
   

           
            
           

         
 

           
        

   

           
          

            
            

       

            
            

           
         

             
         
               

          
 

       

     

     

Written statement in response to the Inspector’s Agenda 

Brian Fattorini 
22nd March 2021 

F.A.O: P.W. Clark, Inspector. 

Firstly while the situation has been adequately explained to me by Louise St John Howe, 
Programme Officer I find the matter of commenting on the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan for a 
development site that has already been given approval bizarre. However I will continue in 
case the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan is ratified before reserved matters application 
21/00215/ADP is approved. 

Referring to the Council’s comments in responses 262-4 on page 85 of Examination 
Document ED263: “Schedule of Council’s responses to Representations made to the 
proposed main modifications consultation (2019)”. 

Re 264 The Council's response - "The site area on the proposals maps hasn't increased 
and the number of houses allocated has reduced from 315 dwellings to 269 dwellings. A 
further amendment to the capacity of the site as part of the planning application process 
means the site is now approved subject to S106 for 273 dwellings. The site capacity 
should therefore be updated to reflect this latest number." 

I disagree that the number of houses allocated has reduced. 315 is almost a doubling of 
the original figure of 175 dwellings proposed in the October 2015 HELAA Draft Final 
Report V2. In the May 2016 HELAA Report v3 only 210 dwellings were proposed. 
Comments on reserved matters application 21/00215/ADP already show that it is not 
proving possible to adequately achieve the target of 273 dwellings. It is the reduction in 
effectiveness of any proposed surface water flood mitigation that is of most concern. 
Homes adjacent to this site suffered flooding again in Oct 2020 and Jan 2021. I do not 
believe this site has been adequately assessed, instead the Council have simply applied a 
blanket figure. 

• October 2015 HELAA Draft Final Report V2 - 175 units 
https://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/page_downloads/Aylesbury 
%20Vale%20HELAA%20Draft%20Report%20UPDATED%20v2.pdf 

• May 2016 HELAA Report v3 - 210 units 
https://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/page_downloads/Aylesbury 
%20Vale%20HELAA%20Draft%20Report%20UPDATED%20v3%20May 
%202016.pdf 

• January 2017 HELAA version 4 - 315 units 
https://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/VALP/Aylesbury%20Vale 
%20HELAA%20Jan%202017%20Pt%204%20H-O%20R.pdf 

https://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/VALP/Aylesbury%20Vale
https://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/page_downloads/Aylesbury
https://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/page_downloads/Aylesbury


         
          

       
           
      

        
           

           
 

         
      

                
         

            
               

             
         

      

                
          

         
         

           
        

    

              
       

             
     

      

The overall numbers proposed to meet the Haddenham allocation is already on track and 
there is no need to over-develop this isolated & disconnected site. To prevent further 
burdening the existing road network or increasing hazards to pedestrians and cyclists 
currently using the narrow local lanes, the number of dwellings proposed must be reduced 
significantly to approach the original figure of 175. 

Re 263 The Council's response - "This modification was requested by the Inspector. This 
recognises the accepted approach that site capacities must be regarded as a minima not a 
maxima. Suggested site capacities are based on site characteristics and are not likely to 
be significantly exceeded." 

The phrase "..are not likely to be significantly exceeded" is ambiguous and meaningless. 
Recall already that this site is disconnected without satisfactory transport link infrastructure 
proposed to support it. One road in / out! A relief road to the airfield developments 
encompassing a footpath and cycleway must be a prerequisite of any approval. 

Re 262 The Council's response - "The site area on the proposal maps has not changed, 
the site area is updated to match the area shown by the proposal maps. The HELAA had 
assessed a much larger site area and estimated a proportion of the site which was 
suitable. The proposal maps have used the application boundary but does show areas 
within that that are 'not built development'." 

I find this odd. Is it simply that the council have decided to increase the site size figure so 
they can add more units and say that the density hasn't significantly changed? I suspect 
so. Why wasn't this figure used originally? Using boundary areas and green spaces in 
order to increase the number of dwellings by cramming in more is not a satisfactory 
proposal. This high density approach contrasts with the adjacent area & will also 
significantly increase the likelihood of nearby flooding due to surface water run-off. 

The inspector has under "Matters of discussion, (3) Any other points?" 

If there is one issue that cannot be emphasised enough it is the damage to homes and the 
historic wychert village boundary wall caused by surface water flooding from this site over 
many years. I would urge the inspector to at least glance at the photographs included in 
the attached "Letter_to LLFA_-_15022021_ABRIDGED_VERSION_180321.pdf" to 
understand one of the many reasons why this site is so contentious. 


