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HEARING STATEMENT  : Jeremy Bloss 
Agricultural Land, Landscape, Ecology and Flood Risk 

 
 

 
1.1 The Council has looked to persuade the Inspector that evidence submitted related to planning 

application 16/00151/AOP shows site MMO006 can be made sustainable irrespective of the 
Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal which concludes MMO006 to be the least sustainable 
site in Maids Moreton.  However, the redetermination of planning application 16/00151/AOP in 
November 2020 shows that MMO006 cannot be made ‘sustainable’, and the majority of Committee 
Members agreed in their summing up (APPENDIX I).   
 

1.2 Allocating site MMO006 as an ‘unsustainable’ site breaches the statutory duty under s39(2) of the 
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 to ensure local plans are prepared “with the objective 
of contributing to the achievement of sustainable development”. 

 
1.3 My Hearing Statement focuses on new evidence related to ‘sustainability’ 
 
2. Agricultural Land 
 
2.1 It is accepted that site MMO006 is Grade 3a best and most versatile agricultural land.  NPPF (2012) 

para 112 states “Where significant development of agricultural land is demonstrated to be necessary, 
local planning authorities should seek to use areas of poorer quality land in preference to higher 
quality” 1. 

 
2.2 The Council has misapplied NPPF (2012) para 112 in their response to the Inspector (APPENDIX II, 

Responses 7 and 14).  The test is not “the loss of grade 3a land would not have a significant effect on 
the availability of Grade 3a land in the area”. The test is whether development of agricultural land is 
“necessary”.  The Council hasn’t demonstrated it is ‘necessary’ to develop agricultural land.  ED111b 
simply shows that most land around Buckingham hasn’t been classified and confirms there are 
indeed areas of grade 3b and grade 4 agricultural land. 

 
2.3 If the Council had demonstrated developing agricultural land in Maids Moreton is necessary, the 

Council should seek to develop ‘poorer quality land’ in preference to the best and most versatile 
agricultural land. The Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal (p.77) highlights an area of 
poorer quality land in Maids Moreton which is both ‘suitable’ for development and more ‘sustainable’ 
(site MMO004) so allocating site MMO006 for development clearly breaches NPPF (2012) para 112. 
Moreover NPPF para 35 (b) requires that “reasonable alternatives” be considered.  

 
2.4 Furthermore, VALP para 9.51 says “The NPPF (2012) sets out that poorer quality agricultural land 

should be prioritised for development over higher grades. The Council’s approach to site allocations 
as advised by HELAA (2016) [proposed to be amended] follows this advice.” The designation of site 
MMO006 as ‘suitable for development’ in HELAA v4, and subsequent allocation of MMO006 in the 
VALP means that VALP para 9.51 no longer holds true. 
 

3. Landscape and settlement pattern 
 
3.1 In relation to MMO006, HELAA v3 says “development would not relate to existing pattern of 

development of the village ….would extend village significantly north east into open countryside.”  
The Council seeks to justify changes to HELAA v3 on the basis of evidence submitted for planning 
application 16/00151/AOP (APPENDIX II, Responses 3 and 14).   
 

3.2 The Officer’s Report (2020), para 5.76 for the redetermination of 16/00151/AOP says “in terms of 
settlement character, the proposed development [ie MMO006] would extend the built form further into 
the countryside”, and seeks justification by referencing the existing houses known as ‘Manor Park’ 
(APPENDIX III).  
 

                                                 
1 Emphasis added in underline throughout, unless otherwise stated. 
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3.3 Manor Park was built in 1965 within the grounds of Moreton Lodge, built in 1715. The historic garden 
wall stands alongside the footpath bounding one side of Manor Park, the houses ending where the 
wall turns the corner defining the estate boundary.  It’s clear on the ground, and from available maps 
pre-dating 1965, that Manor Park corresponds with the historic footprint of Moreton Lodge and was 
built within the settlement boundary of 250 years' standing. Extending the village beyond this historic 
settlement boundary into open countryside cannot be justified by the existence of Manor Park. At the 
redetermination, the landscape impact of extending the village into open countryside was included in 
the motion for refusal.   

