
S/1963/15/CONDG – Abbey Developments Limited - Land To North And South Of And 
Immediate, Linton - Submission of details required by condition 10 (Surface Water Drainage) 
of planning permission S/1963/15/OL – Amendment: Amended drainage details following 
consultee comments (see cover letter). Decision Required. 

LPC Comments (from LPC Planning Committee Meeting held on 20th May 2021):  

LPC Comments on the current amendments: 
 
The document showing overland surface water routes is VERY concerning.  
 
The land north of the development site slopes significantly between Horseheath Rd and 
Bartlow road (and continues sloping towards the river). The blue arrows show the water 
reaching the northern edge of the northern site and then turning eastwards along a contour 
to avoid entering the site. NO DRAINAGE FEATURES HAVE BEEN PROPOSED THAT 
WOULD ENABLE THIS TO HAPPEN. The reality is that water will continue to flow downhill 
according to the laws of gravity into the gardens (and potentially homes) of the occupants as 
has occurred in adjacent sites. 
 
Similarly, no consideration has been given to the surface water flow witnessed from the 
roads to the north of Bartlow Road into the site itself (Ridgeway and Kenwood Gardens) and 
how this is likely to flow into the spine road on the southern site. Surface water flow along 
Bartlow road certainly does not simply flow to the east of the site entirely as is shown in this 
plan. 
 
The SUDS scheme would appear to be in the wrong position to deal with the surface water 
flow as shown by the blue arrows. 
 
The agreed planting barrier on the southern boundary, to keep pets and residents from the 
river, has again disappeared. 
 
As the developer has made “no material amendments” to the plans since the last 
submission, previous LPC comments still stand.  
The southern site layout still shows the foul water drain going to the Bartlow Road manhole, 
contrary to explicit conditioning. 
 
The main concern of LPC in relation to the drainage of this site is that the 
representations of the EA flood maps are categorically incorrect when compared with 
the real life experienced by the village. The EA flood maps from both river water and 
surface water are being challenged by LPC following discussions with the EA and 
LLFA.  
 
Comments to support objections to this and previous submissions: 
 
The area shown as Flood zone 3 with a flood risk of 1 in 100 (or greater) each year has been 
shown with photographic evidence to have flooded 3 times in 3 months since December 
2020. The river heights recorded at the monitoring station by the site showed water heights 
between 0.827m and 0.872m during the periods of the photos submitted to SCDC, the EA 
and the LLFA.  
 
The EA states that flooding in the local area is possible in the event that the water height at 
this monitoring station is over 0.74m. Since 2012 water heights have been recorded by the 
EA as follows: 

• Water height between 0.74m to 0.84m - number of occasions 17 

• Water height between 0.84m to 0.94m - number of occasions 9 
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• Water height between 0.94m to 1.04m - number of occasions 1 

• Water height between 1.04m to 1.14m - number of occasions 4 
    
On 17 occasions in the last 9 years (April 2012 to May 2021) the river has reached the 
heights where the water levels shown in the photographs supplied have been exceeded. 
This means that the area shaded in dark blue as flood zone 3 actually has a risk of flooding 
at least 1.9 times every calendar year based on this recent evidence. 
 
Also provided to the SCDC, the EA and LLFA is a photograph of the site taken following the 
flooding event in 2001 along with the closest comparison possible in 2021 given the change 
in the season, trees and camera technology. This is the most recent of our, on average, 30 
year flooding events. The photograph is sadly not angled up the site to demonstrate the 
actual water level as no one in the local area ever thought that “Noah’s Flood Field” (it’s local 
name) would ever be put forward for development.  
 
The EA flood maps for 2001 and 1968 provided by the applicant in the OL application 
represent the real zone 2 flood risk on this site (although we would argue that the risk of 
flooding is considerably greater than the 1 in 100 to 1 in 1000 year event that this is 
supposed to represent – with the highest levels being reached at least once in every 100 
years if not once in every 30). The archaeological evidence showing “river silt” at the 43.5m 
contour line concurs with this. This evidence was clearly taken into account when the 
neighbouring properties in Finchams Close were developed in the 1970s. The properties 
have all been built above this level, with those closest to the river/its flood plain having at 
least a 1m drop in their gardens. Their gardens then adjoin a drainage ditch to mitigate 
flooding potential. In 2001 the gardens of these properties were flooded, but the houses 
remained dry. 
 
