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RBWM has treated this application as a Variation which, if it were "a minor material 
amendment" could be made under Section 73 of the Town and Country Planning Act 
1990. 
 
We note the 25th May 2018 email discussion between RBWM Alison Cox and KKE 
Architects Lorin Arnold where the use of Section 73 was agreed. 
 
We claim that the change described is not "a minor material amendment", and 
requires a complete resubmission under Section 70. 
 
Meantime, we comment on this "Variation" as identified in RBWM letter of 29 May 
2018, their Ref 18/01313/VAR, that it requires at least a new review of, and comment 
on, the complete FRA by Price and Myers v6 as amended by the new section 5.6 
provided on the RBWM website.  We therefore provide that below; 
 
Comments on New Section 5.6 
 
As far as we have determined, the wording changes between the original and 
the new section 5.6  are as follows  (We have added the underlining); 
 
Original 
 
The EA will confirm whether any additional measures are required.  [This was 
removed] 
 
Price & Myers have carried out a 2D river modelling exercise, using Hec-Res 
software, in order to calculate the flood levels for the 1 in 100 year plus 35% climate 
change allowance and the 1 in 100 year plus 70% climate change allowance storm 
events.  The model was developed based on LIDAR survey data. The EA's peak flow 
rates for The Cut were used in the model. Existing structures (bridges and culverts) 
were not included in the river modelling exercise, as there is no information currently 
available for these structures. Therefore, the model is not 100% accurate.  The 
results show that the 1 in 100 year flood level on site is 22.435m AOD. The EA’s river 
model shows that the 1 in 100 year flood level at this location is 22.320m AOD, also 
clarifying that ±150mm error must be allowed for. Price & Myers' flood level is 115mm 
higher than the EA’s flood level which is within the EA’s model tolerances. This 
shows that although there is some information missing from the Price & Myers 
model, it is still reasonably accurate. The modelled flood levels for the 1 in 100 plus 
35% and 1 in 100 plus 70% are 22.809m AOD and 23.168m AOD respectively. The 
EA requires FFLs to be raised a minimum of 300mm above the design flood level for 
a 1 in 100 year plus 35% climate change allowance flood event. This minimum level 
is 23.109m AOD. However, while the chances of climate change to increase by 70% 
are very low (only 10%), the EA requires that the design must also ensure that the 
development will be safe in the 1 in 100 year plus 70% storm event.  Therefore, the 
FFL must be set at 23.170m AOD in order to meet all the EA requirements. 
Furthermore, it must also be ensured that the underside of the slab is not within the 
design flood level (22.809m AOD).  It is proposed that the flood storage capacity is to 
be maintained by lowering ground levels within the site boundary (refer to drawing 
25619-CIV02 rev 2) in order to maintain at least the same volume of flood storage 
capacity within the floodplain, as seen in Table A. Compensatory storage should be 
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provided on a level for level and volume for volume basis. Refer to Appendix C for 
Flood Compensation drawing No 25619-CIV02.  
 
Table A 
 
Water Levels (AOD) Displacement Volume Compensation Volume 
21.850m to 22.050m 66.81m³ 80.20m³ 
22.050m to 22.250m 158.79m³ 400.91m³ 
22.250m to 22.435m 309.06m³ 476.39m³ 
22.435m to 22.635m 630.24m³ 631.31m³ 
22.635m to 22.809m 635.94m³ 636.97m³ 
 