 
3.4 The Officer’s Report (2020), para 5.74 acknowledges that MMO006 forms a greenfield site at the 

edge of a settlement and development would inevitably result in a significant change to the 
landscape: “It is acknowledged that there would be a major scale of adverse change to the currently 
agricultural fields that form the application site and to the open views across the site currently 
experienced from homes on the edge of the settlement” (APPENDIX III).   

 
3.5 Additionally the footpath crossing the site is the only section of the Maids Moreton Circular Walk that 

gives users a view of both Foxcote Reservoir and Foscote Valley. This walk is heavily used by people 
from Maids Moreton and beyond.  Losing these views would negatively impact users from a wider 
population than just the residents on the settlement’s edge. The developer’s Landscape and Visual 
Impact Assessment summary supports this, “The proposed development would result in significant 
negative effects for two viewpoints on the southern boundary of the proposed development: viewpoint 
6, which represents the views from homes on Manor Park; and viewpoint 7, which represents views 
from the footpath which crosses the application site” (APPENDIX III).   

 
3.6 Notably the advice given in the LVIA was in the context of the Council not having a 5 year housing 

land supply in December 2015, the date of the report (APPENDIX III). 
 
 
 
4. Ecology 
 
4.1 Comments from Natural England (2.11.20) submitted for the redetermination states: “We consider 

that without appropriate mitigation the application would damage or destroy the interest features for 
which Foxcote Reservoir & Wood Site of Special Scientific Interest has been notified…..construction 
of a development so close to the SSSI boundary could cause pollution, dust, disturbance and other 
impacts upon the site.”  This comment was submitted after the Landscape Officer’s comments 
referred to in the Council’s Response 3 (APPENDIX II). It wasn’t raised in the Officer’s Report (2020) 
or during the debate. The Council hasn’t informed the Inspector about this comment.   
 

4.2 During the planning process for 16/00151/AOP, the Council’s Ecology Officer advised there was no 
issue with the applicant’s net biodiversity calculations.  However, through an independent 
assessment by ecologist, Professor Tim Shreeve FRES CIEEM, this was shown three times over to 
be incorrect (APPENDIX III).  In his first assessment of the relevant documents, Professor Shreeve 
concluded: “AVDC ecological comments do not consider the major deficiencies of the Ecological 
Assessment, and their assessment of the Ecological Enhancement Plan and Biodiversity Impact 
Calculations clearly indicates that neither has been read because it is impossible to determine that 
there will be a net ecological gain as required by the NPPF.” 
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4.3 Responding to Professor Shreeve’s second assessment, the Council’s Ecology officer emailed the 
applicant’s ecologist to arrange a rebuttal to Professor Shreeve’s report.  The email, which was made 
publicly available, read : - 
 
“The developer is keen to progress this as are the council.  It’s key we get this information in 
readiness for a possible JR of the application if approved which may well come from the residents 
group….It’s not in the councils or developers interest for this to fall down at committee stage based 
on ecology reasons alone….Even if we can produce a draft rebuttal for Friday and work on a more 

robust statement for full committee on the 19th would be better than nothing….  Kind regards, P” 2 

 
Providing objective guidance to Members on rigorously considered ecology impacts should be the 
Council Ecologist’s aim. If a case could “fall down” on ecology issues, he should advise the Planning 
Officer and Members to that effect.  

 
4.4 Professor Shreeve noted, in his third assessment, that within 12 working days the applicant changed 

descriptions of existing habitat, hedgerow lengths, quality scores of hedges and added a hedge in 
order to achieve the net biodiversity gains required. No explanation accompanied these alterations 
from the applicant and the basis of the revised net biodiversity calculations remains unknown, 
undermining the reliability of the applicant’s data.  It is also notable that when Professor Shreeve 
referenced the proposed Environment Bill requiring 10% net biodiversity gains for planning 
applications, the applicant responded by amending their report, uplifting net biodiversity gain from 
1.98% in the second report to 11.4% in the third.  

