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Review of AVDC comments by Steering Group    

Page  Para/Policy 
No.  

Comments from AVDC 

 Issue/Recommended change  

Steering Group review notes 

Whole 
docum
ent  

Basic Condition 
- Sustainability  

A greater emphasis on the plans relationship to sustainability needs to be 
made, at present it is unclear when reading the plan how the plan 
*contributes to the achievement of sustainable development in Slapton. 
Please note at present basic condition 3 is wrong It is not “does the plan 
promote the principles of sustainable development” this was changed in 
2014 to: d. the making of the order (or neighbourhood plan) contributes to 
the achievement of sustainable development. please see: 
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/neighbourhood-planning--2#basic-
conditions- for-neighbourhood-plan-to-referendum.  

At present the link between the plan and the achievement of sustainable 
development is unclear, given that the decisions was made to focus the 
SEA/SA on SEA primarily – which was later found to be unnecessary. 
Perhaps it would be useful knowing the SEA is unnecessary to re-focus 
this onto an SA to demonstrate how the plan achieves sustainable 
development.  

It would also be beneficial to better connect the plan’s objectives with the 
policies to demonstrate how the policies will achieve the objectives. For 
example: placing them along side each other as seen below clearly 
connects each policy with each objective and clearly illustrates how the 
plan will achieve this, the policy statement can further expand upon this 
too with regards to the specifics.  

 

Accept Done 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Accept.   Done 

 

Feel this is a style choice. 

Action link/reference Done 
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Basic 
conditions  
 

Use the correct wording for the basic conditions:  
A neighbourhood plan MUST (its not a case of meeting some of the below, you must 
meet all of the below):  
• Have regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issued by the 

Secretary of State  
• The making of the neighbourhood plan contributes to the achievement of sustainable 

development.  
• The making of the neighbourhood plan is in general conformity with the strategic 

policies contained in the development plan for the area of the authority (or any part 
of that area)  

• The making of the neighbourhood plan does not breach, and is otherwise compatible 
with, EU obligations.  

 
For	the	plan	to	be	made	the	plan	must	demonstrate	how	the	prescribed	conditions	are	met	in	
relation	to	the	 

 

 

 

Agreed Done 

 Policy 
improvements  
 

Please note the comments from the Tattenhall Independent Examination  
 
“The policies of the Neighbourhood Plan are separated into six themes or 
sections, reflecting the findings of the consultation. There is one policy, 
accompanied by supporting text, for each theme. Whilst in the case of 
Policy 6, this makes for a long policy, I do not suggest any changes to the 
overall approach, as it presents a logical, simple and user-friendly 
structure. I find this approach to provide a distinctive feature of the 
Neighbourhood Plan. The supporting text provides useful, relevant and 
interesting context for each policy. Most notably, it refers to national and 
local policy and for each theme, provides a separate section headed 
“Community Feedback.” This draws a clear, direct link between the results 

 

 

 

 

Action – include consultation 
results in each justification 

Done  
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of consultation and the issues addressed by the relevant policy and 
consequently, it demonstrates the emphasis that the Neighbourhood Plan 
places on the input of the community during the plan-making process. It is 
an exemplary approach to neighbourhood planning – leaving no doubt 
that the policies of the Neighbourhood Plan reflect the views of the 
community.”  
This is now regarded as best practice. For an example see Felpham 
Neighbourhood plan:  
http://www.arun.gov.uk/download.cfm?doc=docm93jijm4n4028.pdf&ver=3700  
   they clearly articulate their policies by grouping the policies into themes 
and demonstrating how the policies relate to the objectives. It is also then 
considered best practise to then relate your policy to the wider planning 
policy context i.e 
 
 
from: http://www.roselandplan.org/uploads/2/1/4/5/21457108/the_roseland_plan_-
_final_version_-_may_2015.pdf  
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Not sure this adds to the 
‘readability’ of the document.  

 Foreword 

This reads rather unusually more like the introduction rather than a 
forword. It is not clear why you decided to do a plan, what it 
could/could not address/ why it will contribute towards the 
sustainable and appropriate development of Slapton. There are no 
thanks to the community for their involvement – this sends up red 
flags for engagement. – read the Buckingham Np Foreword that’s 
an excellent example  

Accepted: Change to summarise 

• Why it was decided to 
develop a plan 

• What could/not be addressed 
• How it will contribute to 

appropriate sustainable 
development in Slapton 
Parish 
Action Chair PC 
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p.11- 
12 

Relevant 
policies 3.4  

 

The following paragraphs of the NPPF are especially relevant to the 
SPNP: why are these particular paragraphs especially relevant to Slapton 
parish, the plan, the village context and the achievement of sustainable 
development in Slapton?  

 

 

Done 

 Relevant 
Policies 3.7 

A) are only these two saved policies relevant? and, B) why are these 
particular policies especially relevant to Slapton parish, the plan, the 
village context and the achievement of sustainable development in 
Slapton? Do the saved policies still conform with the NPPF? C) their 
relevance is unclear with regards to i) affordable housing or ii) built design 
principles.  

 

Action – new wording to explain 
relevance of these saved policies 

Done 

 

 
H1 
Affordable 
housing 

Please note comments from housing: 	

policies in the prevailing Local Plan (where there is no policy in the 
NP) at the time of an application would be applied to all sites. It 
should therefore be noted that:  

• The current Aylesbury Vale District Local Plan policy on affordable 
housing is for 30% on sites of 25 dwellings  or more or on sites in 
excess of 1 hectare.   

• The Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) is still in draft and any 
required percentage for affordable housing  indicated in policy 
H1 therein is still subject to a district wide viability assessment.  

This is yet to be undertaken and will better inform the policy. 
Therefore it cannot be assumed that the figure in the draft of 31% 

Done We have allocated no sites, 
but have referred to affordable 
housing in relation to criterion 
based policy SLP 3 where it 
relates to enabling housing.  We 
have referrnced the VALP 
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affordable housing will be the default, nor that any percentage can 
be applied to schemes of 11 units or over as is currently proposed. 
(The neighbourhood plan could introduce this as a policy of the 
neighbourhood plan (31% applied to schemes of 11 units or over) 
based on the VALP. 	Consideration should be given (if not already 
done so) to setting the percentage of affordable housing required 
through the Neighbourhood Plan either by:  

• Stating that it should be at least in line with District Council policies 
(if the Parish think this sufficient in light of  the above) and/or   

• that a percentage (e.g. up to 35% (if you can demonstrate and 
justify a greater need than the districts 31%) or  the District 
Council policy percentage) is provided on sites of x (e.g. 11) 
dwellings or over, subject to viability – this would ensure that 
affordable units on the smaller sites (of which there are several 
identified in the plan) could potentially come forward regardless 
of the final VALP figures.  In addition this could be an opportunity 
to limit cluster sizes below our current figure of 15 houses (18 if 
including flats).  
	

