and Plans.)
Houghton Regis North Site 1, Land on the northern edge of
Houghton Regis

Discharge of Condition 26, 28 and 33 from planning
permission CB/12/03613/OUT (Outline planning permission
with the details of access, appearance, landscaping, layout
and scale reserved for later determination. Development to
comprise: up to 5,150 dwellings (Use Class C3); up to
202,500 sgm gross of additional development in Use
Classes: Al, A2, A3 (retail), A4 (public house), A5 (take
away); B1, B2, B8 (offices, industrial and storage and
distribution); C1 (hotel); C2 (care home), D1 and D2
(community and leisure); car showroom; data centre; petrol
filling station; car parking; primary substation; energy
centre; and for the laying out of the buildings; routes and
open spaces within the development; and all associated
works and. operations including but not limited to:
demolition; earthworks; engineering operations. All
development, works and operations to be in accordance with
the Development Parameters Schedule and Plans)

Houghton Regis North Site 1 Land on the northern edge of
Houghton Regis

Discharge of Conditions 7 & 9 against planning permission
CB/16/03379/LB (Phased Construction of a new
Independent Living Scheme for Older Persons comprising
168 apartments with support facilities, a Restaurant & Bar,
Retail Units, Cafe, 2no Reablement Suites, the conversion
and Change of Use of a Grade 2 listed building and the
demolition of an existing Sheltered Housing scheme with
associated parking and landscaping.)

All Saints View, Sapphire Place, LU5 5LQ

11/41
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CB/20/03347/DOC

CB/20/03867/DOC

CB/20/03903/DOC

Discharge of Condition 4 from planning permission
CB/16/03378/REG3 (Phased Construction of a new
Independent Living Scheme for Older Persons comprising
168 apartments with support facilities, a Restaurant & Bar,
Retail Units, Cafe, 2no. Reablement Suites, the conversion
and Change of Use of a Grade 2 Listed Building and the
demolition of an existing Sheltered Housing scheme with
associated parking and landscaping)

All Saints View, Sapphire Place, LU5 5LQ

Discharge of Conditions 20, 24 and 25 from planning
permission CB/12/03613/OUT (Outline planning permission
with the details of access, appearance, landscaping, layout
and scale reserved for later determination. Development to
comprise: up to 5,150 dwellings (Use Class C3); up to
202,500 sgm gross of additional development in Use
Classes: Al, A2, A3 (retail), A4 (public house), A5 (take
away); B1, B2, B8 (offices; industrial and storage and
distribution); C1 (hotel),"C2 (care home), D1 and D2
(community and leisure); car showroom; data centre; petrol
filling station; car parking; primary substation; energy
centre; and for the laying out of the buildings; routes and
open spaces within the development; and all associated
works and operations including but not limited to:
demolition; earthworks; engineering operations. All
development, works and operations to be in accordance with
the Development Parameters Schedule and Plans.)
Houghton Regis North 1 Land on the northern edge of
Houghton Regis

Discharge of Condition 9 against planning permission
CB/12/03613/OUT (Qutline planning permission with the
details of access, appearance, landscaping, layout and scale
reserved for later determination. Development to comprise:
up to 5,150 dwellings (Use Class C3); up to 202,500 sgm
gross of additional development in Use Classes: Al, A2, A3
(retail), A4 (public house), A5 (take away); B1, B2, B8
(offices, industrial and storage and distribution); C1 (hotel),
C2 (care home), D1 and D2 (community and leisure); car
showroom; data centre; petrol filling station; car parking;
primary substation; energy centre; and for the laying out of
the buildings; routes and open spaces within the
development; and all associated works and operations
including but not limited to: demolition; earthworks;
engineering operations. All development, works and
operations to be in accordance with the Development
Parameters Schedule and Plans)

Houghton Regis North Site 1, Land on the northern edge of
Houghton Regis

12 /41
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CB/TCA/20/00598  Works to Trees in a Conservation Area:
Fell all Trees and open up the canopy for (T1) Ulmus Minor,
(T2) Acer Pseudoplatanus, (T3) Ulmus Minor, (T4) Ulmus
Minor, (T5) Ulmus Minor, (T6) Ulmus Minor, (T7) Ulmus
Minor, (T8) Acer Pseudoplatanus, (T9) Ulmus Minor and
(T10) Acer Pseudoplatanus
Land to rear of Woodlands Avenue, Houghton Regis
Members of the Committee were informed that following
confirmation from Central Bedfordshire Landscape Officer,
the works to fell trees were only on those as identified.
Members requested the Corporate Services Manager provide
the application plans to the member of public who had
addressed the committee.

(b) The following decision notices were noted:
Permissions / Approvals / Consents
Refusals:

None
received.

Withdrawals:
None received.

11399 APPEAL NOTICE - REFERENCE APP/P0240/A\W/20/3259218 - 24
DUNSTABLE ROAD, LUS5 5DB

Members were advised that an appeal had been submitted to the Planning
Inspectorate against Central Bedfordshire Councils decision to refuse planning
permission for erection.of a one-bedroom single-storey dwelling at 24 Dunstable
Road, Houghton Regis, Dunstable, LUS 5DB application number
CB/20/01271/FULL.

For information the Town Council submitted the following objections/comments:
e Overdevelopment of the site.
¢ Inappropriate development style creating a "terrace™ from the current semi-
detached bungalows.
e Inability to provide adequate vision splays for vehicles leaving the property,
creating traffic danger.
e Development right up to boundary fence will have an overbearing impact on
the side-on properties, 1 (especially), 2 and 3 Orchard Close.
The Town Council further commented:
With regard to the last point, why does the proposed design have to be so high at just
under 5m? The Town Council requests that should Central Bedfordshire Council be
minded approving this application then approval be granted, with permitted
development rights removed. This was in order to mitigate any automatic additional
development of the site i.e. a second storey.

13/41
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CB/20/00687/FULL — LAND TO THE SOUTH OF THE BUNGALOW,
BEDFORD ROAD

Members received a notification from Central Bedfordshire Council. The above
application was scheduled to be considered at the next Development Management
Committee on 11" November 2020. Members were requested to consider whether
they wish for a representative of the Town Council to participate at this meeting.

Members agreed that ClIr Carroll would attend the meeting.

Resolved: To appoint Councillor Carroll from the Town Council to
participate at the Development Management Committee
meeting to be held on the 11" November 2020.

PRESENTATION RE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT AT HAND POST
FARM, THORN ROAD, HOUGHTON REGIS

Nicola Thompson from Smith Jenkins, Nicky Barnes from Grand Union Housing
and Bob Harrington, Architect were in attendance at the meeting to update members
on the proposed plans for the site and to receive Town Council comments and
feedback.

