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SLAPTON NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 
 
REGULATION 14 REPORT: MARCH 2017 
 
Purpose 
 
1. The purpose of this report is to summarise part of the outcome of the 
consultation period on the Pre-Submission Slapton Parish Neighbourhood Plan 
held from January 2017 to March 2017. The report reviews the representations 
made by some of the statutory consultees, including the local planning 
authority – Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) – and by 
developers/landowners. It then makes recommendations for minor 
modifications to the Plan for its submission. 
 
2. The report will be published by the ‘qualifying body’, Slapton Parish 
Council, and it will be appended to the Consultation Statement that will 
accompany the submitted Plan in due course, in line with the Neighbourhood 
Planning (General) Regulations 2012. 
 
Consultation Analysis 
 
3. During the consultation period there were representations made by local 
people and by developers/landowners and by other local and interested 
organisations. District and Buckinghamshire County Council (BCC) officers 
have made comments and responses have been received from the Natural 
England, Historic England, Thames Water and Network Rail. A response has 
also been received from Hutchinsons Consultants on behalf of the owner of 
land at Mill Road. A separate report covers the comments made by local 
people. 
 
4. The summary analysis of these comments is provided in respect of each 
policy below: 
 
SLP1 The Slapton Settlement Boundary 
 
5. AVDC considers the policy too restrictive of development at Horton and 
Grove, where infill may be suitable, and of plot sub-division and the use of the 
countryside for other development. As there is no Green Belt here, the 
treatment of Horton and Grove is accepted as contrary to the NPPF in 
seeking to confine development to the reuse of existing building footprints. 
Bullet iii. should therefore be amended thus: 
 

i. in the case of Horton and Grove, they are confined to the infill of land 
between existing buildings on small plots that deliver up to five homes 
or to the redevelopment of existing footprint of buildings in the plot.  

 
6. Hutchinsons has noted that the boundary is drawn incorrectly in respect of 
the consented housing scheme on the front of Mill Road, which is accepted 
and should be corrected on the Policies Map (subject to decisions made on 
Policy SLP2 – see §12 below).  
 



	

	

SLP2 Housing Site Reservation 
 
6. AVDC has queried the capacity of the site being limited to 7 homes and 
the nature of the landscape proposals. It has also suggested some minor 
rewording. The site capacity is based on its gross site area, the likely loss of 
developable land to form an effective landscape buffer to the countryside 
and on the density of nearby development (of approx. 25 dph). The policy 
does not prescribe the details of a landscape scheme but requires a future 
proposal to create an effective buffer. Bullet i. could be amended thus: 
 

i. The houses front on to Mill Road and comprise a mix of terraced, semi-
detached and detached houses of 2, 3 and 4 bedrooms of a form, 
massing and scale that reflects the Mill Road Character Area; and 

 
7. Natural England has commented that the policy does not require a 
scheme to deliver a net biodiversity gain. It is not the intention of this policy to 
set out every possible requirement expected of a development scheme, as 
other policies of the development plan and NPPF are used for such purposes. 
The policy only draws attention to specific site location features in its design 
principles. There is therefore no need to add this requirement. 
 
8. Hutchinsons has objected to the policy in respect of the proposed site on 
the opposite side of Mill Road and to the principle of reserving rather than 
allocating land in the Plan. It also contends that the Plan is over-reliant on the 
Draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) for its justification of the policy. As 
an alternative, it has proposed extending the area of its consented housing 
scheme (for another 15 – 20 homes) using the land towards the Recreation 
Ground and to allow for better access to the Ground. It also indicates that 
this may provide an opportunity to relocate the Village Hall, as an alternative 
location to that proposed in Policy SLP3, although it stops short of setting out 
any details of how willing it may be to see this made a firm requirement of an 
allocation policy. 
 
9. This response raises some important matters for the Parish Council to 
consider. It is noted that the principle of reserving rather than allocating land 
is a legitimate means of phasing housing development over a plan period. 
The argument that the village is very small and remote and therefore not a 
sustainable location for significant housing development remains compelling 
in the light of the recent housing consent on Mill Road and this will not 
change with the adoption of the VALP in due course. There is therefore no 
more need now to allocate rather than reserve land for housing 
development than there was at the time the Plan was published. 
 