 
4.5 Additionally the applicant’s Ecological Assessment for 16/00151/AOP contained insufficient detail and 

lacked species surveys in light of pre-existing information held by the Local Environmental Records 
Centre (LERC).  There were discrepancies between the information in the Ecological Assessment 
and that held in the LERC. Significantly species with conservation designations recorded in LERC 
were omitted from the Ecological Assessment, as were the nearest Biological Notification Sites.  
Consultees were therefore not alerted to what species might be present on the site and what 
additional surveys might be required.  For example, the applicant hasn’t carried out detailed bat 
surveys despite conclusive evidence that bats are present on the site.  Neither have there been 
surveys for Great Crested Newts despite Natural England’s Standing Advice that an applicant must 
survey for Great Crested Newts if “there’s a pond within 500 metres of the development, even if it 
only holds water some of the year”.  There are at least 7 ponds within 500 metres of the site. 
 

4.6 NPPF (2012), para 109 says “The planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural and 
local environment by …recognising the wider benefits of ecosystems, minimising impacts on 
biodiversity and providing net gains in biodiversity.”  In view of the deficiencies of the information 
provided by the applicant related to biodiversity and ecology, the Council cannot rely on planning 
application 16/00151/AOP as evidence that the allocation of MMO006 complies with NPPF (2012), 
para 109. 

 
5. Flooding 
 
5.1 During the planning application process, Anglian Water submitted a comment dated 5.11.20 for the 

redetermination of 16/00151/AOP stating that “Development [of site MMO006] will lead to 
unacceptable risk of flooding downstream” and “a full assessment cannot be made due to lack of 
information, the applicant has not identified a discharge rate or connection point”. This wasn’t raised 
in the Officer’s Report or in the debate, neither has the Council informed the Inspector about this 
(APPENDIX II, Response 34). 

 
5.2 VALP, para 11.34 states “it is important that inappropriate development is avoided in areas currently 

at risk from flooding, or likely to be at risk as a result of climate change, or in areas where 
development is likely to increase flooding elsewhere.” In light Anglian Water’s objection submitted for 
the redetermination of planning application 16/00151/AOP, the allocation of site MMO006 conflicts 
with VALP, para 11.34.  

 

                                                 
2 A copy of the full email from the Council’s Ecology Officer, Mr Paul Holton, can be provided to the Inspector if required.  
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6. Waste water capacity 
 
6.1 In comments for the redetermination, Anglian Water stated: “The foul drainage from this development 

is in the catchment of Buckingham Water Recycling Centre which currently does not have capacity to 
treat the flows from the development site.” This wasn’t raised in the Officer’s Report or during the 
debate.   

 
6.2 The Council hasn’t informed the Inspector about this comment which is significant in light of the 

Council’s claims in ED264 (which pre-dates Anglian Water’s objection) that the problem of waste-
water capacity raised in the Council’s Sustainability Appraisal Addendum has been resolved.  The 
most up-to-date information on this is the objection from Anglian Water which confirms the problem of 
Waste Water Capacity, in relation to the allocation of MMO006, has not been resolved. 

 
6.3 In order to address the issue of waste-water capacity, Criteria (e) of VALP MMO006 says that any 

development proposal must comply with the following: “An updated assessment of wastewater 
treatment works needs to be carried out, working with Anglian Water, to identify the need for 
infrastructure upgrades and how and when these will be carried out to inform site delivery”.  In an 
email to the Council, the applicant said “On the point of Anglian Water, the emerging policy asks for 
an assessment of waste water capacity …..I have reservations on providing this information at this 
stage due to the cost implications of this.” (APPENDIX III).  Clearly, whilst the applicant doesn’t wish 
to incur the expense of complying with Policy D-MMO006, planning application 16/00151/AOP cannot 
be used as evidence that site MMO006 can be made ‘sustainable’. 
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APPENDIX I  
Summing up of Members  

Redetermination of Planning Application 16/00151/AOP  
(Nov 2020) 

 

 Cllr Monger: “I’m afraid I simply cannot support the application.  It does not appear to me to be a 
sustainable site. That’s because of its reliance on private car transport. All of the services that it will 
require are in Buckingham: shops, schools, medical.  Everything will be in Buckingham and as I think it 
was Cllr Sandy said earlier: if you’ve got to travel a couple of miles, you’ve got to have a car and you’re 
going to use it so it’s no good saying that a temporary provision of a subsidy for a bus is going to 
alleviate that.  It isn’t and experience tells us that it doesn’t.  