Members were reminded that the proposal for this site would be for approx. 61
dwellings. These would be a mix of detached, attached and apartment blocks, all
with on plot parking and garden space. The dwellings would be 100% affordable
housing.

Members were advised that green areas for. this development utilises the green space
within Taylor Wimpey’s neighbouring development.

Members raised concerns that as an additional, infill development, dedicated green
space should be allocated within this development site and not be reliant on the
green space of neighbouring developments.

Members raised concerns regarding the proposed road access utilising an existing
roundabout by adding a fourth arm. Members were advised that highways had
advised that this access was possible, however, further inspection by highways was
to be undertaken before final designs were submitted.

Members raised further concerns that this development was not included in the
master plan, with these new houses adding to the growing community, the two
proposed primary schools would not be adequate for the additional unaccounted-for
homes.

LAND EAST OF HOUGHTON PARK ROAD, HOUGHTON REGIS -
OUTLINE PLANNING APPLICATION REF CB/19/02053/0OUT - PUBLIC
CONSULTATION ON UPDATED PLANS AND DEVELOPMENT BRIEF

14/ 41
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11403

Members received a correspondence update in relation to an outline application for
proposed development on land east of Houghton Park Road, Houghton Regis.

Members were advised that the deadline for comments in relation to the revised
development proposals and the draft Development Brief was Wednesday 11"
November 2020.

Members received correspondence received from local residents.

Members were concerned that traffic was already heavy in this area and as such any
additional vehicles would cause further congestion as the current infrastructure was
not designed for an additional 350 houses.

Members advised that this was also a flood risk area.
Members requested that their opposition to this development be recorded.

Members requested a letter to be written as part of the consultation and development
brief stating that the council is unhappy with the progress of the application since the
initial rejection.

Resolved: To consider the Town Councils response in relation to the public
consultation on updated plans and Draft Development Brief for
Land east of Houghton Park Road, Houghton Regis

CENTRAL BEDFORDSHIRE COUNCIL LOCAL PLAN - UPDATE

Members were advised that following the close of the consultation on additional

Local Plan evidence in August, Central Bedfordshire Council sent the responses to
the Inspectors for their consideration. The Inspectors-have now confirmed dates for
further hearing sessions, to be held on weeks commencing 7th and 14th December.

As part of this process, the Inspectors prepared a series of Matters, Issues and
Questions (MIQ’s) ahead of those hearings. The MIQ’s set out the detail of what the
Inspectors would like considered during the sessions. They related to topic matters
that had been the subject of the recent consultation, or where the Inspectors would
like further clarification on any other matters. It was not intended that the hearings
would revisit issues where there had not been any change in circumstance since the
previous hearings.

The next steps would be for those participating in the process, including Central
Bedfordshire Council, to prepare Hearing Statements that respond to the Inspectors
MIQ’s. The deadline for these being completed was 18th November 2020. The
Hearing Statements for all participants would then be published on Central
Bedfordshire Council’s website ahead of the hearings taking place in December.

If the Inspectors were satisfied following the hearings in December, it was
anticipated they would invite Central Bedfordshire Council to draft proposed
Modifications to address any issues identified throughout the process. Any
Modifications that were required, once agreed by the Inspectors, would be subject to
their own six-week consultation
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11404

STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT SITES/LOCAL PLAN-
UPDATE/PROGRESS

Woodside Link — No substantive update to report.
A5 M1 Link — No substantive update to report.
All Saints View — No substantive update to report.
Linmere — No substantive update to report.
Bidwell West — No substantive update to report.
Kingsland — No substantive update to report.

Windsor Drive — No substantive update to report.
Section 106 Monies — No substantive update to report.
Resolved:  To note the information

The Chairman declared the meeting closed at 9.18pm

Dated this 30t day of November 2020

Chairman
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28 OCTOBER 2020
PR11-20 | WHITE PAPER: PLANNING FOR THE FUTURE

| am writing in response to the MHCLG Planning White Paper: Planning for the
Future consultation.

The National Association of Local Councils (NALC) is the nationally recognised
membership and support organisation representing the interests of around 10,000
parish and town councils and many parish meetings in England, 70% of which are
situated in rural areas. Local (parish and town) councils are the backbone of our
democracy and closest to local people, providing our neighbourhoods, villages,
towns and small cities with a democratic voice and structure for taking action,
contributing over £2 billion of community investment to supporting and
improving local communities and delivering neighbourhood level services.

Summary

¢ NALC is urging the government to ensure any changes to the planning
regime enshrine a continued strong role for our sector, the closest level of
democratic input to planning the future development of communities and
places.

¢ NALC agrees with the government that the planning system could be
improved and should have more emphasis on building design and we
endorse the recommendations in the Living with beauty: report of the
Building Better, Building Beautiful Commission.

¢ NALC welcomes the government’s commitment to retaining
neighbourhood planning and given the vast majority of neighbourhood
plans are being led by local councils, we are committed to continuing to
working positively constructively to ensure they are strengthened, better
protected, support is provided, take-up extended, and to take forward the
recent report on the Impacts of Neighbourhood Planning in England.

e NALC urges MHCLG to re-think the changes it has proposed in the Planning
White Paper and in ‘Changes to the Current Planning System’.

e The changes would result in a democratic deficit, do not meet NALC's
aspirations for greater devolution opportunities to be offered to local
councils, and would not tackle the key issue slowing down the delivery of
more housing that was identified by Sir Oliver Letwin in his report
Independent Review of Build Out which he presented to Parliament in
October 2018.
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e Sir Oliver Letwin identified that the key problem was the market absorption
rate, i.e. the rate at which builders were prepared to deliver homes which
would ensure their market price in any given local area was not affected
adversely. Sir Oliver, whose report was commissioned by the chancellor of
the exchequer, expressed support for master planning (which is not
mentioned in the current consultation documents) and the use of 106
agreements (which, it is proposed, should be dropped, despite these
agreements having delivered significant affordable housing).

e Whilst the narrative in the two consultation documents says much about
having a planning system that is fit for purpose, inclusive and which
improves public trust, the proposals come on top of a significant extension
to permitted development rights and they:

- Dictate the amount of housing each Local Planning Authority (LPA) has to
deliver, based on an algorithm geared to delivering over 300,000 housing
units per year - despite a lack of verisimilitude for that over-arching figure
and despite falling population projections.

