

                                                          (Friends of Boughton Area)
Planning Application No.DA/2007/1400

Residential Development consisting of approximately 1250 dwellings with employment area, local centre, primary school, open space, structural landscaping, highways and drainage infrastructure works and a park and ride scheme, Buckton Fields, Brampton Lane, Boughton.

Planning Application Objections, based on Land Suitability related to Land Slippage, Drainage and Other Hydrological Matters

This group of objections does not cover all matters that FOBA wish to raise as valid grounds for rejecting this planning application. Such matters will be dealt with in later papers raising valid objections to this planning application.
(I)  Land Slippage (“Solifluction”)

Site Topography and Geology
The western two thirds of the site in particular, that is, the lower part of the Brampton Lane hill, but also most of the whole site, has varying degrees of slope but quite frequently in the region of 7 degrees or above.  At this degree of slope there is often sensitivity to land slippage in heavy rain. The area in which Buckton Fields lies is of sandstone and clay, and very probably sandstone overlying clay, since this is common in this locality and around Northamptonshire in general. This combination of slope and a soil sub-strata of sandstone overlying lias clay creates a condition known as solifluction where the sandstone can shear away from the clay. As evidence of this we are aware that areas adjacent to the site have houses and other buildings that have been subjected to land slippage in recent years, giving rise to insurance claims for repair of serious property damage (note 4).

Testing for land instability

It is our understanding that appropriate tests for the risk of land slippage on the lower two thirds of the site have not been carried out. We are also not aware of the details of testing in the eastern end of the site. 
In compliance with the requirements of para.38 of PPS 3, such tests should be carried out in order to determine whether the site is sufficiently stable for the large scale development proposed. If it is the case that the developers have not carried out proper tests, as we believe, and also satisfied the requirement to demonstrate the results of such tests, we contend that it would be most unwise to grant planning permission.  

Local Authority Technical Control over Testing
We understand that the technical requirement includes the drilling of multiple holes distributed widespread around the site to a depth of twelve metres which should be inspected after 12 months. We would advise that the District Authority take independent advice on the precise technical requirements and not rely on the developers, who may be tempted to make less stringent tests such as four metre trial holes. (This would be unsuitable as the lias clay is often much deeper.)

Until the developers can satisfy this basic requirement to ensure that the site is free from potential land slippage and there is a proper, verifiable and independent  evidential report we believe that the outline planning permission should not be granted. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

(II)  Drainage and Water Run-off

The Site Geography

The site slopes significantly from east to west and adjoins the fluvial flood plain of the River Nene at its western boundary. This makes the site critical in relation to flood risk to Northampton since the plain floods frequently, and very significant quantities of water are carried along the course of the river towards Northampton during extreme events.

The site is known to have several springs. It is a long and sometimes steep hill running down to the A 5199, Welford Road and the flood plain. Since this is a large and significantly sloping site the water run-off from 1250 houses would be of considerable size and force, pose a threat to the houses and gardens on the site, especially on the lower parts of the hill, and create a potential risk of flooding to adjacent areas and parts of Northampton that are downstream along the River Nene. 
Summary of Objections

(i) Environmental Statement Claim of Neutral Impact of Site Development
The Environmental Statement claims (para 10.4.4.) that when proposed mitigating measures are carried out development at Buckton Fields will have a neutral impact on the River Nene Flood plain. 
This does not meet the requirements of PPS 25 to reduce risk and we also challenge the claim that it is risk-neutral.

(ii) Probably lacks an appropriate Strategic Flood Risk Assessment report. 
This should be commissioned by, and be under the control of Daventry District Council.

(iii)    Safety and Practicality Issues

(a) Not a Neutral Impact
We believe that Buckton Field’s development will not have the neutral impact on the River Nene Plain that the Environmental Statement claims. The development would give rise to particular water run-off risks to proposed site residents and particularly to residents of other parts of the town, and these have not been correctly assessed.


