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Slapton Parish Council 
Response to Regulation 16 Representations submitted to AVDC 
 
February 2018 
 
Thank you for accepting this representation which allows Slapton Parish Council the opportunity to 
comment on the representations received and to reply to and correct inaccurate representations which 
have been submitted. 
 
We have focused on a number of specific matters, with the hope that it will help you in making your 
recommendations in due course.  
 
Our comments address the reports as they appear on the AVDC web site. 
 
Representation from AVDC. 

We note that AVDC have raised a number of issues that were not made at the Regulation 14 consultation 
and repeat others that we did take account of and believe, had been addressed.  
 
Policy SLP1  
 

 we disagree that the absence of a settlement boundary at Horton or Grove in the policy exposes 
those hamlets to inappropriate development – we have been advised that it is most common in 
those Districts that do use boundaries to confine them to smaller villages or larger, rather than 
attempt to cover every hamlet, to reflect the scale of development in the countryside, but if you 
agree with its recommended modifications to the policy text, then they are acceptable to us 

 we consider the Policies Map Inset of Slapton clearly shows the proposed boundary, but again this 
may be modified if you recommend it 

 Policy SLP3 is expressed as an exception to this policy (and the intended relationship between the 
two policies is explained in the BC Statement), but we agree that this could be made clearer in the 
policy and text – we note that §5.10 was not updated to reflect the change in our position on the 
Village Hall policy and you may be minded to recommend this matter is addressed in a modified 
paragraph. 

 
Policy SLP2 
 

 we believe the intent of the land reservation is clear in its application to the plan period – although 
the District Council is confident its VALP will be adopted as proposed, it is possible that it may not 
be, and, in any event, it may again lose its housing land supply position (which has been the cause 
of so much unplanned and often inappropriate development over the last few years) 

 the policy avoids setting a specific housing capacity number for each of the two sites, but, given 
their equal gross site area, you may be minded to recommend the policy is modified to express an 
approx. capacity of 6 dwellings on each site 

 here, and in other policies, we only highlight in the criteria those development or design matters 
that are especially important to delivering a successful scheme, rather than seek to capture every 
relevant criterion, which are adequately addressed by AVDLP/VALP development management 
policies – we do not wish the policies to be any longer and complex than is absolutely necessary to 
meeting the basic conditions 

 
 
 
  



SLAPTON PARISH COUNCIL - RESPONSE TO REGULATION 16 REPRESENTATIONS  2 
  

 

Policy SLP3 
 

 we are confident there are no undesignated heritage assets identified on land adjoining the 
proposed settlement boundary but you may be minded to delete the word ‘designated’ to address 
this matter 

 if you consider the modifications to the parking standards and cycling matters, then that will be 
acceptable to us, but we disagree that the policy reference to street lighting is incorrect as it clearly 
relates to the development scheme 

 the §5.20 explains use of S106 to make what we consider is a reasonable requirement of the 
scheme, given its enabling function (and exception to Policy SLP1) 

 on affordable housing, we wished to cover the eventuality that, even though the housing scheme is 
justified only as an enabling scheme, it may be desirable to include an element of affordable 
housing without the scale of the scheme being too large for our small village – we will cede to your 
judgement on how successful this intention has been addressed in the policy 

 
Policy SLP4  
 

 we disagree with its concerns as the benefit of the policy is confined to the established uses and 
their areas to allow for intensification, but also comprises the key environmental criteria to ensure 
such development will be sustainable 

 the absence of a protection element to the policy does not mean that it does not meet the basic 
conditions and we note that VALP Policy E2 is intended to serve that same purpose 

 
Policy SLP6  
 

 we did not understand the District Council’s concerns at the Regulation 14 stage and have to admit 
that we are no wiser now – rather than rely on generic design guidance, we have invested the time 
in analysing the character of different parts of the main village and of Horton and Grove to ensure 
that this policy is place-specific and more helpful to managing the design of new development – we 
do not therefore agree that the proposed modifications are necessary for the policy to meet the 
basic conditions and will not welcome its replacement with a  ‘Long Crendon’ type policy 

 for the same reason, we do not consider that a lack of reference to a heritage asset will increase 
the risk of harmful development, when such proposals must accord with the policy provisions of 
the NPPF and AVDLP/VALP on heritage assets 

 
For reasons of clarity, we did state in the NDP that if our plan was ‘absent or silent’ then the over-arching 
Policies within the local Plan and ultimately the NPPF would apply.  
 