Further comment from housing: if the plan fails to specify anything in 
relation to affordable housing the wording should ensure that the 
policies in the adopted plan should prevail.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

We have stated that the 
underlying assumption is that if 
we have not specified a Policy 
then the determing policy is the 
VALP   
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P 18 Objectives 

2. support designated employment sites – Firstly, you don’t 
designate any, you support existing employment sites.  

Secondly the policy SLP5 fails to protect these sites, it simply 
identifies them as valuable employment sites. Thirdly this objective 
is actually different to the employment objective in the SEA. 	

4. provide community facilities – the plan allocates land for them – it 
does not provide them and fails to detail how they could be 
provided. The allocation of the land is no guarantee that this will 
actually be provided.  

5. protect green spaces – actually you designate local green 
spaces 	

Overall work needs to be undertaken on better defining the objective 
of the plan and how they relate to the policies.  

Think of it as:  

The Objective (is actually the aim)  

The sub objective is (the strategy)  

The policy (the implementation)  

I would suggest reading: http://mycommunity.org.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2016/08/Writing-planning-policies-v51.pdf  

And perhaps looking here at the Felpham Neighbourhood plan as 
an example of best practise with regards to linking objectives and 
policies to create a strong and clearly purposed plan: 

Done Neil has completed work 
needed 

Accept. Change to ‘support 
existing employments sites’ 

 

We are no longer seeking to 
deliver a village hall 

 

 

We have identified which policy 
serves each objective. However 
this format for writing policies has 
been tested by external 
examiners on a great many other 
plans and deemed perfectly 
acceptable.  To adopt a different 
style at this late stage would add 
an unnecessary confusion for the 
residents of Slapton Parish, and 
after full consideration have 
decided to retain this format. 
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http://www.arun.gov.uk/download.cfm?doc=docm93jijm4n4028.pdf&
ver=3700  

 

Done 

P19 

The Policies 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Policy SLP1: Slapton Settlement Boundary  

The Neighbourhood Plan defines a Slapton Settlement Boundary, as shown 
on the Policies Map. (which map and which page? Note: the policies map 
which you have at the back is insufficient it is unclear for identifying 
precise boundaries)  

Proposals for infill development within the boundary will be supported, 
provided they accord with the design and development management 
policies of the development plan and other policies of the Neighbourhood 
Plan. Proposals for the sub-division of large housing plots to develop in 
rear gardens will be resisted. (are there no exceptions? Not even when it 
could provide a smaller unit at the rear for other family members? i.e. a 
small log cabin/bungalow to serve as a starter home/retirement home for 
the ‘family generations’ to remain together? Also what about AIR BnB 
opportunities to generate income?)  

 

 

Proposals for development outside the boundary, including within the 
smaller settlements of Horton and Grove, will only be supported if: i. they 
are necessary or suited to a countryside location; (what is necessary and 
who determines if they are necessary and suited to a countryside location? 

Action 

Accept. Change as required  

 

 

Acknowledged but not 
accepted.  The community have 
made it clear that the 
intensification of development in 
this way is unacceptable.  AVDC 
has recently refused 
development in Slapton that 
represented higher density than 
is typical within the specific 
location, so to support 
developments which produce 
urban level densities is contrary 
to the wishes of the public  -  

Consider  Appropriate 
development would be to support 
accommodation for essential 
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Policy SLP 1 

Settlement 

– you could list what is appropriate ) and  

ii. do not result in the significant visual intrusion (what is a significant 
visual instruction?) into open land that contributes to defining the form and 
character of the settlements; or iii. in the case of Horton and Grove, they 
are confined to the redevelopment of existing footprint of buildings in the 
plot.  

further comments:  

what about windfall, barn conversions, redevelopments which result 
in more dwellings. New rural employment uses, agricultural, forestry, 
tourism.  

Regarding policy statement: 5.10: What is the evidence on need?  

rural workers, such as was 
supported by the PC at Grove 
marina. AVDC however refused 
this application,   

Done 

 

 

 

See previous comment. 

Done 

 SLP 1 Policy 
Statement 

Increase the space between the policy and the policy statement and 
give the policy statement a clear subheading  stating that these 
paragraphs are the policy statement. Could also put a box around 
the policy as well to help the reader fully differentiate  

Action: Refer back to NH 

Style choice, the Policy is written 
in italics  

 5.8 
The village is, however, small in District terms and sits within an 
open landscape that defines it *it’s or the rural character  

 

Action:Accept: Change ‘it’ to ‘its’  
NB the suggestion that this needs 
an apostrophe is incorrect 

Done 
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SLP 2 

Housing site 
reservations 

 

Why 7 new homes? This development will not provide affordable 
housing units as it is less than 11 dwellings. because of government 
restrictions unless local exceptions can be justified  

ii. the layout and landscape scheme: no detail is provided on the 
layout and landscape scheme. We suggest that you discussed this 
with our landscape urban design officer in particular a buffer would 
be acceptable and discuss what form it might take  

Nothing related to the design, quality etc. of these homes.  

Comments from DM: this site opposite site of the road to HELAA 
site extending further into the open countryside – have you 
considered the visual impact  

DM comments with regards to i & ii Suggested change to i: 
Development comprises frontage development only in keeping with 
scale and character of ribbon development on Mill Road What 
about access and highways safety?  