- Require LPAs to divide all land into one of three (or possibly only two)
zones, ensuring that the two development zones (‘Growth’ and ‘Renewal’)
together are large enough to accommodate the housing they have been
instructed to supply, thereby forcing the LPAs to not place land in the
‘Protected’ zone which would be worthy of being there.

- Allow only 30 months for the evolution of and consultation on Local Plans
and thereafter remove from principal authorities the right to decide on
planning applications on a case by case basis and the right of local councils
to comment upon them.

- Abolish Sustainability Appraisals and question the value of the ‘Duty to Co-
operate’ between neighbouring local planning authorities and Strategic
Environmental Assessments.

- Do nothing to strengthen Neighbourhood Plans and stop them from being
overturned when principal authorities cannot meet housing numbers or
housing land tests and do not tackle the community capacity problem if
they have to be reviewed every five years.

- Do not recommend that a percentage of the income to LPAs from
developers is automatically distributed via local councils for the benefit of
their local communities.
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- Do not align with the climate change agenda (N.B. NALC has declared a
climate emergency).

Specific NALC planning positions concerning the White Paper

NALC recently adopted the below specific positions in response to the
publication of the Planning White Paper:

e NALC has signed up to the proposition that there is a climate
emergency and will, therefore, as a general principle, promote and
support moves and policies which help to mitigate it. For instance,
NALC supports the need for Local Plans and large developments to be
subject to environmental appraisals and it supports energy-efficient
homes and more trees.

e NALC will support a planning system which incorporates a significant
role for local councils. It will not support any diminution of town and
parish councils’ statutory right to comment on planning issues at all
stages of their evolution, whether they be development planning
matters or spatial planning policies.

e NALC will support a soundly based planning system which represents
the most reliable tool for the sustainable allocation of land and which
represents the three pillars of sustainability equally, i.e. social, economic
and environmental factors.

e NALC will support changes to the planning system which it perceives
will strengthen the system and the voice of democracy and lead to
better quality, appropriately sited developments. It will not support
planning changes which it perceives will work in the opposite direction.

e NALC would support a very much strengthened version of the ‘duty to
co-operate’ between neighbouring local authorities or an alternative
policy which made it compulsory for neighbouring LPAs to work in close
co-operation with each other on spatial planning.

¢ NALC does not support an across-the-board extension of permitted
development rights in the planning system. Policies on permitted
development rights should be the prerogative of LPAs in their Local
Plans or Neighbourhood Forums.

e NALC supports the recommendations of the Building Better, Building
Beautiful Commission.

¢ NALC recognises the need for more affordable housing and would
welcome initiatives that would enable LPAs and local councils to deliver
some. Also, NALC would like to see more housing delivered that is
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suitable for the disabled and those with mobility impairments and also a
range of different types of tenures facilitated.

¢ NALC wants to see a fair infrastructure levy system which gives local
councils a voice and benefits them financially so that they, in turn, can
deliver more for their local communities.

¢ NALC has concerns about housing tests based on standard
methodologies/algorithms. It wants to see a planning system which
recognises that every planning application and every location is
different.

The Planning White Paper does not meet NALC's policy positions. Nor does it
meet NALC's aspirations for greater devolution opportunities to be offered to
local councils. The White Paper limits engagement with Local Plans to a six-
week consultation period at the preparatory stage and it removes from local
councils (as well as principal authorities and the public) the right to engage
with planning applications in most instances.

The White Paper expresses a wish to increase the engagement of residents
and communities in the planning system. Good engagement already exists
through Neighbourhood Planning. The typical level of community engagement
in developing a Neighbourhood Plan is dramatically greater than is the case for
a Local Plan.

Much important detail is missing from the Planning White Paper but it appears
to wish to confine the input of local councils and neighbourhood forums
primarily to helping to draw up design codes.

Instead of empowering local communities (something the government has
committed to doing) and giving them more say on planning issues, the White
Paper seeks to impose centralised development policies and housing numbers
from the top down.

NALC cannot support the thrust of the White Paper and it cannot support the
majority of the specific land-use proposals. It urges the government to look
again at how the planning system can be improved in a way which does not
try to impose an overly simplistic framework and which does not prevent
principal authorities, local councils, neighbourhood planning groups, other
stakeholders and the general public from having a meaningful say in the
process.
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Consultation questions
NALC’s responses to the consultation questions are as follows:

1. What three words do you associate most with the planning system in
England?

Up to enactment of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act of 2004,
the three words that could have been most closely associated with the
planning system in England were:

(1) Detailed, (2) Reliable and (3) Fair.

However, that Act of Parliament did away with detailed Local Plans which
were a pillar of the system and introduced instead less specific, higher-
level Local Development Frameworks. This was followed in 2010 by the
revocation of the Regional Spatial Strategies (RSS) which, by then, were
functioning well and ensuring that there was a holistic element to Local
Plans in any one region. RSS had caused LPAs to operate in close alliance
with each other, to understand the 'bigger picture’ and to learn best
practice from each other. But, following their revocation, LPAs (by and
large) returned to silo working. Apart from a few instances where LPAs
have come together for financial reasons or, more recently as part of
Combined Authorities, most have not engaged in the sort of close co-
operative working recommended for plan-making.

Also, in 2012, the reliably detailed Planning Policy Guidance and Planning
Policy Statements were revoked, along with much other planning
legislation, and replaced by the less specific National Planning Policy
Framework which has generated much legal argument and interpretation.
This, combined with further deregulatory reforms and a statutory
requirement for LPAs to meet formula-derived housing numbers and
housing land allocations, has resulted in a system that is hugely different
from that of less than 20 years ago. Consequently, the three words which
now best describe the planning system are:

(1) Unspecific (as explained), (2) Misguided and (3) Unfair.

Misguided because of the way that developers (as described in the Letwin

review of 2018) have been allowed to dominate the system, despite
objections from LPAs, local councils and communities and unfair because
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only developers have a third party right of appeal against planning
decisions. Local councils should also be able to appeal decisions.

Any further changes to the planning system must not exacerbate these

shortcomings or reduce democratic input and should aim to introduce a
robust system of joint LPA working on important spatial planning issues
involving roads, large scale infrastructure proposals and matters such as
Green Belt and Green Gaps.

2. Do you get involved with planning decisions in your local area? [Yes / No]

Yes - planning is the single biggest issue for local councils in England. NALC
has well over 30 planning positions. Though England’s 10,000 local councils

(NALC’s members) are the entities in our sector who are involved directly in

planning applications in their areas.