10. The fact that the consented housing scheme on Mill Road did not extend 
the settlement as far north as originally expected (and as shown on the 
Policies Map) does not mean that the reserved site on the other side of Mill 
Road is no longer suitable. There is no absolute requirement for development 
on either side of the road to start at the same point, especially given the 
presence of Bury Farm further to the north. The policy proposes only a small 
housing scheme that will follow the character of the Mill Road area (as set out 
in Policy SLP7) and will not be a harmful intrusion into the countryside. 



	

	

11. The policy proposal can therefore continue to be justified, but it is 
unfortunate that AVDC appears not to have taken the emerging Plan into 
account when confining the consented scheme to a smaller frontage to Mill 
Road. As it is recommended that the existing reservation site is retained, it 
seems equitable to retain the proposed Settlement Boundary and to reserve 
the remaining land that was not part of the consented scheme as part of this 
policy. 
 
12. In respect of the Hutchinsons’ wider proposal, the Parish Council may 
want to consider this as supplementary to Policy SLP2 and a replacement of 
Policy SLP3, if: 
 

a) it is of the view that this location will be preferred by a majority of the 
local community for the new village hall rather than next to the 
church;  

b) it can be assured by the landowner that the land will be made 
available for a new village hall of the specification proposed in Policy 
SLP3 and that a S106 financial contribution will be made to provide the 
necessary gap funding to deliver the hall, so that these requirements 
can be included in a new policy;  

c) it accepts that the site will need to be allocated (rather than reserved) 
for development early in the plan period to enable the village hall to 
be provided; and 

d) it considers the proposals will also offer a better vehicular and 
additional pedestrian access to be made to the Recreation Ground. 

 
13. If the Parish Council then wishes to pursue this alternative, it should delete 
Policy SLP3 and replace it with a new policy to allocate the land west of Mill 
Road for a housing and village hall scheme, amending the Settlement 
Boundary in Policy SLP1 accordingly. There is no reason to delete Policy SLP2 
as the principle of reserving land remains valid, although the new policy will 
make it less likely that the release of the land will be triggered in the plan 
period. 
 
14. But, in proposing such changes, the Parish Council must accept that they 
are major modifications to the Pre-Submission Plan and it would therefore 
have to produce a new Pre Submission Plan and Draft SEA report (and 
amend any other evidence documentation) for another consultation period 
under Regulation 14. This could still be completed in time to submit the Plan 
before the summer break and will provide an opportunity for the respective 
land interests and the local community to comment on the new proposals 
(and may provide the Parish Council with the confidence (or otherwise) to 
submit the Plan for examination). 
 
SLP3 Village Hall 
 
15. AVDC has suggested more detail is provided on how a satisfactory 
scheme may be delivered in design terms, especially in relation to the setting 
of Holy Cross Church. It notes that the policy cannot require parking 
prevention matters as this is for the highways authority if the road is to be 



	

	

adopted. If the current location is supported (see above), it is possible to 
modify the policy to respond to these comments thus: 
 

i. The scheme has full regard to sustaining the special character of the 
setting to Holy Cross Church in the location, orientation, height and 
scale of the new building; 

ii. The scheme provides sufficient off-road car parking spaces to meet its 
needs and includes measures to prevent parking on Church Road; 

 
16. AVDC has also queried how the scheme may be delivered. These matters 
are in hand with the landowner and so there is a reasonable expectation that 
the policy is deliverable in the plan period. The Parish Council is making 
progress with its business plan for financing the building costs, and this can be 
made clear in the supporting text, as well as its intention to engage the local 
community again in deciding its specification as part of the future planning 
application. 
 
17. Natural England has again commented that the policy does not require a 
scheme to deliver a net biodiversity gain. As explained above, this is not 
considered necessary. And, as noted above, Hutchinsons has objected to this 
policy as an unsuitable location for the new village hall and has indicated an 
alternative site off Mill Road. This has been addressed in §12 above but it is 
not considered there is any substance to that argument.  
 