(b) Condition of Northampton’s Drainage Infrastructure
In the present conditions of Northampton’s Drainage Infrastructure it would be unsafe to carry out the proposed development.  The ageing, combined storm and foul sewerage system that serves old Northampton would have to cope with an additional load adding to the risks arising from water run-off in extreme conditions and there would be danger of sewage contamination in the event of flooding. We also question the river defenses in the light of the Nene Flood Prevention Alliance’s findings.


(c ) Cumulative Impact of Northampton’s Housing developments

The development would also add considerably to the cumulative adverse impact of housing developments in and around Northampton on the town’s river and drainage infrastructure, which is already acknowledged to be over-stretched and antiquated. 

(d) Particular conditions of the Buckton Fields site

Several hydrological conditions make the Buckton Fields site unsuitable for housing development and in so far as these conditions can be ameliorated the associated costs of amelioration would significantly add to the sum of unwarranted costs of infrastructure development that this site would incur if the application were approved. These costs have not been correctly assessed on technical grounds, and the holistic implications for the River Nene and underground drainage infrastructure of the town have not been adequately accounted for. 


(e) Water balancing measures
The water balancing measures proposed by the developer require careful assessment before they can be accepted as realistic, especially in the context of the probable impact which this development would have on other parts of the town.
(iv)   Unresolved issues of maintenance and control of proposed water retention
         features on the site.
We have not seen suitable reference to the question of ongoing inspection and maintenance and funding for these activities.
(v)    Wrong assessment of surface water run-off.
The bases for calculations relating the surface water run-off and the potential consequences for parts of Northampton downstream have been carefully scrutinised by a practising civil engineer living in the locality who has extensive practical experience of similar problems in Northampton and its environs. The bases of the calculations themselves have been challenged. Both the civil engineer and the Nene Flood Prevention Alliance are very concerned at what they see as very serious shortcomings in the planning applicant’s report which thus fails to alert the Local Authority and Environment Authority to the real consequences of the site’s development.
We believe that the Application does not meet criteria embodied in regulations relating to drainage matters nor the Nottingham Declaration to which Daventry District Council has signed. Our recommendation is that this planning application should be rejected on the grounds identified in items (i) to (v) above. Details of our assertions are given below and are further supported in notes and appendices.
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Details of Grounds for Objection because of Drainage, Water Run-off and other Hydrology matters

(i) Claim of Neutral Impact. 
We draw attention to the failure to meet the required standards of performance of (a) “E A Strategic Review Development and Flood Risk in the Nene Valley Catchment, Northampton and Upstream” and (b) Table D of Annex 1 of PPS 25

PPS 25 Flood Zone 1  We would point out that PPS 25 Annex D Table D says of Flood Zone 1 that the policy aim is to seek opportunities to reduce the overall level of flood risk in the area and beyond to reduce the risk of flooding. 
The mitigating measures proposed are stated merely to have a neutral impact on the River Nene Flood plain. This does not meet the aim of the Environment Agency's “Strategic Review of

Development and Flood Risk in the Nene Valley Catchment Northampton and Upstream” that development should incorporate measures to ensure overall flood risk is reduced as a result of the change of use of land. Neither does it serve the aim stated in Table D.1 of Annex 1 of PPS 25 that developers in flood zone1 should seek opportunities to reduce overall level of flood risk in the area and beyond. 
We are surprised that the proposed developers have apparently overlooked these requirements and that the Environment Agency have apparently not identified this shortcoming in the report.

Not Neutral in Impact   Furthermore, the validity of the claim to be neutral in impact is strongly disputed on a number of grounds which are identified in this report.

(ii) Possible absence of a Strategic Flood Risk Report and accompanying
hydrological mapping commissioned and under the control of Daventry District Council as required by PPG 25 and PPS 25, and Lack of a Holistic Overview.
We question whether Daventry District Council have commissioned such report and maps under PPS 25 or PPG25 similar to the report carried out for Northampton. (Bullen Report 2003.) Such report is required for this area which lies outside the Borough boundary. If there is such a report we would like to know its extent, terms of reference and the consultants. 