Local councils currently have a statutory role in commenting upon planning
applications. They take that role extremely seriously. Local councils are the
grassroots eyes and ears of the community. They are often able to offer
information about local circumstances that the principal authority is not aware
of. They also frequently find themselves reminding the LPA of relevant
provisions in Neighbourhood Plans, supplementary planning documents, Parish
Plans, Village Design Statements etc. This function has become increasingly
important since more local planning authorities have farmed-out planning
work to contractors. Also, it needs to be recognised that whenever
contentious planning applications arise, the first port of call for objectors is the
local council, where one exists. It cannot be overstated how many local
councils value their role in commenting upon planning applications. It would
be a major loss of their democratic voice if they were to lose this, just as it
would be a loss of principal authorities’ democratic rights if they were no
longer able to make planning decisions.

(a). If no, why not? [Don’t know how to / It takes too long / It’s too
complicated / | don’t care / Other - please specify]

NALC does not agree with the proposition that the proposals in the Planning
White Paper will “make it much easier to access plans and contribute [the
views of local councils] to planning decisions”. The proposals would (1) reduce
the number of opportunities whereby local councils - and members of the
public - could interact with the formulation of the Local Plan, (2) reduce the
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time within which it would be possible to interact, (3) remove opportunities to
influence the details of planning applications and obligations placed upon
developers, (4) remove the opportunity local councils currently have to
engage in S106 agreements and secure bespoke provisions for the local
community and (5) make the planning system much less specific and less open
to influence by the local communities which have to live with the outcomes.
Local councils wish to remain statutory consultees and for their comments to
be given more weight. NALC also emphasises to MHCLG that the ability for a
community to shape its area through neighbourhood planning is an important
part of the social role of planning.

3. Our proposals will make it much easier to access plans and contribute your
views to planning decisions. How would you like to find out about plans and
planning proposals in the future? [Social media / Online news / Newspaper /
By post / Other - please specify]

Of the more specific options offered, the answers to this question will
inevitably vary by local area. However, the point which NALC would make in
response to the question is that without environmental resilience and without
prioritising biodiversity and action on climate change nothing else can exist.
NALC has declared a climate emergency. It believes that serious measures are
necessary to address them. Establishing a looser planning system is not the
way. Via local councils in parished areas - whatever works to reach local
councils in different planning authority areas (all media). NALC again
emphasises to MHCLG that the ability for a community to shape its area
through neighbourhood planning is an important part of the social role of
planning.

4. What are your top three priorities for planning in your local area? [Building
homes for young people / building homes for the homeless / protection of
green spaces / the environment, biodiversity and action on climate change /
increasing the affordability of housing / the design of new homes and places
/ supporting the high street / supporting the local economy / more or better
local infrastructure/protection of existing heritage buildings or areas / other
- please specify]

Of the more specific options offered, the answers to this question will
inevitably vary from local area to local area. However, the point which NALC
would make in response to the question is that without environmental
resilience and without prioritising biodiversity and action on climate change
nothing else can exist. NALC has declared a climate emergency. It believes

7
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that serious measures are necessary to address them. Establishing a looser
planning system is not the way.

NALC supports Proposal 24 - to significantly strengthen enforcement powers
and sanctions - but not concerning the new planning system being
promulgated (which we do not endorse). This strengthening is needed now
concerning the current system and should include an obligation on local
planning authorities to take action where planning rules are broken.

5. Do you agree that Local Plans should be simplified in line with our
proposals? [Yes / No / Not sure. Please provide a supporting statement.]

No. NALC asks MHCLG to reconsider its decision to require local authorities to
review their Local Plans every 5 years. The concept of Growth Areas, if widely
adopted, will lead to large increases in house building with fewer controls than
at present. NALC does not agree that Local Plans, which underpin so much of
what contributes to the quality of life, should be simplified. We would mount
the contrary argument. Having detailed Local Plans that are carefully
constructed after extensive research and consultation ensures more certainty
and allows for proper democratic input and less challenge by developers.
NALC agrees that the country needs more affordable homes but does not
agree that the way to achieve them is by further simplifying the planning
system. The system needs to be tightened to ensure that developers build-out
their planning permissions and deliver the affordable homes they promise at
the outline permission stage. In far too many instances, developers apply for
and are granted outline planning permission for developments where they
offer to provide a significant percentage of affordable homes. However, they
then subsequently return to the LPA with questionable viability assessments
showing that they cannot afford to deliver what they originally promised and
are ultimately granted detailed planning permission for fewer affordable
homes or, in many cases, none.

6. Do you agree with our proposals for streamlining the development
management content of Local Plans, and setting out general development
management policies nationally? [Yes / No / Not sure. Please provide a
supporting statement.]

No. We believe that this approach risks severely limiting the power given to
local communities to determine the best development strategy for their area.

We support the wider use of design codes, especially local codes developed

through Neighbourhood Plans. If they are going to receive public support such
design codes must be robust and legally enforceable. To ensure there is an

8
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effective level of localism within the system where a design code has been
developed through a Neighbourhood Plan this should take precedence over a
district-wide or national design code.

Permitted development rights have already been significantly extended,
leading to some inappropriate developments in the countryside, some ugly
extensions and overly small living units in former office buildings. Now the
White Paper proposes to enable “popular and replicable forms of development
to be approved easily and quickly, helping to support gentle intensification” -
and it makes several references to “gentle densification”.

NALC have concerns about the continued extension of permitted development
rights. Those which have already been instituted are changing the
characteristics of some villages and neighbourhoods already. Densifying rural
settlements may be appropriate in some cases and some locations but it would
be wrong to assume that it would work - and be acceptable - across the
board. Urban areas are different from semi-urban areas, which are different
from semi-rural ones, which are different from rural ones. Every market town,
village and sparse rural settlement has its unique characteristics, aspirations
and housing needs. It is inappropriate to try and introduce a 'one rule fits all’
approach.

7. Do you agree with our proposals to replace existing legal and policy tests for
Local Plans with a consolidated test of "sustainable development”, which
would include consideration of environmental impact? [Yes / No / Not sure.
Please provide a supporting statement.]

No. There is no crystal-clear definition in the White Paper as to what would
constitute the proposed new ‘single sustainable development test’. There is
undoubtedly room to improve sustainability appraisals and strategic
environmental assessments and how they are judged. For instance, Local
Plans should be required to demonstrate how they will reduce greenhouse gas
emissions. But, it is not possible to support scrapping SAs and SEAs for an as
yet undefined new test.