Representation from Councillor David Wright 

Parish Councillor David Wright’s submission has been made independently of the Parish Council Resolution 
made in a democratic manner on December 13, 2017.   He is repeating the same concerns he has raised 
previously in the process, all of which have been addressed.  It is a matter of fact that he and Cllr Dugard 
have found it impossible to trust the integrity of the Steering Group and its consultant.  We are confident 
that the Consultation Statement will demonstrate how transparent the decision-making has been.  
 
The following comments are directed at those matters that have either not been addressed, or where 
serious allegations demand a response.  To avoid future duplication in our response, we note here that 
Councillor Alan Dugard has adopted a parallel approach.   
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Cllr Wright claims members left the steering group after becoming disillusioned. This is not true and there is 
no evidence to support the assertion. A similar claim is made by Cllr Dugard. 
 

 at the inaugural meeting 23 villagers attended, not all participated in the Plan 
 at the first formally convened meeting 17 people participated 
 2 people resigned within a matter of weeks for personal reasons  
 1 further person resigned after supporting the Steering Group up to the delivery of the Household 

Survey. No reason was given to the Chair 
 the initial Chair moved out of the village following the pre-submission consultation   
 2 further people resigned in Autumn 2017, one of whom cited an alleged conflict of interest that 

had been leveled against her  
 with new members having joined, we currently have 13 active members of the Steering Group. 

None of those that left cited ‘disillusionment’ and all members contribute equally; there are no key 
people making unilateral decisions 

 
Cllr Wright asserts that numerous conversations have taken place between the SG and AVDC and that there 
is no known record of what was discussed. This is incorrect. 
 

 Every meeting, including those with AVDC, was formally convened and recorded in the Meetings 
Diary. This Diary has been regularly updated and available for viewing on our web site throughout 
the entire process 

 
It is asserted that the Steering Group were given only one planning consultant option and advised by AVDC 
to use them. This is incorrect. 
 

 Our planning consultant, rCOH, was in fact recommended by Community Impact Bucks, 
independent of AVDC, as that organisa tion’s preferred partner 

 
Cllr Wright complains the Household Survey Questionnaire did not offer sufficient information on 
alternatives and that Parishioners didn’t respond because of that. This is incorrect.   
 

 The response to the survey was very high, with 78% of households responding. The questionnaire 
was not designed to seek Parishioner opinion on a development by named developers; it was 
designed to check public opinion that had been deduced during the public engagement event in 
February 2016. This matter has been addressed previously 

 
It is further asserted that the Steering Group was negative towards employers or employees within the 
Parish. This is incorrect. 
 

 Contrary to Cllr Wright’s allegations, every business within the Parish was consulted. Some 
exercised their right to maintain commercial sensitivity and did not want to share their long term 
ambitions  

 A4 posters and postcards advertising community events along with questionnaires have been 
delivered to employers 

 
 
 
Cllr Wright has repeatedly said in Parish Council meetings that Smith’s Haulage have a huge workforce that 
wish to live in the Parish and that they, as individuals, have not been contacted. This is incorrect. 
 

 The Steering Group, having previously been in contact with Smith’s, provided Cllr Wright with 
printed information to be given specifically to each member of Smith’s workforce. To quote Cllr 
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Wright’s email of 10th March 2017: Smiths of Tring did make many of their employees aware and 
handed out the cards Melinda supplied to me. The feedback from James Smith is there was an 
amount of apathy; comments such as “there are no houses in Slapton we can afford, there are no 
suitable properties to rent, we have growing families embedded in their current communities such 
as Tring and the surrounding area with children in schools etc. for families not an ideal place to live 
in comparison to Tring or Berkhamsted as an example” 

 
Cllrs Wright and Dugard have similarly disagreed, by correspondence, about what was said at a Parish 
Council meeting by the SG Chair.  With Cllr Wright alleging that there was a need for more homes in 
Slapton Parish to accommodate the growing workforce, the SG Chair suggested Leighton Buzzard did offer 
suitable family homes starting at £150,000 within a three mile radius of the major employers.  I remind you 
that we do not offer school, medical or retail facilities required to support young families within the parish. 
 