We would also point to the Fleming Report page 59 para 9.7 as authority on the lack of a holistic strategic overview. (see Note 2).

It is our contention that in the absence of such a PPS 25 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment with maps and until the completion of any action recommended by it and by the Fleming Report no further development should be permitted.

(iii) Safety and Practicality - Condition of Northampton’s Drainage Infrastructure and the Unsuitability of this Site

· In regard to the site -

Due to the significant slope of this site towards the adjacent flood plain and river, the extent of water springs on the site and the risks of shearing due to solifluction in heavy rain conditions (see Note 4) we consider this to be a site whose development would create flooding vulnerability to severe weather conditions, both within the site and particularly in areas of the town that are downstream of it. The flooding events of 1998 have provided evidence of the seriousness of the situation.

Assessment of general hydrological risk at this site in relation to extreme weather events, assessment of the site and the specification and design of measures to attenuate water flow have been heavily criticised, and we find defence of these criticisms by the consultants to be unconvincing. 

We draw attention to the letters from Mr Alan E Hames, C Eng., MICE, MIHT to i-transport and others, for examples - Feb 4 2008 (Note 3 below for details) and Appendices 1, and 2 and the letter from Pitsford Hall Weather Station, in appendix 3.

In particular we point out the major discrepancy between the relatively low rates of rain water run-off that have been assumed by the consultants for SUDS and engineered solutions based on 1 in 200 year events and the 70% run-off rate recorded in April 1998 (record shown in Appendix 4) which was classified as a 1 in 29 year event (Appendix 3). We further look at this strange discrepancy in relation to the large development proposed and find this discrepancy even more difficult to accept. We do not accept that SUDS will provide sufficient attenuation of water run-off.

· In regard to the Condition of Northampton’s Drainage Infrastructure -

We draw attention to the criticism and questioning from several quarters. For examples -

- Prof. Fleming, Independent review of Northampton’s Flood Defences 2003; Professor Fleming’s assessment that the more realistic flow rate for a 1 in 200 year flood in Northampton will be around 260 cubic metres per second - over 61% higher than the Environment Agency’s current 1 in 200 year flood projection model (see notes 1 and 2); 

- Revelations from the Northampton Flood Prevention Alliance that over £2m awarded to Anglian Water in 1984 for river works was not spent on that activity; and, despite some modest recent attempts to make improvements, the infrastructure is not regarded as resilient to the challenges of new housing developments. We also again draw attention to Appendix 4 and the comparison between the River model run-off assumptions and the recorded rates of runoff as shown in Appendix 3 as evidence of the questionable adequacy of the river flood defences.

These issues point to the lack of adequate drainage and river infrastructure for Northampton and its probable incapacity to deal with the requirements of this proposed development even in isolation; and the more so in the light of the cumulative impact of all the housing development now proposed for Northampton. 

(iv) Basis of Calculations for Surface Water Run-off
It is understood that the Environment Agency calculate the standard rate of run-off of surface water to rivers and flood plains during storm periods at 36%. However, as an example, the actual rate of run-off to the River Nene during the flooding of 1998 at Northampton has been recorded at 70%.  It is considered therefore that the likely rate of run-off of surface water from the Buckton Fields site during severe storm conditions will be substantially in excess of that allowed for in the standard calculation. There must be significant risk, therefore, that at times of peak flows the run-off from this sloping site, that contains several springs, could not be effectively controlled by the mitigating measures proposed, creating significant risk of flooding downstream, particularly as the state of detention facilities in the form of balancing ponds, swales and retention ponds will be inherently likely to deteriorate over time, further reducing their effectiveness in practice. A letter from Mr Hames, C Eng., MICE, MIHT to i-transport dated February 16th 2008 is appended (Appendix 1). We quote below a brief extract –

“With the above confusing figures in mind, I wish to point out that historical figures for run off in this area, under extreme conditions, have been documented and advised by the Environment Agency, at their meeting with Northampton Borough Council after the Easter 1998 floods, as being 70%.  This being from waterlogged and undeveloped agricultural land.  Clearly this is well above your assessments, which will arise following residential and industrial development.

