., ]
Q)

, %_ ( m
w e
. .(\ ; Forsham } y . |
% & f ¢ Gregnhill R

Q}:cm‘ttorc
v
= ; % ; _ i .
\ Northend ° SRAE Gocuh / . ’ Appendl.x H - Risk of Flooding from -
«b Neston Park /] B ~ 5 Reservoirs
n Beacon il 4 ' o ® 'z e . . :
\ . @ 05 Ee d » || Appendix I - Risk of Flooding from Sewers oo
1Pt_m — 2{:{3”/’ 4 . ‘ 2 . Pﬂ?f’ﬁ“?ﬁ?{?
mon @3 €outhdown | me A T v Appendix ] - Recorded Flood History L
\ , L Dow
>/ dh3062 7 ’/
"“’_‘fl ,\155\/ | - 0] : 4 Groundwater Recorded Flood Qutlines ooe
& i .
'rg,iv.“VaIG ﬁ)y f
{ Fplteme b Surface Water Recorded Flood Outlines oo
teombe ield
(}) Lovaer » ;
| Peasegown
il 4 Recorded Flood Outlines ooe
Clandown .
. ut Z -‘.:t . :
Mids o ﬂa/w . N b LLFA Recorded Flood Incidents
Ndfton ”~ Townseng ’
/1
ay Ammerdown : | |
/ a,p\; o | ) :] Appendix K - Flood Alert and Warning Areas eee
: :% ?‘Q
' > Farm Baynton . _
/,0/ 3 Down Dé,..._.n ’g 4 Appendix L1 - Type of Flood Defences voo r
3 Edford . . | '
? Mells Par/ Fr Ch????,r]mn - TidgortHCa
) \ S
Tadhill - Boreham Down e Qrcheston lt'tD'f!'\f’n'U” >
L Marstan Gatg 2 JOW
) 3@\ - Milston Down >
Tal,rsmn PRk = Warmenster Hackt‘dfn 4
- LD—,'—} glcjat .‘ Chitterne e-Mad - °
ark Knook Down Down | ;‘"U 35;)? iy
» o Parl
P East COdfOl’d pown Par's‘onage
Gaw Down o Th_('l.‘ \) - % d
Parik Amesbury Bown Wgterbourme
Whitecliff . 1 " owns””
Down Q ). | l' . /




Wiltshire councils SFRA which 1s the online arcgis, live version of the document
has flooding maps that show the extent ot flooding based on historic floods rather
than modelled estimates.

T'hese maps help to define the difterence between actual events and projected
models and help redefine the models to be more accurate.

T'’he above wide view 1s of part of the county including Warminster and
Irowbridge and there 1s a marked difterence 1n the data mapped between the two
settlements which will etfect the accuracy of flood risk management, sequential
tests and funding for flood risk management.

I'his map 1s meant to enable accurate up to date flood risk management, sound
planning decisions, and effective tlood risk management spending but with
Warminster and Bishopstrow having no flood outlines recorded, despite them
being reported, the two areas will be treated ditterently to better mapped areas,
and lose turther funding to areas already well mapped.
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e Asis evident on the above map, the extent of flooding from surface

water, and historic events 1s clearly marked and looks extensive which
would ensue that planning officers assessed their plans in line with
known flood 1ssues 1n these areas, helping to make sound decisions on
developments, flood risk infrastructure weaknesses, pinch points,
vulnerable areas and possible flood storage areas for heavily eftected
sites.

Using these details along with site specific tra documents helps ensure
that the infrastructure required to manage flood risk now and going
forward 1s front and centre 1n decision making, and CIlL spending, and
helps to highlight 1t the in combination ettects ot all flood sources may
be overwhelming flood infrastructure betore costly loods occur.
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 Warminster’s map 1s totally different showing zero floods, their extent, which flood

source caused them, the in combination ettects ot different flood sources flood
frequency and impact, or any other needed information for sate site selection.

Despite the EA requiring a main modification in the current core strategy for
Warminster that a SFRA 2 tor the town be done due to the complex nature of
flooding and the unknown 1nteractions of various flood sources and topography,
or the capacity and eftectiveness of current flood management infrastructure to
cope with current demands on 1t, let alone those increases due to chmate change,
this has not been done.

T'he agreement was that no development would occur outside the west urban
extension until the SFRA 2 had been completed as safe site selection could not be
done. The assessment was also required to understand the functional floodplain,
if 1t was sufficient for needs and 1f additional flood storage were needed which
sites could do this and how would this be achieved?
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T'’he above map 1s the DEFRA version of the SFRA and 1t 1s also missing all

flood data from Warminster so neither the EA or county council, or developers
are using accurate up to date tlood risk information.

