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Minutes of the Meeting of Slip End Parish Council held on Monday 1st March 2021. 

This was a virtual meeting held on Zoom. 
 

Present: Councillors: Mr. Paul Cooper (Chairman); Mrs. S Minnighan; Mr. T Hooker; Mrs C Beeton;  

Mr. S Patterson; Mr. P Shaw; Mrs C Brennan 
P Segal (Clerk) 

 
Ward Councillors: Cllr. K Collins. 

 
Apologies: Cllr E Perry 

 

Members of the public: two members of the public were present. 
 

This meeting was chaired by Cllr. Cooper. 
  

20/21/144 Declarations of Interest 

  Cllr. Hooker expressed an interest in item 5 on the Agenda and made the following statement; 
“My declaration on my official Election Nomination said “say no to more housing development.” 

I am generally opposed to more, new house building, but I have come to this meeting with an open 
mind.” 

Cllr Hooker informed the Chair that he would be audio recording the meeting. 
The Clerk informed Members that he would also be recording the meeting. 

 

20/21/145 Meeting Open to the Public. 
  None 

   
20/21/146 Minutes of recent meetings. 

The minutes of the meeting held on 1st February 2021 were read and approved.  

The following resolution was then proposed by Cllr. Minnighan and seconded by Cllr. Patterson. 
To approve the minutes of the meeting of the Parish Council held on 1st February 2021 

and to authorise the Chair to sign them. 
The resolution was passed unanimously.  

 

 
20/21/147 Planning Matters 

CB/21/00458/FULL – Land next to 78 Woodside Road, Woodside – new two bed dwelling 
with Parking (revised) 

 
  Cllr Hooker said he felt that we should object to this Planning Application for the following reasons. 

 

1. Parking is already a problem around the site with a large number of cars parked outside the flint 
cottages opposite the proposed development. This reduces visibility and is unsafe for cars exiting the 

Heritage Greenway Lane opposite. In addition, there is often at least 4 cars parked on this site, some of 
which would then have to park in Woodside Road. Along with any additional cars associated with the 

new development. The new car parking shown for No 78 Woodside Road is tandem Parking which isn't 

conducive to making car parking easy to use. 
 

2. The proposed development would constitute inappropriate development within the Green Belt. By 
virtue of its siting, and excessive scale in terms of over development of the plot and bulk the proposal 

would be prominent within the area and would result in significant harm to the openness of the Green 
Belt for which no very special circumstances have been given which would outweigh the identified 

harm. The proposal is therefore considered to be contrary to paragraph 145 of the NPPF. 

 
3. The proposed development by virtue of its excessive scale and mass would constitute an over 

development of the plot and would harm the character and enjoyment of FP4 of the Heritage 
Greenway, therefore causing significant harm to the character and appearance of the area contrary to 

policy BE8 of the South Bedfordshire Local Plan Review, Policy Case 8 of the Caddington and Slip End 

Neighbourhood Plan and Section 12 of the NPPF. 
 

In addition, the site plan is ambiguous. The outline shown in red on the exiting site location plan 
includes land that is raised, undeveloped, agricultural land and did not form part of the original Harrow 

Car Park. However, the detailed site plan does not clearly indicate if this is part of the submission as a 
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1.8m high close board fencing is shown at the boundary of the old Harrow Car Park. We request that if 

planning permission is granted then the planning department add a stipulation that the raised land to 
the rear of the property, behind the 1.8m close board fence, is designated to remain agricultural land. 

  The Clerk was asked to submit a “object” recommendation onto the Planning Portal. 

  Cllr Shaw asked if we have had an update as to the new fence outside the caravan storage facility. 
  The Clerk said that Planning Enforcement are going to look at it. 

 
20/21/148 Angus Brewer Fund 

  Cllr Minnighan has had no update.  
 

20/21/149 Report from CBC Ward Councillor. 

  Cllr Collins said that the Planning Application for the Orchard has been refused. 
He had been discussing issues with the CBC Digital team and he hoped that their relationship with BT 

will help in removing the derelict box in Woodside. 
He has had conversations with Elise Bishop at CBC who deals with flooding and in particular Mancroft 

Road which was closed recently for several days. 

Grove Road flooding will also be raised. 
  Cllr Collins has spoken to Ian Dalgarno regarding setting up a Residents Parking Scheme. 