I am therefore of the opinion that:-

1. The area used to develop the storm water flow has been unreasonably reduced by 7 hectares, which will provide a lower than actual site run off figure.

2. In adopting the average of 56% overall figure, which arises from the specified low 45% rate of run off from the residential areas, again the overall rate of run off will have been under calculated.  This is later further affected by a 45 % figure being specified for the whole site” (See notes 1 and 3)

We also show below an extract from a further letter from Mr Hames to Hannah Reed & Associates dated March 1st 2008 (Appendix 2) –

“Thank you for your letter, dated 22nd February 2008, with your considered opinions related to flood risk and drainage design, in response to my assessment that casts doubts on the validity of the assumptions made by your consultancy.

I note that you have presented your case for acceptance of the design criteria that Hannah Reed have adopted, however, for various reasons I cannot accept that your analysis justifies the design standards that you have adopted.

In particular I am still concerned in a number of areas, as set out below:-

1. The percentage run-off adopted, at 45%, should be at a minimum of 70%.

2. The undeveloped land, approximating to 7.1 hectares, remains not included within your calculations.

3. The reliance on unspecified and vague references to SUDS, to take care of a proportion of the run off, remains ill defined and therefore, without substantiation, cannot be seen as more than a limited contributing factor to storage.

4. The size and storage capabilities of the balancing ponds remain in question, until a larger percentage run-off is accepted as being the basis of your calculations for the ponds.

5. The suggested flapped SWS outlets, to prevent any backflow from a higher river level, together with sealed manhole covers in the flood plain, is a questionable solution, where this will result in on site surcharged pipes and manholes, as a direct consequence.
6. Problems of the storage capability of the main river channel, in light of the outstanding works downstream remain unaddressed, although of paramount importance to the safety of the town.”
The letter from Pitsford hall Weather Station also verifies the claims of both Mr Hames and the Northampton Flood Prevention Alliance (Appendix 3).

(v) Control and Maintenance of Water Retention Facilities

There do not appear to be any firm and clear arrangements as to how the retention facilities will be controlled and maintained in the long term and how the cost of doing so will be met. Their continuing operational effectiveness must therefore be in doubt. We see little or no reference to the commissioning of regular inspection and maintenance of pipes and other design features or reference to who would pay for this.
Our Conclusions 
The above objections on issues of drainage, water run-off and other hydrology issues such the condition of the river and existing drainage systems, and the question of assurance against potential land slippage are considered to be sound reasons for the need to re-assess the suitability of Buckton Fields as a site for a sustainable urban extension to Northampton in the context of the emerging Core Strategy Development Plan Document and the associated site specific Development Plan Documents through which the relative merits of all possible greenfield sites can be compared and evaluated. 

Our information suggests strongly that even on these considerations alone (which do not even address the other major issues such as transport on which we will write shortly) this site is poorly suited to housing development, and it is not safe for housing development in the current condition of Northampton’s drainage infrastructure.  Consequently, development should not proceed.  We also point out that the works dating back to the 1970’s and 1980’s (for example the Washlands Scheme and the South Bridge Development) have not been completed and should be before any other housing applications are considered.
Note 1  Environment Agency Computer Models, and Expertise within Local Authorities

(a) Environment Agency Models   It is difficult, under the weight of evidence that is building up, to believe other than that the continued use by the Environment Agency of its discredited flow prediction models is putting Northamptonshire residents, both existing and new, at considerable risk.

(b) Professional Support within Local Councils   It is to be hoped that the awaited Pitt Report will strongly recommend that additional professional support be given to local councils and residents as it is increasingly obvious that holistic approaches to housing developments are not being taken. Under the cumulative impact of housing developments, we believe that it may only be a matter of time before the current drainage infrastructure of Northampton breaks down.