T'he EA and council have been provided pictures, dates, extent of looding but
never add it to the system, why?

Despite this total lack of data and know repeated flood events, shown 1n
newspapers, on Facebook, town council flood event reports dating back to 2015
neither the council nor the EA have required specific lood policies for
Warminster that reflect this dangerous lack of data. Instead it 1s not mentioned.

In addition due to this lack of data many sites have been approved without
sequential tests and 1n direct breach ot the main modification without
objection from the EA or council, and 1t took a planning inspector appeal at
Westbury rd to stop more sites being approved without adequate assessments.
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* |'he above map 1s a zoomed 1n version of the previous one and shows
the area going from well mapped to almost devoid of anything.

e As far as I am aware this has not triggered any assessments, flood risk
policies or any overt action to rectity this situation, leaving Warminster
vulnerable to additional imnappropriate developments and increased
Hlood risk, which will lead to increased insurance costs which for new
homes 1n high risk areas may be untenable as flood RE mnsurance
reductions don’t cover houses built atter 2009.
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* As the above map shows Bishopstrow 1s also devoid ot any historic
Hood data and as such 1s being used as the dumping ground for all
Warminster’s excess water despite 1t already being at or above capacity.

e Unlike Warminster, Bishopstrow doesn’t even have any point data for

individual floods despite many occurring and being reported so why 1s
this?
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* ['he above map highlights the potential extent of hydrological models
of river flooding, now showing Warminster 1s potentially as heawvily
impacted as Trowbridge, which would not have been apparent on the
previous maps, and would infer that Warminster’s rivers were so well
managed that flooding never occurred, which 1s the opposite of the
real situation.
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T'he two above maps show the massive increase 1n tloodplain width as
Water leaves Warminster and flows down the valley.

It highlights the pinch point at Boreham rd, and indicates that woodcock
rd 1s heavily eftected by river flooding, despite i1t being on the other side
of the valley from the river.

T'his can only occur due to the hydrological pressure being created by
the blockage 1n the floodplain known as Boreham mead. T'his site
removed the entire width of the tloodplains tlood storage and instead
created a several hectare embankment, redirecting flood water from the
valley into surrounding roads and houses such as park cottages.

Without this embankment at Boreham mead there would be insuthcient
water pressure for the water to leave the valley and flood the road.
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* ['he above map 1s a ground height map indicating height by colour. It
shows the lowest point being the roundabout and woodcock /Boreham
red junction to the back ot the terrace. At this point the road rises and
water trom the river could only flow here under huge and continued
pressure from water leaving the valley behind park cottages.
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* ['he above map tor Boreham mead 1s a less detailed version ot the
previous map, used by the developer in the attempt to change the flood
map extent, which was Eventually successtully changed to show less of
the site eftected.



SWX/CSC/12963 - Floodplain - Boreham

389000

Boreham

Environment
LW Agency

Legend

B Fiood Zone 3 (1:100)
Flood Zone 2 (1:1,000)

Flood Map Areas (assuming no defences)
Flood Zone 3 shows the area that could be
affected by flooding:

- from the sea with a 1 in 200 or greater
chance of happening each year

- or from a river with a 1 in 100 or greater
chance of happening each year.

Flood Zone 2 shows the extent of an extreme
flood from rivers or the seawith uptoa 1 in
1000 chance of occurring each year.

Metres 1:1,250
0 10 20 30 40
B T
1 centimetre equals 13 metres

| ©Crown copyright. All rights reserved.
{ Environment Agency, 100026380, 2008.




* |'his was the original EA flood extent map showing a large portion ot
the site being 1n zones 2-3. '1'his lood extent map had prevented
development of this site due to flood risk but once changed
development could proceed.

* The EA allowed the hydrologists to use a permeable catchment figure
for lood height, which lowers the extent as water 1s expected to drain
freely, yet the EA knew the site 1s in a high ground water, lood warning
area, which should have meant that the permeable nature ot the site
will increase flood risk due to high ground water in prolonged wet
periods not reduce it, yet this was 1ignored and the map was changed
allowing the developer to claim no development 1n zones 2-3 despite
this being the case.
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* Above 1s the final flood extent map agreed by the EA which allowed the

development to proceed as no development would be 1n zones 2-3.

Despite this so called sate site being all zone 1 the EA and developer
agreed to raise the site further to prevent future flooding which should
not be necessary on safe sites, and in raising the site turther they again
failed to provide any additional flood storage as required in the nppt.