 
New 
 
Price & Myers have carried out a 2D river modelling exercise, using Hec-Res 
software, in order to calculate the flood levels for the 1 in 100 year plus 35% climate 
change allowance and the 1 in 100 year plus 70% climate change allowance storm 
events.  The modelled flood levels for the 1 in 100 plus 35% and 1 in 100 plus 70% 
are 22.809m AOD and 23.168m AOD respectively. The EA requires FFLs to be 
raised a minimum of 300mm above the design flood level for the 1 in 100 year plus 
35% climate change allowance flood event. This minimum level is 23.109m AOD. 
However, while the chances of climate change to increase by 70% are very low (only 
10%), the EA requires that the design must also ensure that the development will be 
safe in the 1 in 100 year plus 70% storm event.  Therefore, the FFL must be set at 
23.170m AOD in order to meet all the EA requirements. Furthermore, it must also be 
ensured that the underside of the slab is not within the design flood level (22.809m 
AOD).  It is proposed that the flood storage capacity is to be maintained by lowering 
ground levels within the site boundary (refer to Appendix A drawing 25619-CIV02 
revision 4) in order to maintain at least the same volume of flood storage capacity 
within the floodplain, as seen in Table A. Compensatory storage should be provided 
on a level for level and volume for volume basis. Refer to Appendix A for Flood 
Compensation drawing 25619-CIV02 revision 4. 
 
 
Table A 
 
Water Levels (AOD) Displacement Volume 

(m3) 
Compensation Volume 
(m3) 

21.850m to 22.100m 80.01 129.63 
22.100m to 22.350m 297.14 494.58 
22.350m to 22.600m 667.92 674.30 
22.600m to 22.809m 712.59 715.02 
 
 
The flood compensation strategy shown in Appendix A drawing 25619-CIV02 
revision 4 was modelled and used to compare the displacement and compensation 
volumes for each level banding. Table A shows the volumes of displacement and 
compensation for the proposed development. Table A shows the compensation 
volume exceeding the displaced volume for each banding level. The development will 
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not negatively impact the floodplain by providing compensatory flood volume 
elsewhere within the development.  
 
 
Discussion on the differences 
 
The first underlined text in each version, where the FFL and slab underside levels are 
specified, is identical in each case.  The other changes in text seem to be merely 
cosmetic, except for the most important part (the second underlining) this being the 
change of the drawing 25619-CIV02 from Revision 2 to Revision 4. 
 
The changes shown in that drawing are by no means minor material amendments, 
they are major.  They identify the volume (increased by 67%), location and depth of 
the underground SuDs tanks, one of these being in a completely different location, 
and they show that the lowering of the ground level is now in a completely different 
place from that originally specified. 
 
RBWM should consider at least the following; 
 
1. RWM cannot proceed with this application as if it is a minor material amendment. 

2. The approval of this project by RBWM Councillors, setting a vast number of 
conditions, some of which have been flouted, but without the technical complexity 
of the project being appreciated by these Councillors has made a mockery of the 
planning approval process.  This situation was aided by the willingness of the 
RBWM Planning Department to recommend that the application be allowed to 
proceed under their care.  In allowing this change of plan as a minor material 
amendment, RBWM Planning have compounded their error. 

3. RBWM referred the original application to the Planning Casework Unit, so they 
must do so again.  We trust that the Planning Casework Unit will consider our 
comments herein and conclude that the project is not viable and should never 
have been approved by RBWM nor supported by the Planning Casework Unit. 

4. The Thames Hospice land as it was before this application was made formed part 
of a rainwater catchment area extending way beyond the subject land, as shown 
in Section 5.2 and Figure 5.2 of the original v6 document.  As such it has a 
connectivity with the surrounding land, and with the large catchment area to the 
South West side of Windsor Road, whose water flows through the subject land, 
both through the existing watercourse and by percolation through the presently 
100% permeable ground.  See Section 7.1 of the original v6 document - "The 
entire site is 100% permeable".  But to what depth, we ask?  The water-table 
level for the entire area will be affected by whatever is done in the Thames 
Hospice land.  Hence the need as described in guidance, that if land within the 
area is raised, another area must be lowered to compensate. 