The requirement in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) for a five-
year land supply for housing needs to be either dropped because of the way it
has been allowed to override carefully prepared Local Plans and
Neighbourhood Plans or amended and clarified in a way which prevents
developers riding roughshod over the wishes of local communities and
endorsed planning policies. The proposed reduction in local plan tests is not
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something to be supported. What is needed is a proper insistence on the
present tests.

(b). How could strategic, cross-boundary issues be best planned for in the
absence of a formal Duty to Cooperate?

(i) Environmental issues should not be treated lightly and/or in a manner which
makes them too easy to dismiss in a ‘tick box’ manner, particularly at a time
when the UK is committed by statute to achieving a carbon zero situation.
Environmental capital must be addressed with due care and attention - in all
its facets - whether this is in respect of air pollution, carbon sinks, wildlife, trees
or whatever. NALC, plus a large percentage of individual local councils have
signed up to the concept that there is a climate emergency. Also, along with
35 other organisations, NALC is a signatory to the Charter for Trees which the
Woodland Trust instigated. We welcome the government's commitment to
ensuring that trees are planted in urban streets, but it is important that not
only protections remain for ancient woodlands, veteran trees and other
specified trees but also that promises to plant new woodlands are kept. Trees
absorb excess water and prevent damage from run-off and mudslides as well
as capturing carbon. Also, NALC would like to see environmental appraisals
retained as a fundamental part of a sound planning system.

(ii) The 'duty to co-operate’ for local authorities has not worked as intended.
For instance, LPAs are merely required to demonstrate that they have had
meetings or conversations with each other, not that they have necessarily
come to agreements and engaged in close co-operative working. However,
some version of statutory cross-border working needs to exist to avoid
unnecessary conflict and to ensure that, for example, the same jobs and
economic benefits are not counted more than once by two or more adjoining
LPAs. Planning inspectors adjudicating over examinations in public have
tended to accept employment and economic projections without testing too
closely the employment and economic projections of those authorities that
share boundaries with the one they are examining. Over-counting is not a
good practice. It can lead to the release of more land for development than is
necessary. In future, those LPAs which fall within Combined Authority areas
can be regulated to comply with a duty to co-operate via the area-wide spatial
frameworks. Other areas will need to be regulated differently in the absence
of regional government.

10
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8. (a) Do you agree that a standard method for establishing housing
requirements (that takes into account constraints) should be introduced?
[Yes / No / Not sure. Please provide a supporting statement.]

No. A one size fits all approach does not work here. Local circumstances need
to be taken into account. Any standard methodology applied across the board
carries the risk of being unfavourable in some areas simply because fixed
methodologies /algorithms cannot accommodate the vast range of individual
local circumstances that exist that need to be taken into consideration in a fair
planning system.

This is why it has been considered entirely appropriate hitherto to have teams
of professional planners and other specialists come together to draw up Local
Plans and then to have them adjudicated upon individually and independently.
The danger of inflicting algorithms in circumstances where there is any number
of variables has been highlighted recently with their application in the
education system. The same mistake should not be made with the complex
issue of what gets built where. It has already become apparent that, despite
the government’'s commitment to focus development on brownfield areas, the
algorithm proposed focuses significant development on areas which would
have to re-allocate green-fields and countryside as 'growth zones' to meet
housing targets. Also, it is understood that the intention, once zones and
regulations for those zones are agreed, is that computer programmes would
largely control planning decisions in future.

(b). Do you agree that affordability and the extent of existing urban areas
are appropriate indicators of the quantity of development to be
accommodated? [Yes / No / Not sure. Please provide a supporting
statement.]

No - not solely, they are not. There are several factors which should be taken
account of (including transport infrastructure). The government should
reverse the negative impact on the availability of affordable social housing
caused by factors such as the reduced contribution to Housing Associations
and a failure to make use of empty properties that could be used for housing
for local people. There also needs to be a review of all town centres to
potentially reduce the retail and commercial areas and re-assigning parts of
those areas for residential use. More people living immediately adjacent to
town centres would mean more business for the remaining retail units.

11

27141



National Association London WCI1B 3LD

of Local Councils

l l al‘ t: 020 7637 1865 w: www.nalc.gov.uk
e: nalc@nalc.gov.uk a: 109 Great Russell Street,

9. (a). Do you agree that there should be automatic outline permission for
areas for substantial development (growth areas) with faster routes for
detailed consent? [Yes / No / Not sure. Please provide a supporting
statement.]

No. This question assumes that the concept of growth zones is the right one
and that the growth zones identified are appropriate and unchallengeable. It is
a question posed very much from the perspective of a desire to promote/carry
out unhindered development. It is not posed in a neutral manner which
accepts that there is an alternative perspective - that of local communities
living in or adjoining the proposed growth zones. The concept of zoning in
such a simplistic manner is not supported by NALC and therefore the concept
of allowing fast-track planning in such zones is not supported. This is also a
view shared by the Foundation for Integrated Transport which produced the
much-acclaimed report 'Transport for New Homes' in 2018. This would require
safeguards if it was to proceed.

(b). Do you agree with our proposals above for the consent arrangements for
Renewal and Protected areas? [Yes / No / Not sure. Please provide a
supporting statement.]

No. The proposals for these zones are founded on the same questionable
principles as those for the growth areas. The concept of zoning in the way
proposed is not appropriate and should be dropped. Also, it is understood
from the proposals that local authorities would need such an exceptionally
powerful reason for refusing consent that they would, in effect, be rendered
mute. We are making the case here to MHCLG that if it goes ahead and
reduces the timeframes involved in planning appeals, it must factor in the need
to ensure that local communities are given sufficient time to take part in the
process.

(c). Do you think there is a case for allowing new settlements to be brought
forward under the Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects regime? [Yes
/ No / Not sure. Please provide a supporting statement.]

No. Local councils would need to be legally consulted regarding new
settlements in their area first. The NSIP regime is particularly unfavourable to
objectors - as those who have tried to engage with it have discovered. It
relies heavily on consultation upfront, which can be ignored, and then - once
the formal process starts rolling - the process heavily favours the proponent.

12
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10. Do you agree with our proposals to make decision-making faster and more
certain? [Yes / No / Not sure. Please provide a supporting statement.]

No. There is no proven or automatic connection between a speeded -up
planning system and a good one and there is no evidence that decision making
on the subject of planning would be better for being subjected to the strictest
methodologies/algorithms and to being automated. There is any number of
aspects to good planning which rely on a combination of professional
judgement and local knowledge/discretion. It is difficult to see how a sound
system is equitable with a de-humanised one and one which is significantly less
democratic than the present system. It is worth quoting the Building Better,
Building Beautiful Commission’ report of January here: “councils need radically
and profoundly to re-invent the ambition, depth and breadth with which they
engage with neighbourhoods as they consult on their local plan. More
democracy should take place at the local plan phase” (page 3). The Planning
White Paper exalts this report.