Both Cllrs. Wright and Dugard have wanted to see a Housing Needs Assessment carried out. It is not simply 
asking an unspecified number of people, who do not live in an area, if they would like to. AVDC has already 
done the necessary work on assessing open market housing demand to inform the VALP and additional 
HNAs are only necessary if a rural exception site (100% affordable housing) scheme was being proposed, 
which it is not. 
 
Within the letters submitted by Cllrs. Wright and Dugard there is some confusion in identifying members of 
the Phipps family, and misdirecting with regard to Cllr. Wright’s censure.  
 

 The land which has been leased to the Parish for the site of a new village hall is not owned by a 
Steering Group member, Mrs Virginia Phipps, it is owned by her daughter Miss Elizabeth Phipps and 
Mrs Alex Thompson 

 Miss Elizabeth Phipps and Mrs Alex Thompson have not participated in any Steering Group related 
activity and Miss Phipps has only moved back to the Village in the Autumn of 2017. They did not 
offer any comments regarding the NDP 

 It was as a result of this incorrectly inferred land ownership that Mrs Virginia Phipps took the 
decision to step down from the Steering Group to avoid what may be incorrectly perceived as a 
conflict of interest by some people  

 
Cllr Wright’s censure related to him breaching the Parish Council Code of Conduct by not disclosing, on the 
Parish Council Register of Interests, that he lived in a house, owned by Cllr Dugards’s company Interguide 
Group.  
 
One of the final documents submitted by Cllr Wright is a letter from Clarke Barnes to the Directors of 
Interguide Group which refers to a Land Settlement Deed and its intentions. These documents were never 
registered.  
 
Cllr Dugard refers to a 2015 survey, which he states is a survey of his own staff that shows that they all 
want to live in Slapton. 
 

 this is neither a Parish Council survey nor is it a Steering Group survey  
 
Cllr Dugard implied that the previous Chair of the Steering Group sought personal gain by removing a plot 
of land from consideration. 
 

 Site 8 as referenced by the Site Selection Task Group was included in the Site Selection Matrix, 
which is submitted as part of the Evidence Base  

 the site was considered, despite previous planning applications being refused - 15/00957/AOP  
 Cllr Dugard may have misinterpreted the conversation and comments of Cllr Cleland  
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Cllr Dugard states that a Settlement Boundary was defined to prevent expansion of non-agricultural 
employment. 
 

 he has been assured repeatedly that this not the case. He has been advised, during discussions, 
that the Settlement boundary is a way of identifying the extent of the built-up area 

 
Cllr Dugard refers to seven residential homes in New Bury Farm, beyond the Settlement Boundary. This is 
irrelevant, as there are many homes isolated in the countryside. 
  

 the dwellings to which Cllr. Dugard refers have not been accounted for within the known numbers 
of dwellings in Slapton  

 it appears that, with the exception of Herdsman’s Cottage, they have not yet been subject to 
Planning Approval, in which case the total number of new homes developed in Slapton over the 
Plan period will, if retrospective approval were to be sought, be increased from 31 to 38 

 
Cllr Dugard appears to challenge the democratic process and outcome of the resolution, passed by the 
Parish Council in December 2017, to submit the Slapton Parish Neighbourhood Development Plan to the 
District Council for the purpose of the regulation 16 Consultation. His concern should more correctly have 
been brought to the attention of the ‘proper officer’ namely the Clerk to the Parish Council, and a 
complaint raised if he genuinely believes there has been a breach of the Parish Council’s Code of Conduct.  
He correctly reports the outcome was four in favour, two against and one abstention. However, the 
following assertions must be corrected: 
   

 Cllr Woof is not employed by Bucks CC, she is in fact employed by Bucks and Milton Keynes 
Association of Local Councils, which is one of 43 County Associations representing the interests of 
9,500 Local Councils in England and Wales 

 Cllr Packham was not recommended by Cllr Woof, he was proposed by two other Parishioners and 
stood unopposed at a Parish by-election  

 Cllr Wakefield is not a member of the Steering Group  
 Cllr Cleland led a Task Group, he was not Chair  
 For absolute completeness and correction of inaccuracies, Cllr Dugard has been officially on the 

Council for 5 years and Cllr Williams was Chair for 14 years 
 
The Steering Group note the comment made by Natural England and have no objection to it. 
 