SLP4 Garden Plots 
 
18. AVDC has queried the acceptability of the proposal with the landowner 
and if the policy will prevent development that may otherwise be suitable. 
Firstly, the landowner has indicated that this will be acceptable. Secondly, 
the land in this location lies outside the Settlement Boundary of Policy SLP1 
and so is not suited to development (e.g. housing) that should be located 
inside the village, as a matter of principle. This use is suited to a countryside 
location and is therefore in line with that policy. There are no modifications 
recommended for this policy. 
 
SLP5 Employment Sites 
 
19. AVDC has queried the extent of the land at Bury Farm and Grove Lock 
and suggested that the policy makes clear that employment development in 
the Settlement Boundary is appropriate in principle. Hutchinsons has objected 
that the policy is too restrictive of employment development and fails to 
recognise the other locations in the Parish where employment uses are 
established, e.g. Buffalo House. Some local people have also raised this same 
point. It has also been suggested that some employment proposals may be 
too great, especially in terms of their traffic impacts on the tight roads through 
Slapton village and that the policy should reflect this concern. 
 
 
 
 



	

	

20. These points are reasonable and fits better with saved AVDLP Policy RA29 
on this same matter. It is therefore recommended the policy is reworded thus: 
 
The Neighbourhood Plan identifies the following sites as valuable employment 
sites in the Parish, as shown on the Policies Map: 
 

• Bury Farm Equestrian Centre 
• Grove Lock Marina 

 
Proposals that will lead to additional employment at the sites within the site 
boundary of established employment uses will be supported, provided: 
 

i. their visual and environmental impact on the landscape can be 
satisfactorily mitigated; 

ii. sufficient provision is made for additional on-site car parking; and 
iii. they are not of a scale that would lead to significant harm in respect of 

traffic movements through Slapton village. 
 
Proposals for non-agricultural employment development at any other 
location in the Parish, other than within the Slapton Settlement Boundary, will 
be resisted. 
 
SLP6 Local Green Spaces 
 
21. AVDC have suggested some minor rewording but this strays from the 
wording of the NPPF and so it is recommended that no change is made.  
 
22. Hutchinsons has proposed that the Recreation Ground is included in the 
Settlement Boundary of Policy SLP1. This is not necessary for managing 
development proposals and may alarm the local community, given the 
presumption in favour of development afforded by Policy SLP1. 
 
SLP7 Design 
 
23. AVDC has queried the purpose and use of this policy and has suggested 
a more general, criteria-based policy may be preferable. Historic England has 
made a series of suggestions for how the wording of the policy could be 
improved. These suggestions are helpful in answering AVDC’s queries and it is 
recommended that the policy be modified thus: 
 
Grove 
 

• The form of development proposals should sustain the character of 
small dwellings of a cottage style set within larger plots with spaces 
between adjoining buildings; 

• Development proposals within or adjoining the cluster of listed 
buildings around Church Lock No.29, which defines the core character 
of the settlement, will be resisted where it would obstruct views to this 
group or the lock or undermine its visual integrity. 

 
 



	

	

Horton 
 

• The style and form of development proposals must reflect the present 
variety of buildings types and plot sizes, including retaining or 
providing gaps between buildings, especially in Brocas Way, that 
provide glimpses to open countryside beyond; 

• Development proposals should maintain or reinforce the contribution of 
high hedges to the road frontages; 

• Development proposals will be required to demonstrate that they will 
have no harmful effects on The Barn, the Old Chapel, Kings Head 
Cottage, Horton House, and Lanthorn Cottage, which are considered 
non-designated heritage assets that reinforce the historical character 
of the settlement; 

• Development proposals affecting farm buildings, including conversions 
should be designed to reinforce the rural character of the Parish. 

 
Slapton Character Area 1 (Mill Road) 
 

• Development proposals should sustain the pattern of linear 
development of similar building forms, plot widths and orientation on 
either side of the road; 

• Development proposals on the west side of the road should retain the 
visual domination of the early 20th century local authority style housing 
stock on slightly higher land with fewer hedges; 

• Development proposals on the east side of the road should retain the 
character of larger detached dwellings; 

• All new buildings should stand well back from the road to maintain the 
established building line; 

• Development proposals should maintain the pattern of gardens 
backing on to open countryside. 