5. The text includes; "As the development is proposed in an undefended area of 
floodplain, which lies outside of the functional floodplain, the implications of 
ground raising operations for flood risk elsewhere needs to be considered. 
Raising existing ground levels may reduce the capacity of the floodplain to 
accommodate floodwater and increase the risk of flooding elsewhere due to flood 
water displacement.” and " It is proposed that the flood storage capacity is to be 
maintained by lowering ground levels within the site boundary (refer to Appendix 
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A drawing 25619-CIV02 revision 4) in order to maintain at least the same volume 
of flood storage capacity within the floodplain, as seen in Table A. Compensatory 
storage should be provided on a level for level and volume for volume basis. 
Refer to Appendix A for Flood Compensation drawing 25619-CIV02 revision 4." 
The new plans show that the area to be lowered is in a different location than 
before.  Its area is smaller, and it is noted that the previously noted total 
Displacement Volume in cubic metres was 1800.84 and the total Compensation 
Volume was 2225.78, whereas the new total Displacement Volume is 1757.66  
and the new total Compensation Volume is 2013.53.  So we have a reduction in 
Compensation Volume, the amount greater than the Displacement Volume being 
169.07 less than before. 

6. The land before interference has no sub surface water flow obstruction.  In 
Section 7.1 of the original v6 document we see that "The entire site is 100% 
permeable".  i.e. zero impermeable.  And in Section 7.2 we see that "The 
proposed development will increase the impermeable areas on the site by 49% 
(1,55ha)"  (This must be mistaken terminology as how can a zero be increased 
by 49%?)  If we take the quoted areas - impermeable 1.55ha (after development) 
against the total area of 3.113ha, then we see that 100 x (3.113 - 1.55)/3.113 = 
50.2%  So 50.2% of the currently permeable site will become impermeable.  We 
see no information as to how the changes proposed in the new Section 5.6 will 
help.  On the contrary, in the proposed arrangements, the drawing shows an 
impermeable layer being added below the Compensation Volume.  (See drawing 
note - "Permeable Car Park to be tanked in impermeable membrane below Type 
3 material due to high ground water levels")  This will severely restrict 
groundwater emergence into the lowered area, which appears to defeat the 
object of the Compensation Volume.  Further, we see that the lowered area is to 
be linked to Bray Lake, so that a rise in Bray Lake will result in a filling of the 
lowered area.  Surely this should not be the purpose of the lowered area.  Its 
purpose must be - not to take water from Bray Lake (the water taken would lower 
Bray Lake by a miniscule amount) - but to accommodate emerging water arising 
from the gradual underground flow from the main catchment area travelling 
towards Bray Lake, whose current delivery route is through the existing 
watercourse and underground flow through the existing 100% permeability.  (And 
we see that the permeability will be reduced by 50.2%.)  The most important 
matter is to protect the land around the area from flooding, and to ensure that this 
development does not make it worse for these neighbours.  In the past, flooding 
has occurred in at least one property on the South West side of Windsor Road, 
due to the inability of the water course and the existing sub surface flow to 
accommodate periodic water surges.  The water table rose, the culvert burst its 
banks and flooded the ground floor of the property, the garage, and the garden.  
Another resident to the East of the subject land has had rising water in a cellar.  
The fire brigade were called and confirmed that this was because of the high 
water table in this area, and that pumping out the water would just result in the 
water coming straight back in again.  This last happened in March 2014 when the 
Thames flooded Henley, Marlow, Datchet and Runnymede.  In the cellar, the 
water rose to waist level and threatened the power supply cables. 

7. As a general principle, we dispute the validity of the concept of underground 
tanks as SuDS, as whilst they provide storage for flood water arising within an 
owner's land, their volume is subtracted from the water containing natural volume 
that exists within the owners land and extending into the surrounding land.  As 
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time goes on, if our Government allows this underground tank concept for SuDS 
to continue, the result will be a gradual reduction in the underground absorption / 
storage volume that helps prevent flooding in the country as a whole. 

8. Returning to the case in hand, the two underground tanks reduce the absorption 
volume of the local area as a whole, and as these underground tanks subtract 
from the natural capacity of the ground, they must be considered as an addition 
to the Displacement Volume, and it is unclear as to whether this addition has 
been compensated for.  It is not clear whether the volume of these tanks has 
been included in the percentage reduction of permeability.  We note that the 
combined size of the two tanks has been increased from 884 to 1476 cubic 
metres - a 67% increase. 