Note 2 Extract from NCCETC – Independent Review of Northampton’s Flood Defences –

 Prof. Fleming  April 2003
“Do the works take effect of recent planned future developments in and around Northampton adequately into account?

No specific attempt has been made to design for increased development outwith the Northampton borough Council area except a modeling tolerance of 150 mm has been added to design water levels to account for a 2% increase in Standard Percentage Runoff. Within the Northampton Borough Council areas all new developments must provide attenuation for runoff from up to the 1:200 year event. However during such severe storms the catchment will be saturated and SUDS systems are likely to be overwhelmed. Thus the attenuation provided by developers to mitigate urban runoff will not be effective and increased runoff will reach the Nene and contribute to increased flows. It is important to take a holistic approach to flood risk management by considering the whole catchment. This was not done as part of the Northampton Flood defenses.”

Note 3   Letter to Steven Eggleston of i-transport from Mr Alan E. Hames C.Eng.,MICE, MIHT
Buckton Fields Proposed Development – Provision of Report on Flooding Issues in Northampton 

( February 4th 2008)
Following our meeting this morning to discuss the background to and your documents supporting the proposed development at Buckton Fields, I attach a copy of the requested information detailing the long standing flooding issues that hang over the town.  As I explained, this situation which has only recently been fully investigated, makes clear the lack of action by the water authority and subsequently the Environment Agency, in not implementing the necessary and long ago funded works to protect the town.

It is my contention that until the downstream main river channel has been widened and realigned and storage issues within the Nene valley have been properly actioned, that no additional flows from new developments should be allowed and any new development temporary retention works should be reassessed, to ensure that the calculations do not allow additional flows into an already overloaded main river channel.  As you will see from one of the attachments, this is also the view of Professor Fleming.

As agreed at our meeting, I will await the promised provision of the drainage assessment document and any additional information that might be considered appropriate, where this deals with the whole town flooding situation.  I will wish to assess the basic criteria that you have applied in arriving at the flood storage needs and the rate of outflow to a potentially already flooded and backed up main river channel.

Kind regards,

Alan E. Hames C.Eng.,MICE, MIHT

Note 4   Solifluction
Solifluction  is a condition arising from the sub soil and rock structure that occurs in this area which, according to evidence, includes Buckton Fields. This geological feature is known to cause slippage of land that has been disturbed in conditions of very heavy rain due to shearing of the contact between lias clay and overlying sandstone.
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Appendix 1 – Letter from Mr Alan E. Hames C.Eng., MICE, MIHT (16.2.08)

To i-Transport

i-Transport





2, Westerdale, 

Steven Eggleston (Partner)



Brampton Park,

Centurion House,




Northampton,

129, Deansgate,





NN2 8UP

Manchester,

M3 3WR





My Ref: Buckton F 08.02.16-1
steven.eggleston@i-transport.co.uk


Your Ref:   LP/SCD/C-99141N
  




Saturday 16th February 2008

Dear Mr. Eggleston,

Proposed Development at Buckton Fields – Flood Risk & Drainage Assessment by Hannah Reed
As agreed at our recent meeting in Northampton, I confirm receipt of the requested copy of the flood and drainage assessment document, as prepared by your associate consultants, “Hannah Reed”.

Following consideration of the basic standards adopted in determining the projected 200 year storm flows and the design of both the storm sewers and the on site storage facilities, I have to question the criteria adopted and the capability of the three storage lagoons to hold and store the flows that will be generated.

It appears that the basis of the storm water flow generation has been founded upon a figure of 45% as the  impermeability factor, for the residential portion of the site.  In the case of the whole site, figures provided within, “Assessments Section 5” of the document, when broken down, appear to show an overall average of 56% for the whole site impermeability factor.  This has been determined from the later Table 2, where it is apparent that the contributing total area of 42.94 Ha has been taken as the “Developable Area” and not the whole “Site Area”, which is scheduled as being 50.04 Ha.  I am however unclear as to the actual average impermeability factor adopted, as Paras. 2.12 & 5.6, refer to a site figure of 45%, which appears to contradict the above calculation @ 56% and cannot understand why the whole area of the site is not being considered ?