With regard to Historic England comments, the Steering Group note them. The Steering Group did produce 
a Community Landmarks document, available on the web-site, but were advised that as it was a 
background document, it should not be a part of the submitted Evidence Base. Should you be minded to 
request its inclusion; we would be pleased to incorporate it as an Appendix. 
 
 
Bluestone Planning 
 
We do not agree with the assertion in this representation that our policies do not meet the basic 
conditions. 
 
In respect of the representation on policies SLP1 and SLP2, the District Council has already demonstrated 
that it supports the making of neighbourhood plans identifying settlement boundaries, although it does not 
use the policy device itself. Indeed, VALP Policy D2 now makes a specific provision for Plans to do so (and so 
should have Policy D3 for smaller villages, which we believe to be a simple oversight). Its planning decisions 
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(and appeal decisions) have cited the presence of boundaries and, where plans have made provision for 
new housing development in line with the expectations of the settlement hierarchy and emerging VALP, as 
here, then those decisions have almost always backed the plan-led process in this District in recent years. 
With regards Policy SLP3, we consider that such community facilities should be planned as close to the 
existing settlement as possible, if there is no opportunity, as here, to secure land within the settlement. We 
didn’t consider it necessary to make such an argument in our documentations, as we did not anticipate a 
proposal being made for a new village hall in an unsustainable location well beyond the boundary. To date 
there is no such application on the AVDC portal.  
 
Point 22: 
In respect of Policy SLP4, it is assumed that all policies can only be implemented where planning permission 
has been sought. The policy does not seek to remove Permitted Development Rights, though we note that 
such rights can be extended or rescinded by the Government at any time over the plan period. 
 
 
Bucks County Council responses are noted and the Steering Group has no objections. With regard to the 
‘extensive advice’ provided in November 2016, we are not sure what this referenced as there is no record 
that such advice was received.  We can assure Bucks CC that we would have welcomed any such input and 
the Steering Group are disappointed that they have missed the opportunity to include any such information 
and strengthen the Historic Environment element of the Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
 
 
The Steering Group has no comments to make relating to the representation made by Chasehart Ltd.  
 
Canal and River Trust 

The detailed response from the Canal and River Trust (CRT/the Trust) is welcomed by the Steering Group.  It 
is their view that the space shown on the revised Policies map (as submitted as a further representation by 
the Qualifying Body during the Regulation 16 Consultation) does not meet with the criteria for Local Green 
Space designation.  We disagree that the proposal is inconsistent with the tests of NPPF §77. We are aware 
of the consequences of a designation, but there are many local opportunities for the Trust to invest in the 
canal infrastructure and facilities in appropriate locations. 
  
One of CRT’s arguments cites an opinion given by a Planning Appeal Inspector (‘Canal Bank West 
of Ladies Bridge Pewsey, Wiltshire’ - Appeal Ref: APP/E3905/C/06/2019638).  This appeal, the 
Trust argues, sets a precedent for considering the canal as an ‘entity’ - as one single ‘planning 
unit’, and that therefore to separate one section from another, to establish a LGS is unjustified.  
The Steering Group disagree with CRT for the following reasons: 
 

• The Appeal Inspector qualifies his opinion with the expression ‘in this case’, which 
suggests that in other cases a different opinion may be expressed.  
 

• Every development proposal impacting CRT waterways establishes individual ‘planning 
units’ – ie the section of canal or river affected by the proposal. 

 
• The Steering Group consider that to include the whole canal corridor, as CRT suggest 

would be more logical, would not meet the criteria as it is extensive tract of land 
(including land covered in water) and its close proximity, along its whole length, to the 
residents of Slapton and Horton would be questionable.  Even to limit it to the section of 
the canal identified on Land Registry Plan Title no.  BM365745, would, we felt be less 
easy to justify.  To answer the specific point about including the section of tow-path 
from the lock to the access track, it was felt that the tow-path itself had a different 
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character to the space by the lock. However, if CRT, for the purpose of completeness, 
think this is more acceptable, then the Steering Group would be amenable to such a 
modification. In the case of the Hamlet of Grove – the area around Lock 29, which itself 
has ‘listed’ status, already enjoys an enhanced level of protection, in Planning terms, 
owing to the number of surrounding listed buildings and structures. 