 
Then we have the scale of the development: 60% increase at a stroke….When the Winslow 
neighbourhood plan was developed and we proposed a 35% increase in the size of our community, it 
was considered to be of an extremely bold step….and yet we we achieved 98% support for that 
neighbourhood planning referendum because people could see that it actually improved the 
sustainability of Winslow.   

 
This doesn’t improve the sustainability of anywhere:  it extends into the open countryside with the loss of 
BMV land; we have, it would certainly appear anyway to me, an unreliable biodiversity report; there are 
highways issues outstanding (we’ve just been talking about them – we’ve got the mini roundabout 
outside the pub, the Walnut Drive and Foscote Lane unsatisfactory situation there, we’re working up 
some kind of monitoring system for the impact on peak traffic at Buckingham Gaol).  
 
The fact is that I could not support this application in February 2019 and I cannot see anything that I’ve 
heard today that makes me feel that I should change my view.” (160:18-162:58) 

 

 Cllr Clare: “I can’t support this either…Just taking highways as an issue, to fit this estate onto Maids 
Moreton, to bolt this on requires a root and branch highways change through the whole village that you 
can’t return from.  It’s incredibly marginal at every level: squeezing that mini roundabout on, it only just 
provides enough vision splay to make it technically feasible and even then it’s so tight. And there are so 
many questions to be answered in the s106 Agreement to do this. That we’re having to use this casual 
term of ‘Monitor and Review’ because we don’t have the data to say this is going to work at all. 

 
The only way that this could proceed is by taking a massive gamble changing what is a historic village 
which is a Conservation Area - entirely changing all the highways aspects of that to build on an estate - 
and then ‘monitor and review’ it and only then will we know if we have made that decision right..…I just 
don’t think it’s acceptable to not only add up to 60% to a population but to absolutely change a village on 
a gamble that we then have to monitor and review to then work out (a) how bad the situation is and (b) 
what other additions we will need to do to make it viable.” (163:14-165:36) 

 

 Cllr Broadbent: “In many ways I echo the comments just been said [by Cllr Clare, above]: s106 
Agreement - not ready; Monitor and Manage strategy – not ready…..The economic benefit we haven’t 
really even touched on but appears to be purely based on population growth. There’s no clear job 
provision in this specific to the site.  The Council has just talked about the reliance on the economic 
benefit but you have to drive to all the provisions of Buckingham.  And so, in many ways, I do have some 
sympathy with Councillor Hardcastle’s comments earlier where he said ‘what else needs to be wrong to 
have this refused?’…..I’m not seeing where the substantive public benefit is when we weigh things in the 
balance.” (166:26-167:37) 

 

 Cllr Newcombe: “When I sat on this matter in February 2019, I voted in favour of granting planning 
permission.  When I did so, I did it reluctantly….I wasn’t very impressed by the scheme at that time and, 
I have to say, that as far as I can see nothing’s got better – everything’s got worse.  At that time, we 
granted the application or approved the application subject to the s106 Agreement being signed.  21 
months later, it’s not been signed and there doesn’t really seem to be a good reason. 

 
….Nothing’s got better, everything’s got worse and for the reasons explained by Cllrs Monger, Clare and 
Broadbent, I think that this is something to vote against.” (167:52-169:11) 
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 Cllr Jones: “If it was for 17 houses, I think we’d say ‘no bother’. If it was for 1,700 houses, conversely, I’d 
also be quite keen on the idea because that would come with the infrastructure: the development, the 
services, the facilities that one would expect. But 170 is exactly the wrong number.  It brings with it lots 
of mitigation but that’s not the same as any benefits to the host community.  It brings nothing but hassle 
and - to pick up a point that Cllr Clare made a few moments ago – if the application needs that much in 
the way of traffic calming and whatever – then it might have something wrong with it. 