With the above confusing figures in mind, I wish to point out that historical figures for run off in this area, under extreme conditions, has been documented and advised by the Environment Agency, at their meeting with Northampton Borough Council after the Easter 1998 floods, as being 70%.  This being from waterlogged and undeveloped agricultural land.  Clearly this is well above your assessments, which will arise following residential and industrial development.

I am therefore of the opinion that:-

3. The area used to develop the storm water flow has been unreasonably reduced by 7 hectares, which will provide a lower than actual site run off figure.

4. In adopting the average of 56% overall figure, which arises from the specified low 45% rate of run off from the residential areas, again the overall rate of run off will have been under calculated.  This is later further affected by a 45 % figure being specified for the whole site?

On the assumption that the Hannah Reed calculations have been pitched too low, the three balancing ponds will be under capacity to deal with the inflow from a 200 year storm and the internal storm sewers will reach capacity and overflow, at a point earlier than anticipated by your consultant.  This will cause highway surface and overland flows, earlier than projected.

To deal with this situation it appears that the highway storm drainage network and the balancing lagoons, require resizing to suit the arising greater flows and to ensure that the lagoons do not overtop, causing on site flooding and damage.  It is also noted within the report, (Para.1.9), that only one third of the site has been properly surveyed which additionally draws into question the sufficiency of the specified balancing ponds.

In addition to the on site situation, I question the outflow provision for discharge to the main river channel.  This makes use of existing small drains and a possible future small outfall, that will be designed to accommodate the rate of discharge as allowed by the Environment Agency.  These however will only function until such time as there is a pipe back up, caused by an overflow of the main river onto the flood plain.  In this respect I cannot see how any projected unspecified overflows from the ponds, in extreme conditions, will be accommodated by the new outfall sewer.

I am therefore concerned regarding the capability of your site outfall pipes, to cope with a flood in the main river channel that backs up these pipes.  Clearly a river channel running above the soffit of the pipe outfalls, will result in upstream flooding at the Welford Road end of the Buckton Fields site.  Have you therefore assessed the full storm and run off profiles, not only within the site, but also in the upstream catchment area, as the ongoing concentration of flow from the valley will determine the validity of the outflow calculations.  I note that your 1 in 200 year calculations adopt a storm profile, that over a 24 hour period, at a tabled rainfall intensity of 4.6 mm/hour, will produce a total rainfall over 24 hours of 110.4mm.

In conclusion I advise that I am concerned not only with the site and the sufficiency of the scheme that you are preparing, but also and most importantly, with the future potential for flooding of the town.  As your outfall point is into the main river channel, where the storage facilities presently in place down stream are woefully short of the present requirements, I suggest that any contribution of flows from the Buckton Fields site will exacerbate an already unacceptable situation, to the detriment of all residents of Northampton .

I also draw your attention to the existing traffic situation on Welford Road and Harborough Road, where on site observations of flows in peak hours, particularly in the morning, contradict your scheduled journey times.  I will expect you to address this issue, with additional monitoring as previously requested and agreed.

Please will you respond to the areas of concern that I have identified.

Yours sincerely,

Alan E. Hames C.Eng., MICE, MIHT

Appendix 2 -  Letter to Hannah – Reed & Associates Ltd.,
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My Ref: Buckton F 08.02.26

For attn. of: Simon Darch





Your Ref: LP/SCD/C-9914N

Project Director  






Saturday 1st March 2008
(s.darch@hannahreed.co.uk)
Dear Mr Darch,
Proposed Development at Buckton Fields – Flood & Drainage Assessment (DA/20071400)

Thank you for your letter, dated 22nd February 2008, with your considered opinions related to flood risk and drainage design, in response to my assessment that casts doubts on the validity of the assumptions made by your consultancy.

I note that you have presented your case for acceptance of the design criteria that Hannah Reed have adopted, however, for various reasons I cannot accept that your analysis justifies the design standards that you have adopted.