 

 

Addressed by NH 

 

 

 
SLP 3 

NVH 

i. The scheme has full regard to sustaining the special character of 
the setting to Holy Cross Church; - how? Buffers, landscape, design, 
height etc.  

ii. the scheme provides sufficient off-road car-parking spaces... and 
includes measures to prevent parking on church road – what is 
regarded as sufficient parking – the current district wide standards 
that are in use? If so say or do you want to be more specific? A NP 
cannot enforce or implement parking restrictions this is something 

Policy removed 

Reworded  criterion based policy 
inserted 
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that the PC will have to arrange separately with the County Council 
as this is something which falls beyond the remit of NP policy.  

iv. sufficient street lighting – what’s sufficient? Is there a special bulb 
that can be used or a timing system that could be implemented? To 
reflect the rural location? i.e. reduce light pollution  

 

v. the landscape scheme improves the effectiveness of the existing 
mature vegetation Or possibly: The proposal should incorporate a 
landscape implementation scheme which should enhance and 
improve the effectiveness of vegetation along the site boundaries to 
enable effective screening of the scheme from the open countryside 
to.....  

Comments from DM: what’s the scale and design criteria? And what 
about Access and highways safety?  

 

  

‘it is a suitable location’ – why? Access? “design acknowledges and 
responds to the close proximity of the listed church” – what does 
that mean how should the design ‘acknowledge and respond’ ?  

Why allocate and not do a community right to build order? Who is 
responsible for delivery? How will it be funded? Who will own and 
manage the new hall?  

 

n/a  
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SLP 4  

Garden Plots 

need to know the landowners are happy for the plots to be 
designated. Something also on why this particular land is suitable it 
should demonstrate that the designation isn’t being proposed as a 
means to block sustainable development.  

Proposals will be supported, provided the access arrangements to 
the site do not harm the amenities of adjoining residential properties. 
– what access arrangements and what amenities?  

What about parking, what about mitigation, who is to deliver and 
manage this site?  

 

Policy removed 

 5.16 

For clarity, this refers to community gardens or informal allotments, 
and does not propose the establishment of statutory allotments. – ok 
if there not statutory who is proposing this, who will manage, 
maintain, own and deliver this? How will it be funded?  

 

n/a 

 5.17 
‘Well-located’: why is it well located?  

‘proposals seek to avoid or minimise any effects on their amenities – 
how will it avoid or minimise and what amenities?  

 

n/a 
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P22 

SLP 5  

Key 
Employment 
Sites 

Overall this policy simply ‘identifies the following sites as valuable 
employment sites’ It encourages more employment on these sites 
but at present the policy fails to protect them. I would suggest 
something more along the lines of:  

SPL5:  

Proposals that will lead to additional employment will be supported 
in the following locations, as shown on the Policies Map (Fig. X. Pg. 
X). For schemes of high-quality commercial buildings, provided their 
visual and environmental impact on the landscape can be 
satisfactorily mitigated:  

Bury Farm Equestrian Centre  

Grove Lock Marina  

Proposals that result in the loss of an existing employment use will 
be resisted, unless it can be demonstrated that its continued use is 
no longer viable, which will include evidence that the property has 
been marketed on reasonable terms at open market value for a 
period of at least 18 months.  

note: Also consider the requirement for additional parking spaces 
should new employment be generated or a change of use results in 
additional parking requirements. (example adapted from Long 
Crendon)  

Done 
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Comments from DM:  

   Bury Farm – defined area is not clear   

   Grove Lock– this appears to cover a very wide area  What 
about traffic and highways safety impacts?  Proposals for 
non-agricultural employment development at any other 
location in the parish will be resisted – except where this 
complies with policy SPL1   

 

Accepted – show acceptable 
development boundary for Bury 
Farm? 

this is accurate reflection of 
developed land 

Reviewed and revised to  

Proposals for non-agricultural 
employment development 
with the exception of ‘Cottage 
Industries’, at any other 
location in the Parish will be 
resisted. 

 

SLP 6 

Green 
Spaces 

Include: Development that results in the loss of Local Green Spaces 
or that results in any harm to their character, setting, accessibility or 
appearance, general quality or to amenity value will only be 
permitted in exceptional circumstances where the community would 
gain equivalent benefit from provision of a suitable replacement.  

 

Action Agreed: change as 
suggested  

completed 

 

SLP 6 

Green 
Spaces 

the new woodland area is included as a designation in the green 
issues document (pg.6) but not here why? for the avoidance of 
doubt that only the local green spaces mentioned in the 
neighbourhood plan itself (text and proposals map) are designated  

Comment: line 7: ‘achievable’ do you mean - viable and how have 
they ‘taken care to ensure’ policies are achievable?  

Action Acknowledge 
inconsistency- woodland was 
removed as it was felt it did not 
fully meet criteria although with 
another year of permitted use, 
there is a stronger argument that 
the space is important to the 
community 
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 Done 

 
SPL7  

Design 

The NP identifies seven character areas (are they unique? Why are 
they special character areas, why are they worth mentioning). How 
does simply identifying them guide the application of design 
guidance to development proposal? Comment from DM – this 
should be cross referenced in earlier policies  

Perhaps instead: A Village Character and Landscape assessment 
has been conducted and determined that there are seven uniquely 
differing character areas within the village. Shown in a separate 
Character design map. This policy is designed to help guide the 
design of any development proposals within one of these seven 
character areas, to ensure that the development proposal reflects 
that character of the local area and the rural nature of the parish. - 
Followed by what you have set out for each area – however it is 
very unclear and confusing what you are actually doing – are you 
telling me what these areas look like and that i.e. if I want to develop 
in Grove it must be a site with small cottage style properties within a 
larger plot. I.E it must look exactly like what is there already? And if 
so how is that contributing towards the achievement of sustainable 
development Or would this suffice:  

Development proposals must have regard to the seven character 
areas with regards to their scale, density, massing, landscape 
design, layout and materials, including alterations to existing 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Whole section reworded to 
clarify and strengthen the 
policy statements using 
combination of Historic 
England and AVDC 
suggestions 
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buildings, reflect and enhance the character and scale of the 
surrounding buildings and of distinctive local landscape features;  

It may also be worth including the following into the policy 
statement While not advocating pastiche or historic solutions, it’s 
important that any new development has some connection with local 
character and place making. This should be achieved through an 
analysis of street character, build form and materials. The merits of 
exemplary contemporary building and design techniques should be 
assessed and embraced, as they have been in the village over the 
centuries. (Example from Long Crendon)  

This policy needs to demonstrate why more of the same is achieving 
sustainable development. Comments from DM: ‘proposals for 
development will be supported if they have had regard – what does 
this mean for planning and building control – have had regard?  

Grove – there are no policies for Grove or Horton for allocations, 
infill etc. similar to SPL1, so how does this fit in? this could lead to 
development in important open areas which define its character  

Overall this policy is more about character rather than design.  