 
…I think Cllr Monger is right.  I don’t see the sustainability in this – sticking 170 houses on the side of an 
old village in the countryside. And I think the size and scale of this development will be a significant loss 
of amenity for everybody else in the village…..I’m happy to vote against this and I do hope we can come 
up with some really good reasons.” (169:53-172:01) 

 

 Cllr Sandy expressed his view earlier in the debate “I don’t believe this is a sustainable location. There 
are no schools nearby. I don’t think there are any doctors from what we’ve heard, there’s no public 
transport, there’s no nearby shopping and everybody will have to revert to using cars. And in today’s 
world most households have got two cars and very often more than that” (103:14-103:31), which led him 
to vote against the proposal, commenting in the summing up: “I wonder why we are now being asked to 
approve this today and allow officers to decide it under delegated powers. What is the reason for any 
rush?   Am I being cynical, as I often am, that Mr Jenrick has been turned around?  He’s changed his 
mind and green belt is no longer going to be priority for development and that brown field sites are going 
to be the flavour of the day.  And I just wonder why we’re considering this? Has it been brought in 
suddenly because of other factors like that or am I being too cynical for my own good?” (172:46-173:28) 

 

 Cllr Brown: “I think what everyone is saying is that Aylesbury Vale got it wrong.  Whether that gives us 
enough reason for refusal at this stage, I’m quite worried because it would give an opening for costs and 
all sorts of expenses….I would have to end up supporting this for the wrong reasons.” (173:56-174:38) 
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APPENDIX II 
The Council’s Responses from Table 5, ED263 

Summary of 
representations 

Council’s response /   Reply 

3. No written evidence to 
support change from 
unsuitable to suitable in the 
HELAA. 

Concerns as to the suitability of MMO006 in relation to impact on the 
countryside and the village had been addressed by a landscaping 
scheme prepared in association with the planning application for the site 
(published October 2016). This showed that the site could be developed 
without an unacceptable impact on the countryside or the village’s 
pattern of development. Suitability of the site in relation to impact on the 
countryside and impact on the village was later confirmed by the 
council’s Landscape Officer in January 2019 in his comments on the 
planning application in which he states “Having considered the submitted 
proposals and the supporting evidence, I am of the opinion that whilst the 
proposed development will result in some significant adverse landscape 
and visual impacts these will have the potential to be mitigated to the 
extent that the proposed development will only result in modest harm to 
the immediate vicinity of the site and I would recommend this as an 
appropriate basis upon which to consider the landscape and visual 
impacts of the application in the planning balance”. 
 
This is incomplete because it does not refer to the redetermination in 
November 2020.  Please see paras 3.2-3.3 above. 
 

Agricultural land 
7. Loss of Grade 3a 
agricultural land to 
development is in conflict 
with NPPF para 112 which is 
an issue of soundness 
 
 

 
Paragraph 2.15 of the HELAA methodology lists agricultural land quality 
as one of the environmental constraints to be considered in determining 
the broad suitability of a site. NPPF(2012) paragraph 112 states that 
local planning authorities should take into account the economic and 
other benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land and seek to 
use lower quality land if a significant area of such land is necessary. The 
site MMO006 is grade 3a as set out in ‘ED111B AVDC Answer to 
Inspector's Q98 AV Agricultural Land Classes’. The more detailed 
assessment of agricultural land around Buckingham and Maids Moreton 
shows that a significant proportion of agricultural land in the immediate 
area is Grade 3a, so it is considered that the loss of the grade 3a land 
within MMO006 would not have a significant effect on the availability of 
Grade 3a land in the area immediately around the village. Further, there 
is no location around Buckingham or Maids Moreton that would easily 
avoid Grade 3a land. MMO006 also avoids development on the smaller 
areas of Grade 2 land around Buckingham. Subsequent detailed 
assessment of the planning application’s impacts on agricultural land 
arrives at the same conclusions (published 18 Feb 2019). The 
requirements of the HELAA methodology and the NPPF have therefore 
been met in relation to agricultural land. There is therefore no issue of 
soundness in relation to agricultural land.   
 