In particular I am still concerned in a number of areas, as set out below:-
1 The percentage run-off adopted, at 45%, should be at a minimum of 70%.

2 The undeveloped land, approximating to 7.1 hectares, remains not included within your

    calculations.

3 The reliance on unspecified and vague references to SUDS, to take care of a proportion of
     the run off, remains ill defined and therefore, without substantiation, cannot be seen as 

     more than a limited contributing factor to storage.

4 The size and storage capabilities of the balancing ponds remain in question, until a larger
    percentage run-off is accepted as being the basis of your calculations for the ponds.

5 The suggested flapped SWS outlets, to prevent any backflow from a higher river level,

    together with sealed manhole covers in the flood plain, is a questionable solution, where
    this will result in on site surcharged pipes and manholes, as a direct consequence.
6 Problems of the storage capability of the main river channel, in light of the outstanding
    works downstream remain unaddressed, although of paramount importance to the safety
    of the town.
To enlarge upon my points of disagreement:-
1. Percentage Run-off
It appears that you are apparently unaware of the situation that pertained in 1998.  At the time of the Easter floods, it was accepted and documented in meetings between the Northampton Borough Council and the Environment Agency, that the Environment Agency river flood model at the time allowed for a 15% runoff, but the EA confirm that the actual runoff was 70% during the deluge.  Clearly this is a most recent event and should be given serious weight in determining the worst runoff likely to occur, particularly as this was local weather station recorded as being only a 29 year storm. (**)    In this situation of a new development, it is most important that the 200 year event is properly modelled and the flows assessed, from a developed area that will concentrate the flow within and subsequently off site, more quickly, with runoff considerably greater than 1998.
(See attached rainfall record from Pitsford Hall Weather Station for 9-10th April 1998 @ 53.4mm) **
2. Undeveloped Land Runoff
This undeveloped area of the site, which approximates to 14% of the whole area, has been written off in your view as being insignificant, “as arising runoff is attenuated and controlled at source rather than within the engineered system.”  This I consider is not a true reflection of the actualities of the situation, where this flow will not just sit on site awaiting later discharge, but will directly add to the overall outflow in a similar manner to the areas already within your calculations.
3.  SUDS as Storm Retention Measures
Much reliance appears to have been placed upon the use of various on site SUDS systems, to attenuate the flow off site via the balancing ponds.  These systems have not been proven to be effective over the long term and in particular will be prone to deterioration, unless an efficient system of inspection and maintenance is in place.  I am not of the opinion that numerous different systems suggested, located in private, or uncontrolled land, would ever receive the necessary attention to sustain effective operation.
4. Capacity of Balancing Ponds
The capacity of these ponds, as specified within your submission appear to be insufficient, taking account of the 70% runoff factor that should be employed.  This capacity issue will be aggravated by the insufficiency of the area for runoff calculations, which are 14% below the area actually contributing to the site runoff.

5. SWS Outlets to River Channel
The expected backing up of the SWS system, when there is a main channel flood situation, is likely to result in a lack of outflow from the balancing ponds and contribute to their over topping and flooding within Buckton Fields.

6. Main River Channel Flooding
This is an area that seems to have had little or no attention within your strategy and as this is critical to the safety of the whole town, I consider that this is an essential area for consideration.  I contend that in the absence of the completion of the outstanding river and downstream storage works, that no additional flows should be allowed into the Brampton Branch, which is your intended outfall point for the new Brampton Fields development.

In summary I must conclude that in light of my series of reservations, related to your assessment of flows and the methods of dealing with these, I continue to hold my previously stated views that your proposals for dealing with the arising flows out of this development are questionable.  Until all the issues that I have identified are properly addressed, I consider that this development should not proceed.  It should be remembered that as residents of this town, together with our appointed councillors and local authority officers, we all have a duty to ensure that there is no repetition of the flooding and loss of life, that occurred only ten years ago.