I would suggest including an additional policy possibly after SPL1 or 
here at the end as SLP8: General Development and Design within 
the Neighbourhood Area /or settlement boundary – which ever you 
feel is more appropriate.  

Proposals for development within the settlement boundary will be 
supported where:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

It means that design and access 
statements acknowledge what 
the existing character of the area 
is, and explain how development 
enhances or complements what 
is there 
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They provide affordable housing (elaborate)   

They provide mix dwelling and tenures etc.   

Adequate parking is provided for all new developments, in 
accordance with the emerging VALP standards.  preference 
is for off street parking and where this cannot be provided 
alternative parking provisions should be made which may 
include shared parking, garages and on-street parking where 
necessary. Unless a clear case can be made for why the 
proposed nature of the occupation of the dwellings will result 
in fewer spaces being required.   

Their landscape schemes include the planting of trees and hedges 
and the provision of private grassed lawns to front and/or rear 
gardens;   

All new developments must implement Sustainable urban drainage 
devises as there is a known flood risk, new development 
should seek to mitigate the impacts of any new development 
on the flood risk and contribute towards an overall reduction in 
the flood risk, particularly from surface water flooding.   

Any car parking spaces, where required, should use permeable 
surfaces to allow for rainwater absorption and to maintain a 
rural character to the street scene;   

Other potential things which could be included: *all of which would 
be subject to viability & would require justification  

 

 

 

Acknowledged: to be considered 
– there is nothing here that 
fundamentally changes what we 
have put before the public, just 
clarification and seems a helpful 
suggestion. 

 

Suggestions accepted and 
reworded as indicated above 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Yes they could, but we haven’t 
the evidence to include all – 
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   Provides a mix which includes Starter homes (based on 
evidence need to justify)   

   Provides a mix which includes Downsizer homes (based on 
evidence need to justify)   

   Will enhance Green infrastructure (specify how)   

   Seek to improve biodiversity (specify how)   

   Must make suitable provisions for Drainage/utilities   

   On site green space/open space for play/sports   

   The provision of sustrans (sustainable Transport 
Network) and improved connections into the village and   
amenities Provision for local people – i.e. a % of properties is 
reserved for first come first serve to local community members 
based on criteria i.e. lived and or worked in village for last 2 yrs. – 
must be evidence needs justified.  

It is then essential at the start that slp1 states in the policy that all 
development within the Settlement Boundary should adhere to the 
policies contained within the NP.  

And then for the allocations and designations state that they must 
adhere to this policy above if you choose to include it.  

Basically what this policy will do is ensure that any development in 
future (within the settlement boundary) will adhere to this policy. 
Rather than getting applications through in future within the 

some of these appear very 
general catch all criteria that 
would be more suited to parishes 
at least 5 times bigger than 
Slapton – eg on-site space for 
play and sports –  

 

the whole point of resisting  sub 
division of plots is to retain 
gardens. No action required 

 

 

 

 

 

Action. Accept: Done 

 

 

.   
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boundary but you are unable to directly influence because the above 
aspects were contained to the allocation policies only and not a 
generic settlement development and design policy.  

  

What about the inclusion of a policy to protect and enhance 
community facilities?  

i.e.   With regards to the Change of use of a community 
facility/asset:  

The retention and enhancement of local community facilities will be 
supported. Proposals involving the loss of facilities will not be 
permitted unless it can be demonstrated *(to the LPA through a 
viability assessment) that they are no longer viable, *additionally 
they are subject to an 18 month marketing period). whilst proposals 
to change the use of an asset must demonstrate that all reasonable 
steps have been taken to retain its present use and community 
value as a viable concern.  

With regards to the loss of a community asset/facility through 
development Further possible inclusion: Any development which 
results in the loss of a community asset/facility will only be 
supported/ permitted where proposals are submitted along side the 
development application and provisions made by the developer for a 
replacement facility to be constructed to an equal or higher value & 
quality.  

 

Noted,  the community tried to 
protect the pub from closure 
through an ACV but this was 
successfully appealed against  

Consider – the evidence that 
the Parish would support this 
policy could be construed to 
be the argument put forward 
by 21 parishioners to apply for 
ACV status   

.   

The policy for the Village Hall has 
become a criterion based one.   

The rec is designated a green 
space 
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Table	2:	Errors	to	be	corrected/things	that	need	clarifying:	Document:	Pre-Submission	Plan	

Page Para/Policy 
No. 

Issue/Recommended change  

3 Para 6 “After that the plan, (*will be) revised if necessary, based on the feedback received in 
the consultation period. *the plan will then be formally submitted to Aylesbury Vale 
District Council (AVDC) for a further 6 week consultation period before arranging for the 
plans independent examination. goes to our planning authority (Aylesbury Vale District 
Council) for further checking. Then it goes to an independent examiner for a final check 
and, if all is well at that point, *AVDC will then arrange for a public Referendum of the 
plan which enables those eligible to vote in the 
Parish to will decide whether to accept or reject the plan. in a referendum. 

 
Chair of PC to draft new Foreword 

6 1.3 “Neighbourhood Plans provide local communities with the chance to shape the future 
development of their areas”. Change to: Neighbourhood planning is an opportunity for 
Local Communities to shape the future development of their area and to facilitate 
locally appropriate sustainable development.  (its is an  opportunity if you choose to 
take 
it, its not a gamble, its therefore not a chance) 

 
Done  

 1.3 Once *If approved at a *public referendum, the Neighbourhood Plan becomes *part of 
the statutory development 
plan for the local area. 

Done 

 1.4 See earlier comments regarding basic conditions Done 

 1.4 “Although there is considerable scope of the local community to decide on its planning 
policies, Neighbourhood plans must meet some basic conditions” Change to: 
….Neighbourhood plans are legally required to meet a set of 
‘basic Conditions’ – its not a case of meeting some of them there are a set of them you 
must meet. 

Wording changed to  
Although there is considerable 
scope for the local community 
to decide on its planning 
policies, Neighbourhood plans 
MUST 
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 1.6 “These requirements will be tested by an Independent Examiner once the 
Neighbourhood Plan is finalised. If satisfied, the Examiner will recommend to AVDC 
that the plan goes to *a public referendum of the local electorate. 
If a simple majority of the turnout votes for making the plan, then *AVDC will 
formally ‘make’ the plan where it becomes legally adopted into planning policy for 
the local area.” 