 
Slapton Character Area 2 (Church Road) 
 

• Development proposals should sustain the pattern of buildings 
positioned on narrow plots fronting onto the highway in with a regular 
rhythm of frontages; 

• Development proposals should maintain the character of the street 
width narrowing towards the village centre; 

• Development proposals should retain and reinforce the prominence of 
occasional mature trees and hedgerows in front gardens; 

• Development proposals should not harm the contribution that the 
buildings on the corner of Church Road at the entrance to the village 
and on the corner of Rectory Close make to the character of the street 
scene in terminating long views into the village 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



	

	

Slapton Character Area 3 (Horton Road) 
 

• Development proposals should sustain the pattern of linear 
development of similar building forms, plot widths and orientation on 
either side of the road; 

• Development proposals should sustain the pattern of a mix of terrace, 
semi-detached and detached properties; 

• Development proposals should maintain the pattern of grass verges 
and hedgerows between buildings and the road; 

• Development proposals should not harm the contribution that the 
terrace of houses at (Sunnyside Cottages) Nos 40 to 52 at the edge of 
the highway makes to defining the entrance to the village from the 
south; 

• Development proposals should not harm the contribution that the small 
terrace of houses (The Court) that are perpendicular to the road at its 
bend towards the village centre makes to the character of this part of 
the village in punctuating in the view along the road. 

 
Slapton Character Area 4 (Bury Farm Close) 
 

• Development proposals should sustain the strong feeling of seclusion 
resulting from limited views into and out of the development; 

• Development proposals should sustain the pattern of larger family 
homes, with large gardens around a central roundabout, and 
emphasise the contrast between housing density in the Close and 
other parts of Slapton; 

• Development proposals should maintain the character of a mix of new 
build and farm building conversions. 

 
Slapton Character Area 5 (Village Centre) 
 

• Development proposals should not harm the contribution that the 
Carpenters Arms and Brewery Cottages make in defining the centre of 
the village as prominent buildings that punctuate views along Mill 
Road and Horton Road; 

• Development proposals should not stand forward of the Carpenters 
Arms on Horton Road or be taller than it in views along the road. 

 
Other Comments & Analysis 
 
24. AVDC has acknowledged that an SEA is no longer required of the Plan, 
but that it may be helpful to prepare a Sustainability Appraisal to show how it 
meets the basic condition of ‘contributing to sustainable development’. 
Given the process of preparing an SEA has been complied with and is mostly 
complete, it does not seem sensible to abandon it at this late stage, 
especially as there is a possibility of a new version of the Plan including a site 
allocation policy. Nor is it possible to convert the assessment into an 
Appraisal, as this does not fall within the agreed scope of the SEA and there is 
no need for any further consultations. The Basic Conditions Statement will 
include a section showing how each policy meets this basic condition and so 
it is recommended that no change be made in this respect. 



	

	

 
25. It has also suggested that the Plan includes a policy on affordable housing 
as an interim measure pending the adoption of the VALP. The Plan contains 
no proposals for a housing scheme that would be large enough to meet the 
11+ home trigger for delivering affordable housing. Aside from the proposal 
addressed in §12 above (which could be dealt with by a site-specific policy 
that may include affordable housing provision), there is little prospect of any 
other land being made available within the settlement boundary for such a 
scheme. In any event, a new policy of this kind would be more than a minor 
modification and would require a re-consultation. It is therefore 
recommended that this suggestion is not taken forward. 
 
26. AVDC has also suggested a number of other potential policies for 
inclusion in the Plan. These may have been possible, but the Parish Council 
considers the scope of policies meets the needs of the local community’s 
expectations of the Plan. 
 
27. Finally, AVDC has commented on the other Plan documents. None of 
these comments question the ability of the Plan to meet the basic conditions, 
but minor modifications may be helpful in some places to improve the 
understanding of the Plan and its contents. 
 
Summary 
 
28. In conclusion, it is considered that, subject to the further consideration of 
policies SLP2 and SLP3 above, with a combination of minor modifications to 
the final submission document and some clarifications made in the other 
documentation, the Plan can proceed to submission, rather than require 
another pre-submission consultation. 