11. Do you agree with our proposals for accessible, web-based Local Plans?
[Yes / No / Not sure. Please provide a supporting statement.]

Yes. Local Plans can be viewed online now. However, there is a case for
greater mapping detail to be made available remotely to the public and there
is also a case for all LPAs to adopt the same digitised system. As a broad
principle, therefore, the idea is supported - although the point has to be made
that improving digitised access will not necessarily increase engagement.
When introducing web-based Local Plans - account should be taken of the fact
that there are still significant areas of the country where broadband availability
would limit access. Care must also be taken when introducing web-based Plans
to ensure that some communities are not excluded because of limited access
to the necessary equipment to review the Local Plan. Stakeholders will want to
feel that they can have an impact on planning outcomes. All that appears to
be on offer in the Planning White Paper is an easier way to view planning
decisions already made.

What is not supported is the concept of zoning as is currently being consulted
upon and of that being the reason/driving force for more accessible web-
based Local Plans. Planning authorities should include ‘Insert Maps’ for all
villages, regardless of whether or not they have been allocated development
growth in the Local Plan or Local Development Framework. The delineation of
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the village envelope is an important tool in development control and in halting
encroachment into the countryside.

12. Do you agree with our proposals for a 30-month statutory timescale for the
production of Local Plans? [Yes / No / Not sure. Please provide a supporting
statement.]

No. Essential components of a Local Plan are that it is a soundly based and
reliable tool for the most sustainable allocation of land, arrived at following
detailed consideration of social, economic and environmental factors. And
there has to be a robust democratic process in place. Sound Local Plans which
have been thoroughly researched and not only consulted upon but which have
taken into consideration the results of that consultation cannot be produced in
30 months. The land is a finite resource and must be treated as such. Once
green fields and important open spaces are lost, they are lost forever. The
whole process cannot be rushed if it is to be done well. It should be the case
that the objectives of any process should meet the neighbourhood planning
process, not the other way round.

13. (a) Do you agree that Neighbourhood Plans should be retained in the
reformed planning system? [Yes / No / Not sure. Please provide a
supporting statement.]

Yes. NALC supports a strengthened Neighbourhood Plan system. However,
the government needs to understand that there is no point retaining
neighbourhood plans whilst at the same time introducing ever more criteria
which, if the principal authority fails to meet, results in the over-ruling of both
Local Plans and Neighbourhood Plans. Currently, Local and Neighbourhood
Plans are rendered void if the principal authority fails to achieve centrally set
housing land use requirements and/or housing test numbers. Also, there have
been other factors which have also been allowed to render Neighbourhood
Plans ineffectual. This is not fair to local councils and local communities which
have pulled themselves through the challenging Neighbourhood Plan process.
The many potential pitfalls are outlined in NALC's publication "'Where Next for
Neighbourhood Plans?’, published in 2018, which also contains several
recommendations as to the way forward
(https://www.nalc.gov.uk/library/publications/2755-where-next-for-
neighbourhood-planning/file).

Neighbourhood plans should be retained; it should be the case that the
objectives of any process should meet the neighbourhood planning process,
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not the other way round. We agree with Locality that Neighbourhood Plans
should not simply become Village Design Statements - their relevance to
influence local growth should be retained.

(b). How can the neighbourhood planning process be developed to meet our
objectives, such as in the use of digital tools and reflecting community
preferences about design?

There is already the opportunity within the Neighbourhood Plan process for
communities to express preferences on design but, that said, it could be
emphasised more. The matter of greater use of digital tools would depend on
the competence of the Neighbourhood Forum concerned. However, there is
also an issue at the local community level of ongoing capacity and willingness
to contribute voluntary time, especially given the current government
recommendation - that Local Plans should be reviewed every five years. If
Local Plans are reviewed, then any Neighbourhood Plans attached to them
would also need to be reviewed. Such a constant turnover of Local and
Neighbourhood Plans is not desirable, creates a lack of certainty and causes a
major issue of finding volunteers to keep serving on Neighbourhood Forums.
NALC would suggest that a Local Plan review period should be 10 years. This
process would be aided by granting more time to produce NPs and promoting
increased NP grants in the local government and community sectors.

Keynsham Town Council is currently working in conjunction with English
Heritage to produce a design guide for their main High Street and
conservation area. This design guide will be incorporated into the Keynsham
Neighbourhood Plan.

14. Do you agree there should be a stronger emphasis on the build-out of
developments? And if so, what further measures would you support? [Yes /
No / Not sure. Please provide a supporting statement.]

Yes. Over the last decade, developers have failed to build out roughly one
million homes for which they have planning permission. Figures released in
February showed that 2,564,600 homes had been granted planning
permission by local planning authorities since 2009/10 - but only 1,530,680
were completed (source: LGA). The problem with the lack of supply of
housing does not lie with the planning system. Sir Oliver Letwin, identified in
his 2018 review of 'build out’ on behalf of the government that the bottleneck
on housing delivery was due to "the market absorption rate” - the rate at

15

31/41



National Association London WCI1B 3LD

of Local Councils

l l al‘ t: 020 7637 1865 w: www.nalc.gov.uk
e: nalc@nalc.gov.uk a: 109 Great Russell Street,

which newly constructed homes can be sold on the local market without
materially disturbing the existing market price. A most effective way of
speeding up build-out would be if there were a financial penalty and a threat
of removing permission from developers if they do not build-out within a given
period, e.g. five years for a medium-sized development.

15. What do you think about the design of nhew development that has happened
recently in your area? [Not sure or indifferent / Beautiful and/or well-
designed / Ugly and/or poorly-designed / There hasn’t been any / Other -
please specify]

Other - national organisation. This is a national response on behalf of NALC
and therefore is not specific to only one area. However, we agree with the
opening statement in the Building Better, Building Beautiful Commission’s
report of January 2020, ’Living with Beauty’, i.e: “All around us we see ugly
and unadaptable buildings, decaying neighbourhoods and new estates that
spoil some treasured piece of the countryside or are parasitic on existing
places, not regenerative of them.”