9. One of the SuDS underground tanks is in fact being placed below the 
Compensation Volume.  This constitutes a new Displacement Volume, and 
clashes with the purpose of the Compensation Volume. 

10. Both of the underground SuDS tanks constitute a further horizontal barrier to the 
upward flow of emerging groundwater. 

11. Both of the underground tanks also constitute a vertical underground obstruction 
to horizontal underground water flow from the major catchment area beyond the 
Windsor Road through the Thames Hospice land to Bray Lake and the Thames.  
See below, near the end, at ***. 

12. The text includes; "As the development is proposed in an undefended area of 
floodplain, which lies outside of the functional floodplain, the implications of 
ground raising operations for flood risk elsewhere needs to be considered. 
Raising existing ground levels may reduce the capacity of the floodplain to 
accommodate floodwater and increase the risk of flooding elsewhere due to flood 
water displacement.”  It is not clear that the proposals as described in v6 plus the 
Section 5.6 amendment and associated Rev 4 of the drawing can mitigate 
against this. 

13. As will be seen from a review of the rest of this submission, the changes that 
have been made in the drawing Rev 4 have not been fully reflected in other parts 
of the original v6 document; and as a consequence it is now factually incorrect.  
This is further confirmation that this so-called variation submission cannot be 
such, as it is not a minor material amendment. 

 
 
Now turning  to the rest of the FRA by Price and Myers v6, we have the 
following comments; 
 
This Flood Risk Assessment fails to convince that development of this area is 
appropriate.  Further the report reveals that the objectives of the NPPF and PPG 
Sequential and Exception Tests have not been met.  It appears that the Borough 
Council has predetermined that this development shall take place, in this mainly 
Flood Zone 2 area for reasons that are not supported by the NPPF requirements. 
 
Extracts from the document are shown below with our comments in bold with some 
underlining. 
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Page 3 
 
Price and Myers say they were commissioned to produce this report.  It should 
be confirmed that RBWM did not request or influence the production of this 
report. 
 
Page 5 
 
2.3  Thames Water have to pump new sewage from this development to a Windsor 
Road manhole. 
 
Has Thames Water confirmed that their network has sufficient capacity? Who 
would pay for this? 
 
2.4 The water table is stated to be at 900 mm. 
 
Is this below the 24.5m AOD or below the 20.5m AOD? 
 
Page 8 
 
4   Drainage channel has to be maintained.  It drains an area of 196 hectares to 
South of Windsor Road. 
 
Has Thames Hospice committed to this maintenance? 
 
Page 9 & 10 
 
5.2 and Figure 5.2 - Flood Risk from Surface Water & Overland Flows 
 
- Large catchment area to the South, - whose configuration channels the water in 
a stream and underground under approximately fourteen properties on the 
Windsor Road. 
 
Have the seven property owners each side of the pumping station (14 in all) 
under whose properties the catchment area delivers its water been advised of 
the dangers of interfering with the existing drainage?  In particular, has the 
blockage effect of installing underground storage tanks been advised to them?  
See below, near the end, at ***. 
 
Page 11 
 
Fig 5.4 
 
The Historical Surface Water Flooding Map shows the extent of flooding in the past.   
 
There are predictions of drastic sea level rises within fifty years.  Has this been 
considered? 
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Page 12 
 
Fig 5.5 Shows possible Surface Water flooding in the existing situation, with 
seven Windsor Road properties affected. 
 
Has the size of the new gully been designed to cope with not only such a 
spread of water, but also that arising in the future bearing in mind that the 
development will divert water from its normal course and that the sea level is 
rising? 
 