He asked the Clerk to write to Ian detailing the reasons why such a scheme is required and this will be 
considered at the next Traffic Management Meeting. 

  The Clerk will circulate a draft copy to members before sending to Ian. (P.S) 
Cllr. Collins said he would forward the CBC Executive Papers from the meeting on 23rd February, 

accepting an extra Green Homes Grant from the Government for Park Homes.  

The papers have the full criteria for residents to apply for these Grants. 
They will be administered by the Housing team, so they will be aware of the housing stock in Slip End. 

Cllr Collins said that the Local Plan Inspectors have been communicating with CBC about the final 
amendments. 

There will then be a Public Consultation, and after going through approval by the full Council, it is 

hoped that the Local Plan will be fully agreed by late Summer. 
Cllr Minnighan asked if there had been any update to the Planning Enforcement query regarding the 

development at the Park Homes site in Woodside. 
A resident has reported fencing being delivered today, and we have not been advised whether this new 

development is permitted or not. 

Cllr Collins said he had not had an update but was due to speak to Planning Enforcement about this and 
another matter. 

 
20/21/150 Crawley Playground and Youth Shelter 

  Cllr. Minnighan said that the new Youth Shelter bin has arrived and now needs fitting. 
The Chair thanked Mr. and Mrs Prothero for all their hard work sanitising the playground equipment on 

a weekly basis through the pandemic. 

Local residents have been grateful for the ongoing use of the playground. 
 

20/21/151 Community Improvement Fund 
  Mr Prothero said that he was waiting for a delivery date for the hanging baskets. 

 

20/21/152 Fly Tipping 
  The Chair said that fly tipping is still continuing at the usual sites. 

  No update either on the siting of covert cameras. 
 

20/21/153 Highways and Footpaths 
  The Chair said that the Woodside Speed Table is due to be moved this week. 

Cllr Minnighan has met with a resident of Woodside to look at suitable sites for a gate on the entrance 

to Woodside. A site has been chosen and she will send this proposal off tomorrow if Members agree. 
This was agreed unanimously. (S.M) 

  Cllr Shaw asked about the Dog Bin in Half Moon Lane. 
Cllr Minnighan confirmed that it is in Hertfordshire, and she will ask Joe Pitt if he can contact Dacorum 

to ask if it can be moved, still within Hertfordshire borders. 

 
20/21/154 Parish Trees 

  No issues 
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20/21/155 Community Projects Group 

Cllr. Minnighan has requested that the Parish Council pay the CPG the full £9,600 Grant this year prior 
to the awarding of the community grants. 

This is contrary to the procedure previously agreed by the Parish Council. 

Cllr. Minnighan read out a statement shown below as (Appendix A) 
The Chair said that the previous decision taken by the Parish Council was because we needed a better 

understanding of where the money was going before allocation of funds. 
We have a legal obligation to know where our money is spent. 

This is in no was questioning the honesty or integrity of any member of the CPG. 
All the Parish Council was doing is to request a budget from the CPG ahead of paying the annual Grant 

monies. 

Two thousand pounds  would be admin costs but £7,600 would still be Grant money that the Parish 
Council would pay for without having prior sight of the applications. 

The Clerk was asked if the CPG funding has ever been questioned by the Auditor. 
The Clerk confirmed that it has never been questioned. 

The Chair re-stated that the Parish Council has a legal responsibility to know where the money is going 

before it is handed over. 
Cllr Minnighan said she felt that the CPG members should hold a separate meeting to decide the best 

course of action moving forward, and then report back to the Parish Council. 
The Chair said we would be happy to pay the CPG Grant in two stages. 

The first being running costs of around £2,000 and then a further payment of the Grant monies. 
Cllr Minnighan said that she would rather not take advantage of this offer until the CPG members have 

met. 

 
20/21/156 Approval of the Asset Register 

  The Clerk had previously circulated the 2021 Asset Register. 
The following resolution was then proposed by Cllr. Minnighan and seconded by Cllr. Shaw. 

To approve the February 2021 Asset Register. 

The resolution was passed unanimously.  
 