16. Sustainability is at the heart of our proposals. What is your priority for
sustainability in your area? [Less reliance on cars / More green and open
spaces / Energy efficiency of new buildings / More trees / Other - please
specify]

Other - sustainable planning applications in parished areas. This is a national
response on behalf of NALC and therefore not specific to one area. NALC
would comment here that it supports the three-legged stool of sustainability,
i.e. that social, economic and environmental matters are all given equal weight
in policy and decision-making. This needs to happen alongside climate change
considerations. Therefore, we can endorse all of the suggestions made in the
guestion as to a more sustainable way forward, i.e. “More green and open
spaces, energy efficiency of new buildings and more trees”. Also, protect
ecosystems to protect food security. Also, we would appeal for a statutory
requirement that new developments make adequate provision for health care,
education and leisure. The developments in Rothley (Leicestershire) have
been very extensive and will continue but with little thought given to the
provision of school places, medical facilities and other amenities. Other
responses NALC received were mixed.
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17. Do you agree with our proposals for improving the production and use of
design guides and codes? [Yes / No / Not sure. Please provide a supporting
statement.]

Yes. NALC notes and welcomes the government’s commitment to “effective
inputs from the local community” (page 40). We also look forward to the
consultation on further recommendations by the Building Better, Building
Beautiful Commission. That said, we find it somewhat puzzling that on the one
hand the government has continued to extend permitted development rights
but, on the other, is expressing a desire to have higher design standards.
These two different approaches do not mesh together coherently. It is also
disappointing that the focus is so entirely on new build and not on improving
extant buildings. And, additionally, it is unclear from the White Paper how
design codes would be enforced and what powers would be available to LPAs
in the event of breaches of the code. The existing role of local councils in
examining and responding to, planning applications, should be enhanced.

The other key point to make here is that there should be a requirement for
design codes to set zero carbon criteria. Every aspect of planning needs to
work towards climate change targets.

18. Do you agree that we should establish a new body to support design coding
and building better places and that each authority should have a chief officer
for design and place-making? [Yes / No / Not sure. Please provide a
supporting statement.]

Yes - if this helps enforce agreed planning conditions. NALC very much
supports the concept of each LPA having a chief officer for design and place-
making but, given the straitened times that principal authorities are working
within, we wonder how this might be enacted on the ground. Would it, for
instance, be considered acceptable for LPAs to simply give the title to an
existing planning officer in addition to their existing duties? We recognise and
welcome the government’s promise to improve the resourcing of planning
departments (para. 3.12), but are deeply concerned to note that this is tied
together with “streamlining plan-making”. There is a need to bolster planning
departments, which have suffered during the recent period of austerity. The
need, however, is to have more trained planners in post, making professional
judgements - not computerised systems which make decisions without taking
all the local circumstances into account.
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19. Do you agree with our proposal to consider how design might be given
greater emphasis in the strategic objectives for Homes England? [Yes / No /
Not sure. Please provide a supporting statement.]

Yes. NALC supports this proposal. The government needs to ensure that
planning conditions imposed to allow the grant of planning permission is
enforced. This does make sense - provided Homes England has regard to
local councils when framing its objectives around beauty and design.

20. Do you agree with our proposals for implementing a fast-track for
beauty? [Yes / No / Not sure. Please provide a supporting statement.]

No. NALC does not support the fact that this proposal is tied together
inextricably with the zoning proposals. We do not approve of the proposals
for zoning as currently set out. There is a need for planning applications to be
found to be premature from the very early stages of neighbourhood plan
preparation, depending on the scale and significance of any unresolved
objections and the scale of community support. Whilst it is right that the
Ministry wants to improve design quality - there is a fear amongst local (town
and parish) councils that faster building will mean even less meaningful
consultation with themselves, although they are the first tier of local
government.

21. When new development happens in your area, what is your priority for what
comes with it? [More affordable housing / More or better infrastructure
(such as transport, schools, health provision) / Design of new buildings /
More shops and /or employment space /Green space / Don’t know / Other -
please specify].

Nationally - more affordable housing in parished areas. The government
should reverse the negative impact on the availability of affordable social
housing caused by factors such as the reduced contribution to housing
associations and a failure to make use of empty properties that could be used
for housing for local people. As stated in response to question 8 (b), there is
also the issue of making better use of failing town centres. There is a case for
reducing the size of the retail and commercial elements and replacing some
areas with housing. This would utilise brownfield land and bring life back to
the remaining town centres. However, this needs to happen following a proper
master planning exercise - not by simply zoning.
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22.(a) Should the government replace the Community Infrastructure Levy and

Section 106 planning obligations with a new consolidated Infrastructure
Levy, which is charged as a fixed proportion of development value above a
set threshold? [Yes / No / Not sure. Please provide a supporting statement.]

Other - but local councils would still then have to yield 25% of IL receipts
where they had made NPs and IL regimes should be made mandatory for
adoption by LPAs for this to have a chance of working. This is a national
response on behalf of NALC. We recognise that each planning application
and each area is different. In some instances, more affordable housing may
well be the priority, whereas - in others - it may be one of the other aspects
listed. It is because every planning application and every set of local
circumstances is different that we contend it would not be appropriate to
create zones which are governed by a set of generic rules any more than it
would be appropriate to do away with the ability of principal authorities and
local councils to comment upon individual planning applications. IL would
also have to be enforced properly so that residents in parished areas
benefitted proportionately.

(b) Should the Infrastructure Levy rates be set nationally at a single rate, set
nhationally at an area-specific rate, or set locally? [Nationally at a single rate
/ Nationally at an area-specific rate / Locally]

Set locally by the LPA in consultation with local councils who should also
receive a percentage of the IL to be used for the benefit of their local
communities.

(c) Should the Infrastructure Levy aim to capture the same amount of value
overall, or more value, to support greater investment in infrastructure,
affordable housing and local communities? [Same amount overall / More
value / Less value / Not sure. Please provide a supporting statement.]

More value: the same principle would therefore apply to IL; that there would
need to be a fair distribution of monies from IL to residents of parished areas.
If local councils can derive more community benefit from IL than from CIL and
S106 and the monies can be distributed in a more timely and fair way - then
we would support this.
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(d) Should we allow local authorities to borrow against the Infrastructure
Levy, to support infrastructure delivery in their area? [Yes / No / Not sure.
Please provide a supporting statement.]

Yes - but this should be the choice of the LPA in consultation with local
councils. IL will need to ensure that, broadly speaking, small communities can
respond to the impact of development. Borrowing should only be approved if
the community will benefit - after consultation with local councils.

23. Do you agree that the scope of the reformed infrastructure levy should
capture changes of use through permitted development rights?]

No. S106 planning obligations have been a very useful tool through which
local councils have been able to obtain community benefits from developers.
Local councils must retain the right to play their part in negotiations which can
secure new local community assets. The government should first review Part
B of the schedule to the Town & Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987 (Sl
764).