5.3 Sequential & Exception Tests 
 
In accordance with the NPPF and the PPG, the risk-based Sequential Test should be 
applied at all stages of the planning process. Its aim is to steer new development to 
areas at the lowest probability of flooding (Zone 1). Developments should not be 
permitted if there are reasonably available sites to accommodate the “proposed 
development" in areas with a lower probability of flooding. 
 
It is clear that other sites are available in areas with a lower probability of 
flooding, in fact there are areas available with no probability of flooding; 
therefore the proposed development fails this test.  The subject land is mostly 
Zone 2 with some Zone 3, so choosing to develop here does not comply with 
the NPPF. 
 
The RBWMLP "Edge of Settlement Part 2 Constraints, Opportunities and Delivery 
Assessment", dated July 2016, assesses the site's (Parcel M35) potential for future 
development. The assessment identifies all constraints, including flooding, and 
concludes that "The Parcel has been promoted for residential use and is considered 
available". 
 
It is clear that other sites are available in areas with a lower probability of 
flooding, therefore the Edge of Settlement conclusions are wrong, as the 
proposed development, and any development in this area, fails the sequential 
and exception test. 
 
PPG (para 102) states two conditions for the Exception Test to be passed: 
 
1. "It must be demonstrated that the development provides wider sustainability 
benefits to the community that outweigh flood risk, informed by a SFRA where one 
has been prepared". 
 
As other sites are available in areas with a lower probability of flooding, the 
proposal has already failed and the above paragraph becomes irrelevant. 
 
The RBWM Supplementary Planning Document - Planning for an Aging Population 
(Sept 2010) Requirement PAP11 Providing Care Homes or Housing for Older People 
in Areas with Restrictive Designations states, "The development , or redevelopment, 
of care homes or housing for older people may be acceptable within some restrictive 
designations where they will directly address a local need, as agreed by the council." 
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The Council have identified the need for a care home at this location which will 
benefit the local community. Therefore the development proposals meet the first part 
of the Exception Test. 
 
Has the Council actually identified a need for a care home at this location?  If 
so, such Council identification of a need for a care home at this location 
appears to be a specious and fallacious argument designed to mislead 
spectators into an acceptance of use of this land.  This makes one suspect that 
there may be ulterior motives, or that planners or Councillors have been gulled 
into an unnecessary acceptance of use of this Green Belt flood plain land. 
 
2. "A site-specific flood risk assessment must demonstrate that 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." 
 
A sea level rise will happen and will change the situation.  But apart from that 
we are confident that this development will increase flood risk elsewhere.  It 
cannot possibly reduce flood risk overall. 
 
This FRA aims to assess the flood risk from all sources in order to ensure that the 
development will be safe from flooding, meeting the second part of the Exception 
Test. 
 
As the Sequential and Acceptance tests have failed, the remainder of the v6 
report is redundant.  However, we have further criticism as follows. 
 
Page 13 
 
From Figure 5.6 the area is subject to a greater than 75% Ground Water flood 
risk.  This in itself should be enough to stop consideration. 
Yet we see that impermeable areas and the impermeable attenuation tanks are 
proposed, all of which must make the situation worse. 
 
 
Note that the original pages 15, 16, 17 and first paragraph of page 18 have been 
replaced by the aforementioned addendum replacing paragraph 5.6.  
Comments on that are at the beginning of this document. 
 
Page 18 
 
Warning and Flood Evacuation Plan to be prepared in liaison with the Local Authority 
and the Emergency Services. 
 
Further expense – who is to pay for this? 
 
Page 20 
 
The proposed development will increase the impermeable areas on the site by 49% 
(1.55ha), therefore the peak surface water runoff rate and volume to the public sewer 
will be increased. 
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As if the above is not a sufficiently bad consequence of this development, the 
report continues; 
 
However it must be noted that the northern part of the site will be flooded in a 1 in 
100 year storm event and there will be no surface water runoff for such a storm 
event. The unmitigated peak runoff rate has been calculated using the Modified 
Rational methods. 
 
Clearly, the above and previous are bad points that need to be highlighted. 
 