20/21/157 Accounts for Payment 
Prior to the meeting The Clerk had circulated the schedule below (Appendix B) to Members for 

approval. The payments were unanimously approved, having been proposed by Cllr. Minnighan 

and seconded by Cllr. Beeton 
Cheques will be signed by Cllr Minnighan and Cllr Cooper at a later date. 

 
20/21/158 Policing 

  Cllr Minnighan has contacted our PCSO regarding the recent thefts of Catalytic Converters at Slip End. 
  Unfortunately, her suggestions regarding warning of such thefts were not viable options. 

 

20/21/159 Residents Communications 
  None 

 
20/21/160 Closing Comments 

Cllr Shaw asked Cllr. Hooker to add to his next Parish News article, that the Parish Council responded to 

the recent Luton Airport expansion consultation with our concerns. 
Cllr Minnighan asked if she could have a copy of the LLA letter to put onto our website. 

It is also attached to these Minutes as (Appendix C) 
   

   
 

 

 
 

 
  Date of next meeting – 12th April 2021 
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Signed…………………………………………………..             Date…………………………………………… 

Chair 

   
 

 

  Appendix A 
  

 I am reading this statement to the PC on behalf of the CPG committee and confirm that again 

we request payment of £9,600 in order for the CPG to continue to carry out its role within the parish.  

We are well aware of the importance of accountability both in terms of our conduct and for funds 

received and we want to continue in that vain.     

The CPG Constitution states paragraph 3, clause (d) At all times, the Core Committee will include a 

minimum of one active member of Slip End Parish Council – currently we have 3 serving Parish 

Councillors; I have been a councillor since 2008 and a CPG committee member since its inception in 

2009, I was Chairman for 6 years and am currently the Secretary, our Treasurer is an ex-parish 

councillor and our other two committee members have not only lived in the parish for over 50 years 

between them but are both actively involved in the GNS, gardening club, the allotments, camera club 

and The Peter Edwards Hall.   

This current committee has been active since 2016 and we have always been acutely aware of the 

responsibility in dealing with public funds and have never thought any different.  However some 

committee members feel that the new ‘arrangements’ for funding question the trust placed in them and 

three have already indicated they may resign from their long standing positions with immediate effect 

if the new arrangements are put in place. 

We are more than aware of the need for transparency and welcome it, particularly when it involves 

spending tax payers money, and we therefore suggest a full financial report is submitted by us to the 

Parish Council clearly showing where the CPG committee has allocated the £9,600 and if any funds 

remain unspent that they are held securely in the CPG bank account to be carried forward to the next 

financial year, but we would expect the money to be sent to our account first and foremost.  I draw 

your attention to the first 4 clauses of paragraph 7 of our Constitution which deals with the Finance of 

the CPG and sets out very clear and stringent rules the committee must adhere to, and have done for 

the last 10 years, so there is no lack of accountability: 

a) All money raised by or on behalf of Slip End (& District) Community Projects Group is only to be 

used to further the aims of the Slip End (& District) Community Projects Group.  

b) The treasurer shall maintain a bank account in the name of Slip End (& District) Community 

Projects Group.  

c) Cheque signatories will be any 2 of Key Officials of the Core Committee as detailed in 3 (c) of the 

Constitution. These must not be connected persons.  

d) All cheques and instructions to the Slip End & District Community Projects Group’s bankers shall 

require two of the agreed signatures. The Treasurer shall complete the necessary paperwork issued by 

the banker in relation to the insertion and removal of cheque signatories. The process of inserting and 

removing cheque signatories will only commence once the matter has featured on a meeting agenda 

and been discussed at that meeting. 

We’re not looking for any more than £9,600 for this financial year, this amount will be allocated as the 

committee feels is appropriate under the terms of our Constitution, as they have always been.  The 

CPG Committee members feel we are already in a positon of trust and we wish to continue in that role, 

but our overall view is that if the PC insist on changes to the way the CPG is initially funded each 

financial year with a more ‘cap in hand’ approach then we may have to look to dissolve the CPG.  To 

that end we no longer have any ‘projects’ and cannot identify any going forward, therefore full 

responsibility of allocation of this amount should maybe become a role for the PC and possibly a sub-

committee formed within the PC to deal with this funding going forward.  As it is, if the three 

committee members resign as they have indicated the committee would then consist of three current 

Parish Councillors, and Cllr Hooker has expressed an interest to join so it may make sense to bring it 

back under PC control and then allocation of funds would be decided by this committee instead.  This 
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would incorporate the Christmas Tree and lights, the Christmas Biscuits, the Village Day/Santa’s 

Sleigh Committee, the Good Neighbour Scheme,  the grant application and allocation process and of 

course insurance cover.  No doubt there would be a need for clerical support from the Clerk. 

