
APPENDIX F: 

APPRAISAL OF APPLICANTS FLOOD RISK ASSESSMENTS RELATED TO 

PLANNING APPLICATION NE/00698/OUT LAND ADJACENT TO 

HALDENS PARKWAY, THRAPSTON. 

INTRODUCTION 

This Appendix fully supports with detailed analysis and technical 

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

identify policy flaws, omissions, and factual errors. 

Appraisal: 

The proposal acknowledges that the runoff volume from the site will increase post development because of the 

increase in impermeable area. The mitigation proposed is the usage of attenuated storage within the site. 

Calculations in the proposal show the maximum volume of storage required is greater than 43,301m3. The SuDS 

zone in the plans is considerably smaller than this. Further to this, the plan proposes to block the feed to UOW1 

which is via a culvert under the A14. By doing this, the water will be pushed downhill towards the watercourse that 

regularly floods Polopit, leading to a greater risk of flooding incidents. 

 

Our objection is that these measures and mitigations will increase the risk of flooding to downstream areas including 

highways and properties. 

 

Other points: 

The proposal acknowledges the link between the site and SSSI with regards to the impact of flooding and associated 

pollution. 

Throughout the proposal, there are comments that there are no records of flooding on the site. This is because it is 

mainly uninhabited, agricultural land. The area downstream is regularly impacted by flooding with the road being 

closed on a regular basis during the winter period and is considered at high risk for surface flooding.  

The closure of the road inevitable leads to HGV’s diverting through the village of Titchmarsh and will lead to the use 

of the access to Islington in such circumstances. 

The potential environmental damage to the SSSI and RAMSAR site is of a high order and should not be risked. There 

are inadequate mitigations proposed to remove this environmental risk and it is simply downplayed by the 

applicants. 

CONCLUSIONS 

There is a clear case for flooding risks to be a reason for refusal together with the consequent environmental 

damage to nearby sensitive sites and the disruption to traffic flows on the A605. 
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