Done 

 1.8 The final version of the Plan will take into account *all representations received on this 
version. 

Done  

8 3.9 Needs updating we’re past December 2016 Noted 

8 3.10 “It also details the criteria against which such development will be judged to ensure that 
the existing rural character 

of the Parish is preserved.” – I would fully disagree with that it would seem you have done 
is describe 7 differing character areas. Again how is it sustainable development promoting 
more of the same as what you have? What about new and novel building techniques, etc. 
 

It is the intrinsic character of the 
settlement that should be preserved.  
The design section has been 
reworded.  There is nothing within 
the Plan which would prevent this, so 
long as the  rural (not rustic)charcter 
is preerved 

	
   

Why are you preserving the rural character of the parish until this point readers have no 
clue why a NP is being done and what it intends to do – that needs to come across right 
from the outset. What is the purpose of your plan. 

 
Noted – New foreword will be 
drafted by Chair 

 3.10 This  is  the paragraph  where  sustainable  development  really needs  to  brought  out,  
the policies will contribute 
towards the sustainable development of Slapton by….. 

 

 3.12 Are you bringing in the VALP policies so that it can be applied in the area before the 
adoption of the VALP? 
Otherwise there is no need for it here. 

 

18 5.4 “The purpose of these policies is to either encourage planning applications to be made 
for things the local community wants to see happen or to discourage applications for 
developments that they do not want to happen.” 

 
There must be a clear and sound argument for why a community would oppose a 
planning application it cant simply because they didn’t like it. Suggested change: 

 
“the purpose of these policies is to either encourage planning applications to be made 
for potential development which the local community believes will contribute towards 
sustainable development. Or to discourage applications which the local community 

Have adopted this wording 
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would consider to be inappropriate development with regards to the local context of the 
village. … policies must be clearly written so that they can be easily interpreted and 
applied in the consideration 
and determination of planning applications. 

	
Table	3:	Suggested	improvements	and	possible	inclusions	to	the	plan:	
Page Para/Policy No. Issue/Recommended change  

Document: Pre-Submission Plan  
 Whole document Justify the text alignment throughout the entire document to improve readability 

and professionalism of the 
document. 

 
Done 

 Contents Make the Contents heading larger in font and potentially even centre this. 
 
Increase the spacing between list of policies and the main document headings, 
include page numbers on the left hand side. For example: 

 
Contents 

 
Foreword Pg. No 
List of policies 

 
1. Introduction And Background 
2. The Neighbourhood Area 
3. Planning Policy Context 
4. Community View On Planning Issues 
5. Vision, Objectives And Policies 
6. Implementation 

Appendix A: policies map & insets Appendix B: Evidence Base 
Appendix A: policies map & insets Appendix B: Evidence Base 

Table of Figures 
Figure 1. map of the designated Slapton parish Neighbourhood Area 

 
 

  List of Tables 
Table 1. List of policies within the Slapton Neighbourhood Plan 

advice  re Format noted 
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3 Para 1 “We can’t claim to be the first, but Slapton Parish is certainly one of the early 
adopters of a new power that the Government has given to communities.” – 
please see this link 
http://www.ourneighbourhoodplanning.org.uk/about/npa_area_list Firstly Slapton 
is one of 34 parishes currently engaged in this process and follows on from 11 
already made neighbourhood plans in the district. Secondly A) what new power? 
And B) these powers came into force in 2011, its now 2017 – there 6 years old 
and therefore 
not new. Overall I would suggest the removal of this paragraph or a better and 
stronger introduction. 

 
 
Done 

 Para 2 “This legislation, the Localism Act that came into force in 2011,” this is a  poorly 
organised sentence. Change to: 
In 2011, the Coalition government introduced new powers for local communities 
through the Localism Act  (2011). This ensures that…. 

  
Done 

 Para 2 “One of these is a “Neighbourhood Development Plan” (NDP), which allows a 
community to specify where new 
development should take place, what form it should take and a number of 
associated issues.” – What are these associated issues – be specific as this is an 
opportunity to set out early on why a NP is being done. 

 
Done 

 Para 3 NDPs aren’t the answer to all the issues facing smaller, rural communities but 
the powers they offer are important and need to be considered carefully. – why? 
What issues does Slapton have that neighbourhood planning powers can help 
address, otherwise why bother if there not the answer? 

 
Done 

 Para 3 “the  consultation  events  in  the  Village  Hall  in  February  last  year  and  the  
door-to-door  household survey, 
conducted in June, being the most conspicuous examples.” - Why, how, what was 
the turnout like? 

 
Done 

 Para 5 This process will take a minimum of six weeks. – however you opted for 7 week 
consultation – say this. 

Done 

4 Table Insert Table heading: Table 1. List of policies within the Slapton Neighbourhood 
Plan 

Done 
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5 Heading/subheading It is suggested that each chapter be divided into sections using subheadings. i.e. 
 

1. Introduction & background 
1.1 Introduction 
1.2 Background 

 
Paragraph 1.1 will then respectively become 1.1.1 and so forth. 

 
Done 

 Plan A Change to: Figure 1. The designated Slapton Parish Neighbourhood Area, Source 
(date) 

 
Additionally the Map needs to be much clearer at present this is too fuzzy at the 
bottom 

 
OK 

	
6 1.2 “The purpose of the Neighbourhood Plan is to make planning policies that can 

be used to determine planning applications in the area” Change to: The purpose 
of the neighbourhood plan is to allocate land for development and make 
planning policies than can be used by the District Council in the determination of 
planning applications 
in the local area. 

 
 
Done 

 1.3 “This often means that there are other important issues of interest to the local 
community that cannot be addressed in a Neighbourhood Plan as they are not 
directly related to planning.” NOTE: More often than not the community raises 
issues that fall beyond the remit and scope of a Neighbourhood plan as they are 
not directly relevant to Land Use policy. This can result in the production of a 
Community Action Plan being produced in tandem with the Neighbourhood plan, 
if this has occurred it is worth mentioning as it shows good community 
engagement and is a recognition of the fact that the PC has listened to the 
community and is tackling the issues, including  those  that   extend  beyond  
Neighbourhood  planning/   land  use.   if  yes,   say  so,   it  shows  good 
engagement. 

