
Comments from Oxford Flood Alliance on Hinskey Flood Alleviation Scheme,
Application 15/03703/FUL, FRA Revision A02

This revision is much clearer than previous versions and the internal inconsistencies we pointed 
out before appear to have been resolved. Many of our questions have been answered.

Nevertheless we have some comments:
    
Section 5.6 Groundwater - last para.

We do not know what is meant by ‘window samples’ so our understanding of this paragraph may 
not be complete. The logic in the following seems tenuous though:

‘The water level in the Hinksey Stream was measured as 54.31m AOD during a topographical 
survey in November 2015; hence it is likely that the ground water levels obtained from the window 
samples [June], reflected the water level in the Hinksey Stream in June.’

Section 7.2.1 para. 3

‘Upon observing the properties above, both houses currently have Property Level Protection
measures installed in the form of flood door barrier fixings attached to the property access
points and air brick flood guards. Therefore, when these flood defences are deployed, the
property threshold increases above the modelled flood levels and as such neither property will
experience inundation during the 1 in 5 or 1 in 75 events.’

We suggest it should be ascertained (if the owners agree) whether they actually have adequate 
flood guards, as opposed to having externally visible fixings, and that, as far as it is possible to 
determine, the protection will work.

Section 7.2.4 para. 5 

'In accordance with the Building Regulations Part M (Section 8), the underside of the electrical
socket must be a minimum of 450mm (45cm) above the finished floor level. This applies to
modern houses that are designed as living accommodation. Skirting boards vary in height and
are typically set relative to the height of the ceilings in the rooms. The majority of skirting
boards are fitted to the standard height of 119 or 145mm (in older houses with large ceiling
heights, the skirting board height tends to be generally 300mm). This criterion has been used
as the base assumption to assess the level of inundation at each property below.’

This sounds like wishful thinking. We suggest that the owners of the houses concerned should be 
offered a free inspection of their electrical sockets. 

Also not dealt with is the risk to electrical goods such as dishwashers where water getting into the 
lower part of the machine can lead to its failure.

We would also suggest that advice is sought from leading insurance companies as to whether the 
predicted increase in flood depth will affect insurance premiums of those households, and if so that 
further remedial action is considered. 
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Section 11 Maintenance and Inspection 
THIS IS THE SECTION WHICH CONCERNS US MOST, MOST ESPECIALLY 11.2.

11.1 Culvert

‘Maintenance of the culvert will be carried out at approximately five yearly intervals…’ (para. 1)

We suggest that if permission is granted this should be specified as being ‘at five year intervals’, 
not approximately. Maintenance is frequently neglected so unnecessary wiggle room is best
avoided.

While silt levels are not expected to reach the level of the orifice plate within five years (para 4), 
that situation would change were the WCC to go ahead and the orifice plate be removed. More 
frequent clearance might then be appropriate: we suggest this be reflected in any permission.

11.2 Existing Watercourses

‘Roughness’ (para. 1)

Checks for the effects of ‘roughness’ are technical and obscure and their validity not substantiated 
in the application - all it says is roughness ‘replicates channel restrictions’ (line 4). 

GRIP 3, 3.5.1 says that ‘roughness’ has been altered by ± 20% with the result that:

‘An increase in roughness has resulted in a general increase in the peak water levels in the 
Hinksey area, with the decrease in roughness having the opposite effect, as shown in the Maps in 
Appendix D. The peak water levels alter by a maximum of +/- 0.25m.’ 

If this means that the predicted flood depths are only accurate to within 25cm, how much certainty 
can be placed on the predicted increase of only 1cm - 3cm? 

Watercourses assumed to be clear (para. 1 et seq.)       

‘The flood modelling undertaken for the project has been undertaken on the assumption that all the 
watercourses are clear and free of debris. This is an industry standard approach..’.

The very serious problem here is that, while it may be an ‘industry standard approach’, it is a 
nonsense here. A model being, by definition, an attempt to mimic what the situation is on the 
ground, and thence to predict, if it fails to use realistic starting conditions then its predictions 
cannot be relied on. Either the model should be adjusted to reflect today's channel conditions, or 
the channels returned to the state required by the model.

The plain fact is that local watercourses are NOT clear. In one case, the ‘loop culverts’ - Hinksey 
Brook North and South underbridges (see map below) - and their approach channels, are badly 
obstructed to the point of being almost useless. We understand that the capacity of Fowles A 
exceeds that of Fowles B + C so whether the loop culverts are clear or not really matters. As far as 
‘roughness’ goes we have no idea whether or not the effect of these two culverts being in a far 
from optimal state is properly represented by increasing ‘roughness’ by 20% - and the 
application fails to address, discuss or justify this.
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Has the modelling indeed assumed (as is stated) that the loop culverts are fully operational? If so, 
what guarantee is there that they will be made so, and when? If they are to be cleared then 
permission will presumably be needed - and the state of the stream beyond (sometimes known as 
Redbridge Stream) and the capacity of subsequent culverts further downstream may well be 
compromised by lack of maintenance over many years. That being so, permission might not be 
granted, meaning that the model assumptions would be wrong and flooding would be worse than 
predicted to the west.

If the loop culverts have in fact been excluded from the modelling (i.e. assumed completely  
blocked) but their clearance is ever undertaken, then doing so could make things worse than 
expected to the east. That would necessitate presumably a full review of the loop culvert, Hinksey 
Brook underbridges and the associated stream as far as the Mayweed bridges before reaching any 
decision. You may wish to consider whether that should be requested at this stage.

There are statements that clearing of watercourses will happen. Some work, for example clearing 
trees from watercourses, has recently been done (but, note, only now after many years of serious 
neglect) but there is no guarantee more will be done or its extent. 

Nor, crucially, is the continuing maintenance of assets in the study area, other than the new culvert, 
addressed and specified. We believe this is a unique opportunity to make it a condition of 
planning permission that a maintenance plan, and monitoring and if necessary enforcement (by 
the EA), should be agreed between the planning authority, Network Rail and the EA for all the 
railway culverts in the study area, not only the new culvert, and including Munday’s and 
Stroud’s underbridges - these structures and their associated watercourses work together and 
are closely interdependent. This would be in the public interest, whether or not the proposed WCC 
goes ahead. 

Failure (in general) to maintain watercourses and related assets properly has almost certainly led, 
over the last several years, to property flooding which would otherwise not have occurred. The 
history of this area strongly suggests that if maintenance can be neglected it probably will be. This 
is an opportunity to change that.

Oxford Flood Alliance
21/4/16
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