This is incorrect and discussed in paras 2.1-2.4 
 
A further point of note is that the Officer’s Report (2020) for planning 
application 16/00151/AOP accepted the application site as BMV 
Agricultural Land but incorrectly advised Members that “having regard to 
the size of the site and the extent of bmv land lost, it is not considered 
that this would represent a significant loss to the District.”  There is no 
provision in the NPPF (2019) that negates or diminishes the requirement 
to protect the BMV Agricultural Land depending on the size of the plot so 
the Council misinterpreted the requirements of NPPF (2019) in coming to 
their conclusions. 
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Summary of 
representations 

Council’s response /   Reply 

Rural setting 
14. No consideration of rural 
setting, impact on countryside 
and impact on village re 
paras 17 and 112 of the 
NPPF 
 
 

 
Potential impact on the rural setting was originally part of the justification 
for finding the site unsuitable in the HELAA. However, a landscaping 
scheme and development layout submitted in relation to the planning 
application on the site has addressed these concerns to the satisfaction 
of the council’s Landscape Architect & Urban Designer. This opinion was 
confirmed in writing in association with the planning application for the 
development of the site. The proposed modifications to the VALP 
policies map show areas of ‘Not built development’ in MMO006 and 
reflect the content of the proposed landscaping and development form.   
 
Landscape issues are answered in the reply to Response 3. 
 
NPPF paragraph 17 relates to 12 core planning principles. One of them 
refers to recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the 
countryside. This factor has been recognised and has been assessed as 
part of the VALP site selection process. Paragraph 112 refers to 
consideration of the economic and other benefits of the best and most 
versatile agricultural land. This has also been taken into account in the 
VALP site selection process as set out above.   
 
This is incorrect. 
The site selection process was informed by HELAA v4, this site had not 
been classified as BMV Agricultural Land at the time of that amendment.   
 

Flooding 
34. No assessment of 
groundwater run off despite 
existing issues 

 
The Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) undertaken for VALP 
involves the appraisal of all potential sources of flooding, including Main 
River, ordinary watercourse, surface water, groundwater and sewer 
flooding in relation to site allocations proposed in VALP. Paragraph 1.2.9 
of the SFRA observes that surface water risk on site MMO006 is 
generally low, although there are a few small areas at risk from surface 
water ponding in the west of the site and that a level 2 SFRA is not 
required. Appendix A of the SFRA lists site MMO006 as suitable for 
housing development.   
 
This objection raises the issue of flooding downstream, not flooding on 
the site.  The most up-to-date information on site MMO006 is 
16/00151/AOP Anglian Water Consultation (5.11.20), section 3 which 
states: “Development [on this site] will lead to unacceptable risk of 
flooding downstream.” 
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APPENDIX III 
Evidence relating to planning application 16/00151/AOP 

 
Extracts from the Officer’s Report (2020) 
 
5.74 It is acknowledged that there would be a major scale of adverse change to the agricultural fields that 

form the application site and to the open views across the site currently experienced from homes on 
the edge of the settlement. A more moderate impact would result to existing hedgerows and trees 
since these are largely to be retained and there would be a long term impact resulting from the 
additional planting proposed, including the landscape belt and supplementation of existing, retained 
hedgerows. In terms of the wider impact on the Maids Moreton Plateau character area, the proposed 
mitigation would result in a reduction in the level of harm to the extent that there would be an 
acceptable visual impact. Longer distance views of the development would be contained by existing 
buildings and vegetation and open views from the footpath towards Foxcote Reservoir would remain 
open and rural. On this basis the effect on the wider landscape will be less than significant due to the 
proposed mitigation which will be appropriate to the wider landscape character in line with the 
landscape guidelines set out in the LCA assessments. 