 
 
Noted, addressed in Consultation 
Statement  

7 1.9 & 1.10 You could say that: the SEA indicates that the proposals of the SNP will have no 
negative effects and may have a small number of positive effects. And that an 
SEA was done even though it was no longer required as the 
scope of the plan changed. 

 
Done 
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7 1.12 Include a link at the bottom to the website and to the page containing the 
evidence base (all documents must be 
available there.) 

 Do we need this for the 
submission version 

8 Heading/sub-headings This chapter would benefit from being broken into sections with subheadings. i.e. 
 
2.1 location 
2.2 landscape 
2.3 character 
2.4 settlement evolution with further chronological headings (un-numbered) 

 
Done 

 2.1 The current population is approximately 580 living in approximately 243 
households. (as of when and who’s your 
source) 

 
Done 

 2.2 “It is considered that overall the landscape is moderately sensitive to change.” – 
considered by who and when? 

 
Ref given 

 2.6 &2.7 It is proposed that these two paragraphs are switched over in order for narrative 
purposes. 

Done 

 2.7 Remove the exclamation mark there’s no need for it. Done 
15 4.2 ‘Over this period of time’ – what period of time. Say between X-X…,. Reworded 

 4.6 ‘The steering  group, appointed in August’  – consisted of  who? How was the 
steering  group formed, how were 
local community members incorporated? 

Done 

18 5.1 What is regarded as appropriate>? And what is regarded as unsuitable 
development and the converse what is suitable development? 
 

 
Done  

	
	

  Suggested improvement: could improve this vision first paragraph by bringing in 
what it say’s in the second paragraph i.e. development is unsuitable or 
inappropriate if it harms the distinctive rural character, distinctive architecture and 
environmental heritage 

Revised 

26 6.1 What about S106/CIL to implement aspects of the plan. ? 
 6.2 ‘In preparing the Plan, care has been taken to ensure, as for as possible, that the 

policies are achievable’ How, 
Viability? 

 
By wording them carefully and 
trying to ensure they are not 
ambiguous, but we can’t write this 
in the Plan 
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 6.4-6.6 This is a very odd way to finish the plan, this seems like an after thought rather 
than anything and therefore 
disjointed. I would recommend leaving the traveller and gypsy issue back at 5.3 

 
Agreed. Done 

27 Policies map & inset Appendix A – policies map and insets. 
 
Figure 1. Slapton Parish Neighbourhood plan 
pre-submission policies map. Map 1: why is 
SLP5 the only policy on the policies map? 

 
Also on the key: Neighbourhood plan boundary – is that the Neighbourhood Plan 
Area boundary? Or Settlement boundary. 

 
 
Noted for Action 

31 Appendix A Change to appendix B, as appendix A should be maps. 
 
Also include table heading: 
Table 2. schedule of evidence to support the SNP 

 
At the end under the table it would be useful to include a link to where all these 
documents can be found on the website – they must all be available there 
individually and easy to identify/access. NOT as one single document 

 
Also clearly distinguish between what is an evidence document and what is a 
background document. 

 
All appendices may need 
rewording 

	
Table	4.	Fundamental	comments	on	the	evidence	base	

	
All documents need to be separated. Into individual documents and not a single evidence base OK 
Documents must be sorted through to determine what is a supporting evidence document (required for pre-submission 
and submission) and what 
is a general background document. The examiner will not want to receive all of these documents. 

OK 

All documents should use the same formatting with regards to a title page/cover page OK 
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All cover pages must include: 
Title: 
*That is relates to the pre-submission/submission/referendum version of the 
Slapton Neighbourhood plan Abstract: a single Sentence – i.e. like the one for 
Community Landmarks 
Date: Prepared by: On behalf of: 
*if it is a required part of the evidence base for a submission period then it should state so and that it is in accordance 
with the required legislations. 

 
Noted  

All documents should have their text formatting justified OK 
All documents should 
have a contents page 
Contents 
Heading  
page no.  
Subheading 
Appendices 

 
List	of	tables	List	of	figures	
Acknowledgements if required 

 
Noted	

All maps/ images/ diagrams/ graphs should be labelled below the caption with: Figure X. Title, Source, (Date) Noted 
All Tables should be labelled above the table with Table X. Title, source (date) Noted 
All documents cited with their full and correct names if including footnotes do it for all of them or alternatively have a 
reference bibliography at the 
back before the appendixes 

Good point 

All documents should contain either a foreword or a non-technical summary OK 
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Table	3:	Pre	Submission	Site	Assessment	Report	
	

Page Para Comment  

Document: *Site Analysis Report  

Front Cover  use same cover page, also see previous cover page comments Noted 

Whole 
document 

 include page numbers, heading numbers, sub headings and paragraph numbers Noted 

Contents 
page 

 include a contents page Noted 

Non- 
technical 
summary 
/introduction 

 include a non-technical summary/introduction Noted 

Whole 
document 

 turn this into a formal report see example 
 
a) Wing:         https://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/page_downloads/site-

assessment-report-april14.pdf 
 
b) Great Horwood: http://www.bucksvoice.net/greathorwoodpc/assets/documents/site-

assessment 

Noted 

  No further comments will be provided on this document until a formal report is produced / 
final draft 

Thanks 

	
Table	4:	Pre	Submission	Green	Space	Report	

	
Page Para Comment  

Document: Green Spaces Report  

  is this the ‘Slapton Local Green Spaces Study Report’? if so use the full name OK 
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 whole 
document 

include page numbers, heading numbers, sub headings and paragraph numbers  
Noted 

 whole 
document 

you must demonstrate how each of the sites proposed for designation meet all of the 
following criteria 

 
• land is not the subject of a planning permission for development 
• space is not allocated or proposed for development in the local or neighbourhood 

plan 
(unless it can be shown that the local green space could be incorporated within the 
site as part of the allocated development) 

• the space is not an extensive tract of land and is local in character 
• the space is within close proximity of the community it serves 
• the space is demonstrably special to the local community and holds 

particular local significance and… meets one of the following: additional 

criteria 

• the proposed space is of particular local significance because of its beauty 
• the proposed space is of particular local historic significance 
• the proposed space is of particular local significance because of its recreational value 
• the proposed space is of particular local significance because of its tranquility 
• the proposed space is of particular local significance because its richness of wildlife 
• the proposed space is of particular local significance because another reason not 

covered by criteria 2.1-2.5 
 
note: it is also considered best-practice to demonstrate the frequency of usage of these sites. 
i.e. get someone to stand there and record the number of visitors per day and typically how 
long they stay for and what they are there to do. 

 
additionally: need confirmation the landowner says they are achievable. 