24. (a). Do you agree that we should aim to secure at least the same amount of
affordable housing under the Infrastructure Levy, and as much on-site
affordable provision, as at present? [Yes / No / Not sure. Please provide a
supporting statement.]

Yes. The government should reverse the negative impact on the availability of
affordable social housing caused by factors such as the reduced contribution
to housing associations and a failure to make use of empty properties that
could be used for housing for local people. There is a need for more
affordable housing in rural and parished areas than ever before. So yes -
MHCLG should aim to secure at least the same amount of affordable housing
under the Infrastructure Levy, and as much on-site affordable provision, as at
present. NALC does not support the recent changes to permitted
development rights. We concur with the 2018 Raynsford Review final report
which called for “the restoration of development management powers that
have been lost as a result of the extension of permitted development rights”.

(b). Should affordable housing be secured as in-kind payment towards the
Infrastructure Levy, or as a ‘right to purchase’ at discounted rates for local
authorities? [Yes / No / Not sure. Please provide a supporting statement.]
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25.

Yes - In-kind payment. Affordable housing should be secured as in-kind
payment towards the Infrastructure Levy.

(c). If an in-kind delivery approach is taken, should we mitigate against
local authority overpayment risk? [Yes / No / Not sure. Please provide a
supporting statement.]

Yes.

(d). If an in-kind delivery approach is taken, are there additional steps
that would need to be taken to support affordable housing quality? [Yes /
No / Not sure. Please provide a supporting statement.]

Yes. The government should reverse the negative impact on the availability
of affordable social housing caused by factors such as the reduced
contribution to housing associations and a failure to bring back into use
sufficient numbers of empty properties that could provide housing for local
people.

Should local authorities have fewer restrictions over how they spend the
Infrastructure Levy? [Yes / No / Not sure. Please provide a supporting
statement.]

No. But the government should give local councils the freedom to spend
Infrastructure Levy monies (developers' contributions) on leisure and
recreation facilities as they judge to be necessary. Local authorities should
be given greater leeway to spend their own IL receipts after consultation
with local councils. And local councils should be given more freedom to
spend their IL receipts on leisure and recreation facilities as they judge to
be necessary for their areas using the Neighbourhood Share.

(a) If yes, should an affordable housing ‘ring-fence’ be developed? [Yes /
No / Not sure. Please provide a supporting statement.]

Not sure. Controls need to be in place around what will be substantial
sums of money and there may be an argument for having a percentage of
the income explicitly devoted to affordable housing. However, there
should also be a provision that a percentage of income from development
is allocated to local councils which are sharing the burden of housing
development and is required to take on ever more community
responsibilities.
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26. Do you have any views on the potential impact of the proposals raised in
this consultation on people with protected characteristics as defined in
section 149 of the Equality Act 2010?

Yes. The needs of disabled people and those with mobility impairments do
not appear to have been dealt with in the Planning White Paper, even
though there is a shortage of homes for wheelchair users and others with
special mobility requirements. This is despite a report by the Equality and
Human Rights Commission which highlighted how many disabled people
suffer serious deterioration in mental wellbeing because of the unsuitable
accommodation they have to put up with.

Should you require any further information on this response please do not
hesitate to contact Chris Borg, policy manager, on 07714 771049 or via email at
chris.borg@nalc.gov.uk.

© NALC 2020
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21/10/2020 Houghton Regis Town Council Page 1

14:09 Detailed Income & Expenditure by Budget Heading 30/09/2020

Month No: 7 Cost Centre Report
Actual Actual Year Current Variance Committed Funds % Spent
Current Mth To Date Annual Bud Annual Total Expenditure Available

401 Growth Area

4059 OTHER PROFESSIONAL FEES 0 946 2,500 1,554 1,554 37.8%
4062 Neighbourhood Plan 0 60 20,000 19,940 19,940 0.3%
4992 Trs from Earmarked Reserve 0 0 (20,000) (20,000) (20,000) 0.0%
Growth Area :- Indirect Expenditure 0 1,006 2,500 1,494 0 1,494 40.2%

Net Expenditure 0 (1,006) (2,500) (1,494)
Grand Totals:- Income 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Expenditure 0 1,006 2,500 1,494 0 1,494 40.2%

Net Income over Expenditure 0 (1,006) (2,500) (1,494)

Movement to/(from) Gen Reserve 0 (1,006)
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Appendix A

11/11/2020

13:41

Houghton Regis Town Council
Annual Budget - By Committee
Note: Draft Budget November 2020 for 2021/22

Page 1

2019/20 2020/21 - Revised 2021/22 - Draft
Budget Actual Total Actual YTD Projected Committed Agreed EMR Carried
Forward
Planning and Licensing
401 Growth Area
4059 OTHER PROFESSIONAL FEES 2,500 1,782 2,500 946 2,500 2,000
4062 Neighbourhood Plan 20,000 2,265 20,000 60 20,000 20,000
4992 Trs from Earmarked Reserve -20,000 -2,265 -20,000 0 -20,000 0 -20,000 0
Overhead Expenditure 2,500 1,782 2,500 1,006 2,500 0 2,000 0
Movement to/(from) Gen Reserve (2,500) (1,782) (2,500) (1,006) (2,500) W
Planning and Licensing - Income 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Expenditure 2,500 1,782 2,500 1,006 2,500 0 2,000 0
Movement to/(from) Gen Reserve (2,500) (1,782) (2,500) (1,006) (2,500) —__ (2,000
Total Budget Income 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Expenditure 2,500 1,782 2,500 1,006 2,500 0 2,000 0
Movement to/(from) Gen Reserve (2,500) (1,782) (2,500) (1,006) (2,500) ~ (2,000)
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Planning Committee

401 Growth Area

Appendix B

Cost Code: | Title:

centre:

401 4059 Other Professional Fees

2020/21 figure: 2021/22 figure Agreed
(requested):

£2500 £2000

Justification:

For support from planning consultant re growth agenda. Less support is
needed. Most of HRN2 planning applications have been approved.

Cost Code: | Title:

centre:

401 4062 Neighbourhood Plan

2020/21 figure: 2021/22 figure Agreed
(requested):

£20,000 £20,000

Justification:

Used to fund the development of the NHP
21/22 £20,000 figure still needed to undertake community consultation. No
guarantee government funding will still be available during 21/22.

Cost Code: | Title:

centre:

401 4992 Trns from EMR

2020/21 figure: 2021/22 figure Agreed
(requested):

£20,000 -£20,000

Justification:

Used to offset the development of the NHP
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