English law states that you cannot adjust your land 1n such a way as to
redirect flood water onto another’s unnaturally. '1'his action 1s classed as
a nuisance and 1s the core legal principal behind the nppt policy that
development cannot increase flood risk to others. So the site was raised,
twice, pushing water round 1t onto the road and 1nto park cottages,
creating a nuisance and hiability for the developer and new owners.
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e In 2019/20 the EA and council undertook a hydrological assessment of the

town and the results changed the flood extent across the town increasing it
significantly in many places, one ot which was Boreham mead, which now
shows half the site under water, which would have prevented this site from
being built, it the assessment had been done prior to the planning approval as
agreed 1n the main modification.

T'his now leaves a known increase 1n flood risk to surrounding properties un
managed, as despite the change to the map neither the EA or council required
a reassessment of any effected area, or a recalculation ot the risk now posed
by flooding and 1f the agreed mitigation measures were fit for purpose.

T'his lack of action allowed the site to be built out and then caused the
significant Hoods of 2034&24 where houses were flooded and cars damaged 1n
Hlood waters.
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* '['he risk for looding was increased turther due to the council allowing
the developer to change the culvert size( below) agreed upon by the EA
to a much smaller one( above), based on mnaccurate data provided by
the developer 1in order to cut costs.

* |'he adjusted culvert went from a capacity ot over 1 1m3/s to one of
only 0.0m3/s. A drastic reduction and far too small to handle the large
volumes of floodplain water now trapped 1n the field’s behind park
cottages. 'his culvert 1s so restricting that the volume of water buildup
raises the flood water across the valley floor by three or more feet
allowing 1t to enter the properties on Boreham rd despite their raised
positions.
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* ['’he above map shows the size ot the original EA agreed culvert, which may still

have not been large enough to accommodate the flood increases expected due to
climate change, but would have provided much better short term movement ot
water down the valley:

But this increase would simply have shitted the burden down stream to
Bishopstrow quicker, potentially overwhelming their floodplain which 1s already at
capacity and unlikely to be able to cope with additional flows.

It this site 1s not removed along with the undersized flood 1intrastructure,
considerable investment will be required 1n creating suthcient flood storage to
manage both town discharges and the massive volume ot water coming down the
valley in the wylye river, and control tfeatures that manage the lows to reduce peaks
and enable better storage and discharge profiles reducing risk. '1'’his must be done
by including the total sewage treatment discharge amounts as these are becoming
much larger and influencing peak events, as overflows are created during floods
allowing unknown volumes of unmanaged water discharge into the valley:
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4 No recent discharges
< Return to Regional Overview
Discharges Site Summary Rainfall
lImpact Investment Plans Any Questions?

The monitor at this location has not recorded any
discharges within the last 24 hours. Last recorded

Battlesbu discharge: 20/12/2025

J [ Discha...

No discharges




* |'he above map highhights the crazy situation where sewage water 1s pumped
up hill from Bishopstrow to Boreham rd, collects discharge from most of east
Warminster including Woodcock rd, Highbury park,, the dene, etc etc and 1s
then pumped up hill to calves-water on Smallbrook rd, then on to the
treatment plant at Henfords Marsh, where 1t and all sewage tfrom Warminster’s
are treated then released into the river Wylye to flow back down hill to
Boreham mead then Bishopstrow.

* So not only 1s Boreham mead and Bishopstrow required to handle all flood
water including exceedance lows when attenuation ponds on the new estates
reach capacity but also the entire towns treated sewage water which 1s not
added to any calculation 1n increased flood risk yet the volume discharged 1s
oreater than surface water run otf rates from green field sites which 1s known to
increase flood risk if not controlled. Pumping water up hill to allow 1t to flow
unchecked back down hill to cause flooding 1s clearly happening but being
ignored but not for much longer.






 Home farm will connect to the overwhelmed pumping station on Boreham

roundabout, and discharge surtace water to the already overwhelmed Bishopstrow
portion of the Wylye river, increasing flood risk by raising the in-combination lows
across the town that will overwhelm the valleys capacity.

T'he capacity ot the loodplain 1s unknown, the volume of water 1t 1s expected to
manage 1s unknown, the effectiveness ot the floodplain infrastructure to cope 1s
unknown, and judging by the 50-75 overflow events of the sewage network in 2024
the sewage system 1s not fit for purpose, added to the increase 1n flood extent,
frequency and speed of flood water at Boreham rd, Smallbrook rd etc this doesn’t
show a system capable of functioning well now let alone with 2000 more homes.

T'he topography of the town 1s increasing risk, with large paved areas, pushing
water at great speed from the high points to the constricted valleys, creating pinch
points which overwhelm the systems, and cause flooding to low lying areas, not due
to weather, but due to the lack of hydro brakes or other flood flow management
systems, that could lessen peak flow events and limit flood risk.



