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1.0 Late Representations 

1.1. Since publication of the officers’ report we have received two further 

representations. These have been published online and are summarized below 

along with additional officer comments as relevant. 

British Canoeing 

1.2. British Canoeing supports the application, recognising that the weir is a significant 

obstruction to paddle sports and others navigating the River Kent and 

acknowledging that its removal would be an improvement to navigation on this river. 

It has asked that: (1) any changes/alterations at Bowston Weir should not impede 

access to and along the river for paddlers following the completion of the project; 

(2) British Canoeing is consulted directly by the applicants on the “field-fitting” of the 

rock ramp to maintain safe access for paddlers and other recreational users; and 

(3) British Canoeing is consulted on any future restoration projects on the Kent. 

Officer comments 

1.3. Public access to the river will be no more restricted by the proposals than is 

currently the case. And, as British Canoeing acknowledges, navigating the river will 

be improved by the weir’s removal. Commitments to involving the organisation in 

the fine detail of installing the rock ramp and/or early discussions regarding further 

proposals on the River Kent are private matters to be resolved between the parties 

concerned.    

4 Kent Close 

1.4. The occupant of 4 Kent Close is questioning the veracity of the applicant’s flood risk 

modeling. The mapped data being presented by the applicant shows nos. 1, 6, 7 

and 8 currently being flooded in a 1 in 100 year (+ 35% climate change allowance) 

event, whereas the representation states that during Storm Desmond in 2015 

(which is taken to be the equivalent of a 1 in 100 year event) no. 1 Kent Close did 

not flood – although we are told that no.8 did flood and no.7 only avoided being 

flooded by 20mm. A number of photographs have been submitted to illustrate the 

point being made.  

Officer comments 

1.5. The applicant’s mapped flood modelling data will be displayed as part of the 

Committee presentation. The current situation which it presents corresponds 

closely to the flood zone data we are supplied by the Environment Agency, and 

which is held on the Council’s GIS system. This will also be displayed at 

Committee. It is important to note that modelling of this sort is generally based upon 

a “bare earth” analysis and does not take account of the effects 
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of vegetation, walls, buildings etc. And so it is not unusual for the extent of flooding 

during actual events to manifest differently. In particular, if a property has a finished 

floor level set above that of the relevant flood return frequency then it will generally 

be at a lower risk than the modelling would suggest.  

1.6. The applicant’s drainage consultants have also made the following observation: 

“… comparing our model output to anecdotal observations of a different event 

is not valid. One important issue is that the Storm Desmond event was almost 

certainly interacting with the soffit of the bridge (the flood that we modelled 

was not), meaning that the mechanisms of flooding would have been different 

between the two events. There may also have been debris trapped at the 

bridge as a result of this, further altering actual flooding mechanisms. The 

mechanisms of flooding are complex and it is not valid to simply interpolate 

the flooding extents for one size of event from the evidence of another 

differently sized one. Furthermore, it is very likely that the Storm Desmond 

event conducted significant morphological change (i.e. bed scour and/or 

deposition of sediment) in the reach of the river that was modelled; thus, 

flooding mechanisms relating to this new post-Desmond channel configuration 

(i.e. the one that we surveyed and modelled) are likely to be different than for 

the Storm Desmond event. We stress that the model that we conducted was 

physically valid for the purposes of assessing the proposed design and 

comparative between existing and design conditions for the site; we are 

therefore confident on the general patterns of the differences in flood 

inundation as a result of the proposed design. Moreover, the Environment 

Agency have reviewed the designs and the associated modelling (including 

the implications for flooding as a result of the proposed design) and have 

approved them.” 

1.7. In its response to the consultation on the planning application, the Environment 

Agency has confirmed that “removing the weir will decrease water levels upstream 

of the current position, and a negligible effect downstream during the projected 1 in 

100 year modelled flood event (plus climate change allowances). The removal 

could therefore reduce the risk of flood in the area and we therefore support this 

proposal.”  


