
APPENDIX F 

APPRAISAL OF FLOODING AND MITIGATION SUBMISSIONS RELATED 

TO PLANNING APPLICATION NE/00151/FUL LAND EAST OF HALDENS 

PARKWAY, THRAPSTON. 

INTRODUCTION 

This Appendix fully supports with detailed and technical comment 

the reasons for refusal set out in our letter of objection. We identify 

omissions, factual errors and flawed methodologies that require 

additional submissions and/or repeat surveys. 

ENLP 2011-31  

5.0 Natural Capital 

All sites should meet the criteria outlined in the North Northamptonshire Joint Core 

Strategy Policy 5 (Water Environment, Resources and Flood Risk Management)  

 

STAUNCH ARGUES THAT THIS SITE DOES NOT MEET THESE 

CRITERIA DUE TO THE FOLLOWING: 

1. The existing flood risk of the area is misrepresented. No records of flooding on 

the site can be found because it is mainly uninhabited, agricultural land. 

 

2. The bigger picture and impact are not taken into account. Whilst the 

development area is low-risk, the downstream area is deemed to be high risk 

for surface flooding. Any changes to the landscape, or creation of hard 

surfaces will impact the downstream area adversely. 

 

3. The statements made do not reflect experience. During the 1998 Easter Flood 

Event, one residential property was internally flooded in Polopit, along with 

gardens and highways. This is referenced in the Titchmarsh Community Flood 

Risk and Mitigation Investigation published as part of the NCC 

Northamptonshire Pathfinder Project in 2015. Since then, more properties 

have been built in the area of the flooding and is regularly impacted by 

flooding, with the road being closed on a regular basis during the winter 

period. 

 

 



4. The proposal makes a connection between the site, and the flood plain links to 

SSSI. Flooding and the associated pollution will have a major impact on this 

sensitive environment. 

 

5. Acknowledged greater run off from the site. Looking at the flood risk maps of 

the area, it is evident that any changes to the source of this will merely move 

the excess water to elsewhere in the system, which will potentially reach 

Polopit faster in a flood event. No analysis of this has been done by the 

developer. 

 

 

6. The approach suggested will move the flood risk and accelerate flooding in 

Polopit.  

 

7. Removal of the inflows from the culvert under the A14 are a concern. As per 

Figure 1.14 it can be seen that excess water from the A14 flows to an area 

feeding UOW1. Blocking this will lead the water to be pushed to a lower point 

on the A14 which will then directly feed into the watercourse that floods 

Polopit, potentially accelerating flood events. 

 

 

8. Mitigation does not look to match calculations of 41,301 cubic meters in Table 

3.2. With increase run-off, there are concerns that the QBAR rate will exceed 

the capacity of the downstream watercourse that it feeds into. 

 

9. The approach and mitigations appear contrary to planning policy reflecting 

flood risk management, further evidenced below. 

 

NNJCS 2011-2031 POLICY 5 – WATER ENVIRONMENT, RESOURCES AND FLOOD RISK 

MANAGEMENT 

 Development should contribute towards reducing the risk of flooding and to the 

protection and improvement of the quality of the water environment. This will be achieved 

through the following criteria:  

b) Development should meet a minimum 1% (1 in 100) annual probability standard of 

flood protection with allowances for climate change unless local studies indicate a higher 

annual probability, both in relation to development and the measures required to reduce 

the impact of any additional run off generated by that development to demonstrate that 

there is no increased risk of flooding to existing, surrounding properties. 

 c) Development should be designed from the outset to incorporate Sustainable Drainage 

Systems wherever practicable, to reduce flood risk, improve water quality and promote 

environmental benefits. 



 d) Where appropriate, development should, subject to viability and feasibility, contribute to 

flood risk management in North Northamptonshire. 

 e) Following any identified mitigation, development that would lead to deterioration or 

may compromise the ability of a water body or underlying groundwater to meet good 

status standards in the Anglian River Basin Management Plan (required by the Water 

Framework Directive) is unlikely to be permitted. 

 f) Development will only be permitted where it can be demonstrated that adequate and 

appropriate water supply and wastewater infrastructure is available (or will be prior to 

occupation). 