 
Noted 

 Contents, 
headings etc. 

Section1. introduction 
 
1.1 policy context 

 

 
Noted 
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Section 2. green space designations 
 
2.2 local sites that meet the criteria 

	
2 2 The following sites are suggested for designation *shown in figure X. Noted 

2 Map Map Title. Fig X. map showing… (Source, date) Noted 

3 2.2 Would be better to demonstrate more usage. Noted 

4 1 The field is crossed by footpath LSA/9/1. The site has been (has been or is) used for 
*smaller village functions. When the recreation ground would have been too big – remove 
this as it undermines the importance of the site. 

Noted 

5 1 Although just outside the village gates (does this still meet the criteria for designation?) 
(*but within the parish), it is frequently visited by members of the local community -  
how frequently? 

Noted 

 2 You can include here that it is invaluable blue/green infrastructure for health & wellbeing and 
an important wildlife corridor. 

Noted 

	
	
Table	5:	Pre	Submission	Draft	SA/SEA	Report	 	 	

	
Page Para Comment  

Document: SA/SEA  

  Fundamental comment on the whole document: SEA Screening – we did one in 2015, it 
said because the plan intended to allocate 20-50 homes then it needed an SA. Although 
this neighbourhood plan isn’t allocating new housing it does have a reserve housing 
allocation for 7 and also 2 employment sites where further employment development 
(however fails to say how much) would be supported. Original screening should be 
updated to clearly screen what the plan is now proposing as it is so different. I would 
anticipate the screening outcome would still say an SA is required. This will need a re-
consultation with Natural England to give it ‘teeth’. 

Need to consider Sustainability 
assessment  
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2 5. Needs a new update.  

 7. ‘in delivering land for new community facilities’ this sentence is repeated throughout the 
document. I am concerned with its use as you allocate the land for these facilities but that’s 
all there’s nothing to say who and how it will be delivered, you are encouraging and 
facilitating its development by allocating the land but at present it is unclear how 
it will be delivered. Therefore I would argue that you are not clearly justifying the allocation. 

 

 7 slight confusion: at the time of the screening opinion, informed by an earlier vision 
workshop it was concluded an SEA would be required… I assume then that this has now 
changed to the narrower ambition and that if a screening opinion was re-requested there 
would no longer be a need for one? In which case why create one if you no longer 
would need one? 

 

3 tables Give the tables headings. 
 
Explain how these are weighted. Who decided the scoring? Subjective local or un-biased 
independent consultant? What’s the differences between 0/-/+/--/++ i.e.; what’s the scoring 
difference or criteria something must meet to get a 
+/- score? 

 
Where you have identified 0/- scores, why not try to turn it into a +ve? i.e. through a 
biodiversity policy or a policy which encourages SuDS = +for both flood risk and 
biodiversity. 

 
Surely you can use this as a basis for strengthening the policies to achieve more 
positive results and therefore demonstrate a greater contribution towards 
sustainable development. 

 

 9 The potential for negative effects has been avoided through site selection and policy 
wording – explain this. 

 

4 10 I am unsure as to the robustness of undertaking this SEA/SA following the comment ‘none 
appear to have any better effects, marginal though the differences are in most cases. This 
has allowed the local community preferences’ – I fear this will not stand up if you want to 
fight any potential future applications on any of the sites assessed or if challenged on site 
allocations as you cant actually seem to say why one site is better than the other or why 
certain 
sites would be bad for development. 
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5 Para 1 ‘Plan A below shows the Neighbourhood area, which was designated *by Aylesbury Vale 
District Council (‘the district council’ or AVDC) on 6th  January 2015. 

 

 Para 2 The local planning authority, Aylesbury Vale District Council (“the district council”) change 
to: AVDC issued a 
screening opinion in…. 

 

 Para 2 (see the relevant extract in Appendix A (*Page X)) – I would argue that this is not an 
entirely relevant extract as this is not actually the Screening opinion, it is in fact a letter 
stating that the screening opinion is not yet being given. In fact it is unclear what that letter 
is, it seems to be a scoping letter before the screening opinion has been issued by 
AVDC - confused 

 

 Para 3 Change first sentence to: In accordance with the regulations, the Slapton Parish has 
produced an SEA Report, which 
therefore provides an assessment of the draft policies of the Slapton Neighbourhood Plan. 
This has been undertaken in a way that is proportionate to this task….. 

 

 Para 4 Attached as Appendix B, *Pg. X  - FYI the appendix B is actually the vision workshop at 
present. 

 

 Plan A Change to: Fig 1. Slapton Parish Designated Neighbourhood Area, (SOURCE, Date) also 
include North Arrow, Scale 
bar and key on the map. 

 

6 Para 2 The government confirmed that an SA is not *a legal requirement of a Neighbourhood Plan 
by *but that *an SEA may 
still be necessary 

 

7 Relevant 
polices 

Why are any of the National and local district policies specifically relevant to the plan, 
Slapton or your community? 

 

9 Para 1 Needs updating, we are past December 2016, read the last parish council update.  
 Para 3 ‘As reported earlier in this plan’ change to: as reported earlier in the Pre-submission version 

of the Neighbourhood 
plan. 

 

 Para 3 ‘it also details the criteria against which such development will be judged’ – please refer 
back to comments on Submission Doc 3.11 to recap – you simply identify seven character 
areas, there appears to be no clear criteria unless you are suggesting all new 
development must be exactly identical to what you already have which would be 
unsustainable 

 

 Para 5 Traveler and Gypsies: ‘the district council is intending to cover these issues in the VALP 
and it is therefore not appropriate for this Neighbourhood Plan to do so’ – and yet you felt it 
necessary to include the emerging VALP policy 
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after that section in the pre/sub plan document, so why not here as well? 