Page 22 
 
It is proposed that cellular storage tanks be used to provide onsite attenuation 
storage to reduce the peak surface water runoff rate from the development. Surface 
water runoff from the car parks and the buildings will be attenuated before being 
discharged to the lake. 
 
Figure 8.2 - Attenuation Storage. In accordance with the SFRA, the peak surface 
water runoff rates will be reduced to Greenfield runoff rates prior to discharge to the 
public sewer. As mentioned in section 6.1 the Greenfield runoff rate was found to be 
16.21 l/s. The proposed landscaped areas will have a runoff rate of 8.12 l/s which will 
discharge freely into Bray Lake.  
 
Microdrainage has been used to determine the total volume of attenuation storage 
required to reduce the overall peak surface water runoff rate to remaining allowance 
of 6.9 l/s, for a 1 in 100 year plus 20% climate change allowance storm event. 
 
The preliminary calculations (Appendix B) assume that there will be two attenuation 
tanks with a combined storage volume of 884m³. It is proposed that these tanks be 
located at the northern side of the car parks beneath the paving. This will keep the 
tanks away from any building foundation structures.  
 
The above paragraph should have been corrected as the new section 5.6 
relocates the tanks - one of them being moved to the South side below a car 
park whose surface is to be lowered with permeable and impermeable layers 
being included, the logic of which we have questioned elsewhere in this 
document.  Additionally, the size of the tanks has been increased by 67%. 
 
Final dimensions for the attenuation tanks are to be determined once the 
architectural plans are finalised. Refer to Appendix C for an indicative drainage layout 
plan. The attenuated surface water will be discharged by gravity via a Hydrobrake to 
control the flow rate. The surface water will be passed through a petrol interceptor 
before discharged into Bray Lake.  
 
See comment below, near the end, at *** 
 
Page 24 
 
Property Owner is responsible for ensuring that the SuDS are maintained. 
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Will Thames Hospice commit to maintaining the SuDS (Sustainable Drainage 
System – the land lowering, new gulley and tanks)?  And is the proposed SuDS 
fit for purpose?  We say it is not, and that the barrier imposed by the 
underground tanks, and the volume that they remove from the ground will 
possibly make the situation worse.  See below, near the end, at ***. 
 
Page 25 
 
Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
This FRA related to fluvial flooding from Bray Lake. The site is located partially within 
Flood Zone 1 and 2. By raising the levels of the site, the development can be built 
and occupied with residual flood risk. The Hospice is proposed for allocation in the 
RBWMLP with the associated housing development to the west of the site. 
 
As far as we know there has been no definite proposal for housing so this 
should not be mentioned here. 
 
 • Ground levels will need to be raised for the buildings falling within the Flood Zone 1 
and 2. Ground levels will be lowered within the site to mitigate the displacement of 
flood water into the neighbouring properties and surrounding areas. This will be on a 
volume for volume basis. 
 
The report says on page 5 Para 2.4 that the water table is at only 900mmm 
below the surface.  Lowering below the normal water table is clearly not 
allowable in making this benefit, and any lowering close to the water table 
would result in muddy areas.  We see, though, from the drawings, that 
impermeable membranes are proposed.  These will further reduce the water 
bearing capacity of the land. 
 
• The FFLs of the proposed buildings will be set at 23.170m AOD which meets the 
minimum required 300mm freeboard above the 1 in 100 year plus 35% climate 
change allowance design flood level of 22.809. This will also allow the FFLs to 
remain above the flood level for a 1 in 100 year plus 70% climate change allowance 
design flood level of 23.168m AOD; 
 
• There will be an increase in impermeable areas on site and therefore an increase in 
the surface water runoff rates or peak volumes; 
 
This will result in an increase in the water table height, not only to the 
detriment of adjacent areas, but will further reduce the depth to which the 
intended land lowering may extend. 
 