 

From The National Planning Policy Framework 

Planning for climate change  

153. Plans should take a proactive approach to mitigating and adapting to climate change, 

considering the long-term implications for flood risk, coastal change, water supply, 

biodiversity and landscapes, 

154. New development should be planned for in ways that:  

a) avoid increased vulnerability to the range of impacts arising from climate change. 

When new development is brought forward in areas which are vulnerable, care should be 

taken to ensure that risks can be managed through suitable adaptation measures, including 

through the planning of green infrastructure 

Planning and flood risk  

159. Inappropriate development in areas at risk of flooding should be avoided by 

directing development away from areas at highest risk (whether existing or future). 

Where development is necessary in such areas, the development should be made safe for 

its lifetime without increasing flood risk elsewhere. 

160. Strategic policies should be informed by a strategic flood risk assessment and should 

manage flood risk from all sources. They should consider cumulative impacts in, or 

affecting, local areas susceptible to flooding, and take account of advice from the 

Environment Agency and other relevant flood risk management authorities, such as lead 

local flood authorities and internal drainage boards. 

161. All plans should apply a sequential, risk-based approach to the location of 

development – considering all sources of flood risk and the current and future impacts of 

climate change – to avoid, where possible, flood risk to people and property. They should 

do this, and manage any residual risk, by: 

a) applying the sequential test and then, if necessary, the exception test as set out below.  



b) safeguarding land from development that is required, or likely to be required, for 

current or future flood management.  

c) using opportunities provided by new development and improvements in green and 

other infrastructure to reduce the causes and impacts of flooding, (making as much use as 

possible of natural flood management techniques as part of an integrated approach to 

flood risk management); and  

d) where climate change is expected to increase flood risk so that some existing 

development may not be sustainable in the long-term, seeking opportunities to relocate 

development, including housing, to more sustainable locations. 

162. The aim of the sequential test is to steer new development to areas with the lowest 

risk of flooding from any source. Development should not be allocated or permitted if there 

are reasonably available sites appropriate for the proposed development in areas with a 

lower risk of flooding. The strategic flood risk assessment will provide the basis for applying 

this test. The sequential approach should be used in areas known to be at risk now or in the 

future from any form of flooding. 

164. The application of the exception test should be informed by a strategic or site-specific 

flood risk assessment, depending on whether it is being applied during plan production or at 

the application stage. To pass the exception test it should be demonstrated that: 

 a) the development would provide wider sustainability benefits to the community that 

outweigh the flood risk; and 

 b) the development will be safe for its lifetime taking account of the vulnerability of its 

users, without increasing flood risk elsewhere, and, where possible, will reduce flood risk 

overall. 

167. When determining any planning applications, local planning authorities should 

ensure that flood risk is not increased elsewhere. Where appropriate, applications should 

be supported by a site-specific flood-risk assessment. Development should only be allowed 

in areas at risk of flooding where, in the light of this assessment (and the sequential and 

exception tests, as applicable) it can be demonstrated that:  

a) within the site, the most vulnerable development is in areas of lowest flood risk, unless 

there are overriding reasons to prefer a different location. 

 b) the development is appropriately flood resistant and resilient such that, in the event of a 

flood, it could be quickly brought back into use without significant refurbishment.  

c) it incorporates sustainable drainage systems, unless there is clear evidence that this 

would be inappropriate. 

 d) any residual risk can be safely managed; and 

 e) safe access and escape routes are included where appropriate, as part of an agreed 

emergency plan. 



 

CONCLUSIONS. 

The work carried out by the applicants has sought to minimise the potential impact of 

surface water flooding from this major development, in the face of local knowledge and 

experience which has seen at first hand the current propensity for such flooding events. 

The applicants have failed in their work, to assess the availability of alternative sites for 

such a development with less risk of flooding and have therefore not complied with the 

sequential test.  
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