9 & 10 Vision & 
objectives 

See previous comments in the pre-submission doc comments. 
Also note: the 3rd  objective is different in the SEA than that in the Pre-sub doc: 

 

11 4. local Env. 
issues 

Repetitive  

	
 Para 2 ‘as noted in the screening and scoping reports’ – where? State which appendix and 

which page and use the full name for each document. Also change to – The screening 
and scoping reports – as noted implies the reader has 
already read this, which may not be the case. 
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 Para 3 ‘The parish has made more general sustainability concerns (if the communities focus is on 
sustainability then why did you not do an adequate SA and instead focus on SEA when in 
fact your did not need an SEA?) that are common to rural parishes in Southern England, 
namely access to affordable housing, the retention of valued community facilities and 
design standards of new build. However as made in clear in the past and present 
hierarchy of settlement hierarchy studies, the parish is not a sustainable location for the 
scale of development that may address such matters’. 

 
Basically, this reads as: the community has spoken, told us what they wanted and the 
plan will not be addressing those issues, raising massive concerns for community 
engagement and ownership – if that’s the case what is the point in the plan? 

 
Actually a plan could deal with these matters if it wanted to, regardless of the settlement 
size. 

 
Because A) the plan has identified numerous sites that are unlikely to be better or worse 
for development and therefore it is likely that a planning application may come through in 
future to develop one of these sites, and it is unlikely then that the plan could challenge it 
simply because it was not a ‘preferred site’ secondly you would be unable to influence the 
design and development it because you don’t have a policy on affordable housing, 
housing mix, downsizers/ starter homes so you would have to settle for VALP policies – 
are they sufficient enough for the community needs? 

 
Additionally a plan can seek to retain and enhance valued community facilities – 
however you plan has evidently chosen not to do this =- there was no reason why you 
could not do this. 

 
Furthermore the design standards of new build – you could set design standards, instead 
you have simply identified seven character areas. 

 

 Para 3 ‘hence the decision to focus the assessment on environmental objectives of an SEA and 
not the wider objectives of a sustainability appraisal.’ 

 
This does not appear to be justified because: 
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  A) ‘the parish has no significant environmental designations, nor environmental problems’ 
B) the parish has more general sustainability concerns 
C) The ambition of the plan is relatively narrow 
D) the screening opinion was issued based on an old vision which has since then 
changed to a narrower ambition which means an SEA is no longer in fact required 
‘given the very modest proposals contained in the plan, it is arguable that an 
assessment is now necessary at all’ … Therefore if you were going to continue to do 
one at all, should the focus not be on SA instead? Particularly to enable the plan to 
demonstrate basic condition 3: 
Demonstrating how the plan will contribute towards the achievement of sustainable 
development. 

E)  

12 Para 1 ‘‘A summary of the baseline information is contained in the scoping report, attached as 
appendix A.’ 

 
Which is Appendix A – the supposed screening opinion letter? 
Or Appendix A : Slapton Neighbourhood plan Baseline Data? – is this the scoping report 
appendix A or the SEA appendix B – be clearer this is extremely confusing. 

 

13 2 ‘informed by an earlier vision workshop (Appendix A or B?, page?)’  
16 Table B Slp4: Garden plots – I thought garden plots were supposed to be part of boosting 

biodiversity (Pg. 11 – Green issues 
doc.) and would therefore have a +ve score? 

 

 SLP2-5 This would be improved if each policy were addressed individually and in turn. Rather than 
clustering the description 
of effects together.  Each paragraph addresses each policy in turn so just give them each a 
heading. 

 

17 SLP6-7 Same comment as above  
 SLP7 ‘slp7 identifies some key design principles’ – see previous comments – to recap it appears 

that you are simply just 
identifying seven character areas. 

 

18 Table C It would be useful to include the actual policy effects alongside the alternative for ease of 
comparison. 

 

 Polices Again address each policy individually with individual heading  
 SLP2 ‘There were four other sites considered for inclusion’ – why only four and why these four?  
 Slp2 ‘and another that was brought forward for assessment since then’ – brought forward by 

who? 
 



	 36	of	37	

 SPL7 See previous comments regarding this policy as the identification of seven character areas 
is not parish-specific 
design guidance 

 

20 Para 3 ‘given the very modest proposals contained in the plan, it is arguable that an 
assessment is now necessary at all’ either remove this or place it at the front as I have 
read this document in its entirety wondering why I was reading it 
as it was clearly not needed. A statement like this at the end would simply irritate an 
examiner. 

 

21 Para 1 How often/frequently will the plan be monitored, evaluated and updated?  
	

Table	6:	Pre	Submission	Draft	Character	Assessment	
	

Page Para Comment  

Document: Character Assessment  

Cover 
Page 

 See previous comments Noted 

Table of 
Contents 

 See previous comments Noted 

Whole 
document 

 sub headings and paragraph numbers Noted 

3 Para 2 Include reference/ citation – My Community, (2016) put the hyperlink in the back in the 
reference list. 

Noted 

 Para 3 In carrying out the task,  the group referred to the guidance in the above document, 
*issued by My Community, 

Noted 

5 MAP Figure 1. title, source, date. Noted 

9 Image/map Needs to be of a far greater resolution, figure number, title, source, date. The map/image 
clearly needs to articulate and illustrat6e what is being discussed. 

Noted 

10 Map Good clarity just needs to be enlarged to make more readable. Again figure number, title, 
source, date 

Noted 

12 Map See comment above Noted 



	 37	of	37	

14 Map See comment above + map labels. Noted 

19 Map See comments above Noted 

20 Map See comments above + where is the description for the map Noted 

24 Map See comments above Noted 

25 Quote Close the quote OK 

	
 Second quote Re-open the quote and again close the quote. OK 

 Final para ‘this suggests that design policy should not simply prescribe or proscribe the outwards 
appearance of new dwellings, but should seek to encourage holistic, innovative design 
solutions which preserve and enhance the overall character of a settlement, based on a 
through understanding of its visual, geographical and historical context.’ - Excellent 
interpretation – How does your plan and particularly policy SLP7 do that?? 

 
Reworded to achieve this 

Table	7:	ALL	Other	‘Evidence	Base’	Documents	
		

Page Para Comment  

Document: ‘evidence Base’ 
 
all other Documents within the evidence base: 
- Community Landmarks 
- Detailed building record 
- Green Issues 
- Green Issues Report 
- Community Facilities 
- Travelers and Gypsies 
These are not ‘evidence base documents’ these are background documents. As such comments will not be 
supplied on these documents. However if you wish to received comments on these documents they are 
available as annotations in hard copy. 

 
 
Noted 

	