• Rainwater will be stored onsite and surface water discharge will be restricted to 
16.63l/s; 
 
• If possible, permeable paving, green roofs and rainwater harvesting will be included 
in the development proposals; 
 
The words “if possible” are not acceptable – do the plans include it or not? 
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• The drainage strategy will seek to restrict peak flows via an attenuation tank system 
(designed for the 1 in 100 year plus 20% climate change allowance storm event) 
before discharging to the nearby water body (Bray Lake); 
 
See comment below at *** 
 
• An attenuation volume of 884m³ will be required to achieve a total proposed runoff 
rate of 16.63l/s; 
 
***   It is mentioned in Section 8.1 - "Below Ground Attenuation Storage" that  
the two attenuation tanks will have a combined storage volume of 884 cubic 
metres, and we see this confirmed in the Conclusions on page 25 i.e. that "An 
attenuation volume of 884 cubic metres will be required. 
 
However we now see from the drawing change to Rev 4 that one tank is to be 
826 cubic metres and the other 650 cubic metres - so a combined volume of 
1476 cubic metres.  This is an increase of 592 cubic metres, being a 67% 
increase.  Again we ask - how can this be considered to be a minor material 
amendment? 
 
An estimate can be made of the dimensions of the tanks by taking from the 
drawing the ratio of their widths and lengths and using the stated volumes and 
the depth of 1.4 metres.  From this we arrive at approximate internal plan 
dimensions, not including the volume that will be taken by the cellular 
structure, as follows; 
 
For the North tank 40.495 metres by 14.57 metres, and for the South tank 
24.991 metres by 18.578 metres, both being 1.4 metres deep.  The volume of 
the containing walls and floor and the cellular structure has not been 
mentioned, and these will increase the overall dimensions.  It is clear that a 
volume greater than 1476 cubic metres will be removed from the water bearing 
capacity of the land. 
 
The installation of these two underground storage tanks having an external 
volume of  greater than 1476 cubic metres will result in underground walls and 
floors, which will impede underground water flow both horizontally and 
vertically.   The underground walls will be greater than 1.4 metres in depth, and 
the lengths of the sides giving most impedance to underground percolation 
towards Bray Lake will, for the North tank, be greater than 40.495 metres and 
for the South tank greater than 18.578 metres in length. The tanks being 
angled, the other sides will also impede flow. 
 
Consider any area of land extending over several ownerships that currently 
has a certain capacity for drainage.  Creation of underground tanks by one 
owner will removal their volume from the land and cause higher water levels in 
the area.  In this particular Windsor Road area, as previously mentioned, there 
has already been cellar flooding in at least one older property, and we know of 
past flooding in at least one property on the South West side of Windsor Road, 
due to incapacity of the existing configuration to prevent ground water 
emergence.  The creation of  underground tanks by Thames Hospice, of 
external volume greater than 1476 cubic metres - equivalent to a cube of side 
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and depth 37.35 feet - (a tennis court is 36 ft wide for doubles play) reserves 
that volume for Thames Hospice sole use to drain their own area but reduces 
the overall drainage capacity in the surrounding area.  The surrounding area 
relies not only on its own area but on adjacent areas to assist in drainage. 
 
The attenuation tanks, including their base will probably have a depth of 
around 7 feet.  From earlier flooding considerations of the Holyport area 
geology we recall that there is a clay bed at around 12 feet depth.  If this is the 
case in the Thames Hospice land then we see the cross-sectional permeable 
area between the tanks and the clay being reduced to less than half of the 
present natural area, and this reduction will be even greater in the case of the 
South tank where the surface is also being lowered. 
 
We believe that underground attenuation tanks are an unacceptable form of 
SuDS and that development of this concept is a sophism, designed to gull 
planners and Councillors into accepting flood plain development. 
 
• Therefore, the proposed development has an acceptable flood risk within the terms 
and requirements of NPPF, the EA and the SFRA. 
 
We do not agree. 
 
 
 
 
 
Andrew Cormie 
Chairman Holyport Residents Association 
Old Pines, 
Holyport Road, 
Maidenhead, 
SL6 2A 