 

 
 Appendix B 
 

     Cheques for Payment  

       March 2021 
 

 

 

Payee    Reason   Amount Cheq Num. 

 

A Prothero  Gardening Jan 2021  £660-99 100189 

 

Aley Green  VAT Repayment   £89-49 100190 

Cemetery 

 

Village Hall  Playground Lease 2020/21 £100-00 100191 

 

Village Hall  50% CCTV repair and Ins. £132-52 100192 

 

P Segal  Clerks Salary Feb 2021  £849-21 100193 

 

P Segal  Clerks Expenses Feb 2021 £67-73 100194 

 

 
Appendix C 

 
 

We, Slip End Parish Council, write in response to planning application 21/00031/VARCON of January 2021 to 
raise a number of concerns. 
We have a long engagement with LLA expansion plans, including the LLAL 2039 consultation of 2019 and the 
Luton Airport Expansion plan (19 mppa) of 2020. We note with some concern that the Slip End Parish Council is 
not listed in the Wider Council stakeholder list at the end of the LLA – 19mmpa Consultation Summary Report 
(LLA19CSR). Whether this is a clerical error or a lack of interest in our opinion we know not. To remedy this 
deficiency we attach copies of our responses to both consultations – both are relevant to the present planning 
application in that environmental and economic concerns about airport expansion are the same whether the 
target numbers are 19mppa in 2021 or 32mppa in 2035. 
The LLA19CSR report comprehensively summarises the environmental and economic objections to raising the 
passenger limit to 19mppa, to such an extent that we are surprised that LLA wish to ignore it and proceed with 
yet another planning proposal. Many of our concerns are covered by the report, others are not (see attached 
letters). Rather than cover old ground we suggest that LLA19CSR substantially represents our view point and 
move on to consider the proposed changes: 
We object to the proposed change to Condition 8 of 15/00950/VARCON to raise the annual passenger cap 
from 18mppa to 19mppa. The objections raised in LLA19CSR to growth are comprehensive and should be 
addressed first. In particular the claims that reaching 18mppa 9 years ahead of target is a great achievement 
should be withdrawn by LLA. It is apparent that the infrastructure which sustained this growth is inadequate 
and should be improved first. The fall in aircraft movements during covid-19 offers the opportunity to do this. 
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We object to the proposed change to Condition 10 of 15/00950/VARCON to ease noise restrictions. LLA has a 
poor record in enforcing noise limits, particularly for night and shoulder sectors. The reason given for easing 
limits is that new generation aircraft are not coming on line as quickly as originally projected. We would point 
out that the noise reductions from new generation planes have been less than anticipated, Covid-19 will delay 
fleet modernization yet further, and that LLA has persistently refused to provide growth projections for mid-
haul routes using wide-bodied jets. Flights of this type are slower and noisier on take off, and have increased 
substantially in the last couple of years (ie the Luton-Tel Aviv route), which impacts greatly on communities, 
such as Slip End, which are located directly under the flight path. This is particularly ominous given EIA vol 2 
suggests the use of ‘larger aircraft’ will mitigate the increase in passenger numbers (section 3.3.10). We 
suggest LLA should focus on being the ‘good neighbour’ it claims to be, and address current shortfalls in noise 
mitigation. 
We are also disappointed that proposed changes to Condition 22 (Car parking management) and Condition 24 
(Travel plan) contain no details or proposals whatsoever. ‘Fly-parking’ in surrounding communities seems to be 
an issue that LLA refuses to engage with. 

 
Overall, in these times of economic uncertainty and massive downturn in the aviation industry, there is no case 
for ANY expansion in LLA capability – 92% of respondents summarized in LLA19CSR (section 5.10) believe there 
will be no economic growth resulting from such an expansion. Yet LLA persists in promoting this vanity project 
whilst ignoring the very consultancy documents it commissioned. We therefore strongly object to planning 
proposal 21/00031/VAR. 

 