 
5.76  In terms of the settlement character, the proposed development would extend the built form further 

into the countryside. However, the Manor Park development already extends out from the village 
centre to the north and the proposed development would be reflective of this character and pattern of 
development such that the scale of change to the settlement character for this part of the settlement 
as a result of the development would be more moderate. The proposed landscape belt would provide 
a stop to any further development in this direction. 

 
Extracts from the Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (Dec. 2015) 
 
Discussion and Conclusions (p.19) 
It has been noted that Aylesbury Vale doesn’t have an up to date Local Plan, nor does it have sufficient 
housing land to provide the 5 year supply (with 20% buffer) required by the NPPF. The NPPF states that in 
these circumstances permission should be granted for new homes unless the benefits are outweighed by 
the adverse effects of development.  
 
Summary of Visual Effects (p.49) 
The proposed development would result in significant negative effects for two viewpoints on the southern 
boundary of the proposed development: viewpoint 6, which represents the views from homes on Manor 
Park; and viewpoint 7, which represents views from the footpath which crosses the application site.  
 
 
Summary of Professor Shreeve’s Findings 
 

 ‘Expert Evaluation of the Ecological Assessment, the Ecological Enhancement Plan and Biodiversity 
Offset Calculator’ by Prof. Tim Shreeve, FRES CIEEM (Jan 2020) analysed the first set of applicant 
data.  As a result new data and a second set of biodiversity net gain calculations were submitted by the 
applicant;   

 

 ‘Expert Opinion on the revised Biodiversity Net Gain Assessment for planning application 
16/00151/AOP, submitted by FPCR Environment and Design Ltd dated 8 October 2020’ by Prof. Tim 
Shreeve, FRES CIEEM (Oct 2020) analysed this second set of data, which led to new data being 
submitted again by the applicant and a third set of biodiversity net gain calculations;  

 

 ‘Expert Evaluation of the Revised Ecological Assessment and Biodiversity Offset Calculator’ by Prof. Tim 
Shreeve (Nov 2020) analysed this third set of data and noted that within the space of just 12 working 
days descriptions of existing habitat areas had changed, hedgerow lengths had changed, quality scores 
of the hedges had changed and an additional hedge was now included. None of these changes were 
accompanied by any explanation and the basis of the revised calculations remained unknown.   
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Prof. Shreeve wasn’t paid for his expert opinion, and neither is he a local resident so he is wholly impartial 
in his professional advice.  He is available for further information and willing to participate in the Hearing 
Session should the Inspector find his professional advice helpful.  
 
Professor Shreeve’s full reports can be provided should the Inspector wish to see them. 
 
 
Full text of email from the applicant to the Council on waste water capacity, 27th October 2020 
 
Hi Sue 
I hope you are well.With respect to the redline area Tom or I will respond shortly when we get the areas 
from my colleague Sam. 
 
On the point of Anglian Water, the emerging policy asks for an assessment of waste water capacity and 
a surface water drainage scheme… I assume this is the information you are requesting? Is this an 
objection from Anglian Water or the Local Action Group? 
 
I have reservations on providing this information at this stage due to the cost implications of this. The 
request is part of emerging policy that isn’t adopted yet which is being treated like adopted policy. Our 
application is outline only based on access and therefore a layout hasn’t even been decided yet… 
something we wish to take forward with you as part of a pre-app. Once a layout is establish we can then 
provide surface water drainage plans. 
 
In terms of capacity, there is always something that can be done to provide capacity, but again until the 
outline scheme is determined it will allow us to investigate capacity issues further and then decide what 
mitigation measures to take if issues arise. Preliminary investigations indicate that there are no capacity 
issues in the area. Issues over water capacity should not form the basis of an outline application as this is 
to only establish the principle of development and therefore any foul water and surface water drainage 
discussions should form part of the reserved matters application. 
 
I would welcome a discussion when you are back in the office as I think it is important that we can 
discuss such issues ahead of the committee. 
 
Thanks, Pritesh 
 
 

 