No doubt you will give the issues that I have raised your attention, such that my concerns are fully addressed before any plans are advanced related to this proposed development.

Yours sincerely,

Alan E. Hames C.Eng.,MICE, MIHT
Appendix 3 – Copy of Letter from Pitsford Hall Weather Station regarding the 1998  Extreme Weather Event – Recurrence Interval 1 in 29 years
Northamptonshire Grammar School

Pitsford Hall Weather Station

...........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................
Pitsford Hall,Pitsford, Northampton NN6 9AX Tel.01604 880306 Fax. 01604 882212
E-mail office@northantsweather.org.uk     Web site  www.northantsweather.org.uk
Manager: M J Lewis BSc(Hons) FRGS FRMetS

Wednesday, November 19, 2003

M J Goodhall

100 Lower Thrift Street

Northampton

NN1 5HP

Dear Mr Goodhall

Re: Easter Floods – Northampton 1998

Further to our recent telephone conversation regarding recorded weather data at the time of the Easter floods in 1998, I can confirm the following details:

Recorded rainfall

The total rainfall recorded at Pitsford Hall  weather station over the period 0900 hrs on the 9th April 1998 to 0900 hrs on 10th April 1998 was 53.4mm.

The rainfall was recorded from a standard UK Meteorological Office raingauge within a secure enclosure laid out to grass and exposed to the requirements of the UK Meteorological Office for climatological stations. The amount would have been recorded by a fully trained observer.
Recurrence Interval

The station has calculated the recurrence interval to be a 1 in 29 year event.

Notes relating to the station’s calculated recurrence intervals are attached. The principle is to extrapolate using regression analysis on a sample population of 1735 wet days, i.e. days when 1mm or more of rainfall is recorded over a 24 hr period.

The standard error in the calculation is + or - 3 years, i.e. a rainfall event of this magnitude could in effect occur in every 25 to 32 years given the limits of sample population.

I trust this information will be of value to you in your investigations of the event. If you have any further enquiries, please don’t hesitate to contact us. I should note that since the 1998 event, the station has introduced additional raingauges including tipping bucket and tilting siphon mechanisms tp provide comprehensive coverage for potential users of such data.

Yours sincerely

Mike Lewis

Station Manager
Appendix 4 - Minutes of a Meeting Between NBC and The Environment Agency - April 1998 - 70% Runoff vs 15% River Model Assumption

 NORTHAMPTON FLOOD APRIL 1998
Notes of the meeting held at Cliftonville House, Wednesday 29 April 1998

Present:

	M Kitchen  
	NBC – CPS

	P Walker     
	NBC – DES

	R Dolbear    
	NBC – CC

	J Marshall   
	Environment Agency

	G Davies     
	Environment Agency


Flood warnings are not issued to areas where the flood protection is to a 1 in 50 year standard. Northampton’s defenses are designed for a 1 in 100 year flood.
Northampton is in the Weedon catchment area and is managed from the Environment Agency office at Kettering.

The remote rainfall monitors are read at the Environment Agency Office at Lincoln who will notify the Kettering Office when the trigger levels are reached. The Kettering Office would then notify a flood warning.
A warning was not issued to Northampton.

Billing Aquadrome was given 12 hours notice.

The remote rainfall monitors are located at Dodford, St Andrews and Upton. The readings obtained on the Thursday before the flood were similar to 1992, which was the last record of any significant rainfall.

The flood model of the river assumes a 15% runoff, it is estimated approximately 70% run off was achieved during the deluge.

The intensity of the rain and the rise in water levels took the Environment Agency by surprise.

In 1994 low spots were identified by consultants employed by the Environment Agency at Southbrige, by the Rice Foundry and the adjacent Pioneer Aggregate land. Repair works were not considered urgent at the time and were not undertaken. The defenses were breached at these locations and Far Cotton was flooded.

The Environment Agency currently have men on the ground taking levels and making general observations.

The canal overspilled by Briar Hill, the British Waterways Board opened the paddles to the locks along the canal.
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