 
CRT submitted similar arguments in a Regulation 16 consultation response for the Woughton 
NDP .  In Woughton’s case the whole of the canal corridor was designated a LGS. In his report, 
updated after receiving a late representation from CRT, the Independent Examiner states, 
 

‘Nevertheless, I am content that the designation of the Grand Union Corridor (LGS-k) 
meets the basic conditions in terms of how it is defined in the Plan. It represents key 
elements of the eastern boundary of the Plan area and acts as an important visual and 
recreational facility within the wider area. Furthermore, whilst the Plan describes it as a 
single LGS it is in effect a series of separate LGSs each within its own separate context 
and environment.’ 
 

The Inspector goes on to recommend 
 

‘Insert the following additional supporting text at the end of paragraph 3.22: 
 
‘The designation of sections of the Grand Union Canal as local green space reflect its 
very distinctive nature within the environment of the Plan area. It is a significant part of 
its built heritage. The canal and its footpaths offer extensive opportunity for recreation 
and accessibility both to local residents and to visitors in canal and houseboats. The 
designation of the area as LGS is not intended to hinder the normal operational 
requirements of the Canal and Rivers Trust in general, and the provision of mooring 
facilities, recreation facilities and general maintenance work in particular.’ 

 
CRT voices safety concerns. A significant difference between Slapton and Woughton is that the 
latter has no locks in its neighbourhood area, whereas Slapton has three, and a fourth just over 
the parish boundary travelling south.   
 
It must be assumed that the risks of encouraging the general public to visit a waterway, have 
been quantified by CRT, as the network has an estimated 4,000,000 visitors a year. As part of 
national fundraising campaigns, groups are encouraged to ‘adopt a length’, and individuals are 
encouraged to declare they ’love my stretch’.  Photos of families around canals and locks, 
appear on certificates signed by the Chief Executive on the Trust web-site. We are confident that 
the numbers of people visiting this Local Green Space will be unaffected by the designation, it is, 
fundamentally, a Planning consideration.  
 
Slapton NDP does not encourage the general public to cross the lock.  Clearly boaters are 
required to. Fortunately Slapton Lock 30 has an enhanced safety feature in that additional guard 
rails were installed on one set of the lock-gates, when, the then, Mooring Warden, resident on 
the long-term moorings, had two young children. Nevertheless, it may be appropriate to add a 
sentence to the text supporting the policy, similar to that from the Woughton Plan to the effect 
that, 
 

‘this Policy does not seek to hinder CRT or its successors in title or function, exercising 
any of its permitted development rights, particularly where proposals are designed to 
reduce any identified risks to visitors.’ 
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It should be noted that double guard-rails are not a common feature; Lock 28, adjacent to the 
Grove Lock pub, has single rails, and yet crossing that lock is the only way to reach the pub from 
the tow-path.  The matter of safety was a powerful argument in 2010, when British Waterways, 
CRT’s predecessors, gained planning approval [Grove Lock Leighton Road Slapton 
Buckinghamshire ref. No. 10/000759APP] from AVDC to construct a bridge across Grove Lock. It 
is disappointing that this pedestrian/cycle bridge was never constructed and that the permission 
has now lapsed.  

 
‘The proposed bridge will carry pedestrians and cyclists over the Grand Union Canal at 
Grove Lock (Lock 28) near Leighton Buzzard. The recently improved towing path and   
increasing popularity of the adjacent Grove Lock Pub as a target destination at the 
southern end of the Ouzel Valley Park and the impact of the recently improved towing 
path, has resulted in an increase in members of the public crossing over the lock gate. 
The lock gates are narrow and unguarded on one side and therefore inaccessible to 
cyclists or those with any kind of restricted mobility’. 

          
Grove Lock Leighton Road Slapton Buckinghamshire 
Ref. No: 10/00759/APP  

 
Perhaps CRT will look again at the matter of the footbridge across the canal at Grove Lock.  In 
addition, we assure the Trust that this Plan aims to demonstrate the value this small place on 
the canal network has to the local community, and does not seek to constrain their statutory 
functions.  
 
The Steering Group has no comments to make relating to the representation made by Anglian Water or by 
Mr Brown. 
 
 
 