The metadata of the photos submitted should give their dates, times and locations – they are 
supplied unedited except with a reduction in resolution to allow more pictures to be 
submitted in one email. These images can be resupplied with a map detailing their exact 
locations and at full resolution if required.  
 
One final point about LPC understanding of “breaching the aquifer” in response to the 
comments from the developer. Aquifers are layers of porous rock (in our case chalk) that sit 
on top of impermeable rock. The rock in a principal aquifer has high intergranular and/or 
fracture permeability enabling them to provide a high level of water storage (it contains more 
air pockets). Had the trial hole that could not hold a head of water been dug into a consistent 
layer of chalk, porosity readings consistent with chalk would have been achieved. The fact 
that huge volumes of water “disappeared” so rapidly is indicative that the base of the pit was 
into or at least at the top of the rock with higher permeability or a fracture/fault consistent 
with the principal aquifer – hence our terminology that the aquifer had been breached. 
 
 

LPC Decision: Object and do refer this to the District Council Full Planning 
Committee 



S/1963/15/CONDG – Submission of details required by condition 10 (Surface Water Drainage) of 
planning permission S/1963/15/OL 76 documents submitted for this. 
 
Additional Comments from Linton Parish Councils (LPC) Planning Consultant under instruction from 
LPC 
 

We note there are 76 documents submitted for this condition.  They do not take into account the 

substantially reduced area of porosity indicated by the revised landscape plans submitted under 

condition 5. 

Section 6 of the surface water letter acknowledges that the southern site had poor insitu soakage 

tests and high ground water levels, and is therefore unsuitable for infiltration.  These same ground 

conditions and previous recorded flooding events make development of the buildings and pumping 

station in the same area risky.  However, even the Northern site porosity tests failed and the 

proposal therefore does not comply with the requirements. 

The solution proposed is that all the water would instead be discharged to the River Granta.  There is 

no acknowledgement within the document (only the ecology letter) that this is a Protected Chalk 

Stream, and that there should be a suitably enhanced level of protection for the river and its 

ecology.  It therefore poses a risk to ecology and the environment. 

The new drainage proposal to discharge the surface water drainage to the chalk stream has not yet 

been assessed as part of the conditions for the ADS and CEMP.  It has less detail than previously, and 

previous objections about the design and impact of the proposed swale, outfalls and hydro brake are 

likely to still apply. 

The SDP Surface Water Drainage letter proposes that in the event of a sewer or overland flow flood 

event, the flood water will not enter the buildings, but will instead flood/pond external 

hardstanding/landscaping areas.  These external areas are now designed to discharge into the chalk 

river, and therefore the new proposal is likely to cause risk of contamination. 

The SuDs Maintenance Plan 2.5 page 2 proposes that the road drainage is adopted by Anglian 

Water.  This is unlikely to occur, as it has already been refused and the falls do not comply with 

Building Regulations, and Highways has also refused to adopt the roadways for reasons that include 

that the slopes are not compliant and the smart sponges are expensive to maintain.  Very little 

information is provided about the maintenance company Abbey employ and it appears from 

Companies House to be dormant, so is of little assurance. 

Scaling off the drawings, the Northern Site concrete ring soakaways are located too close to the road 

and possibly also too close to the nearest house. 

Rainwater runs onto the permeable paving from the roadways, and is therefore contaminated.  This 

has not been taken into account in the maintenance and the Smart Sponges are only provided for 

the roadway.  Highways do not adopt permeable paving so this critical drainage infiltration scheme 

relies on individual householders and their maintenance. 

The infiltration into individual rear gardens is not a SuDS scheme as there is no sequence of 

infiltration, and should it fail in times of flood, it is likely to result in flooding elsewhere. 

The Attenuation Pond/swale, hydro brake and headways are not part of the approved OL and RM 

plans. 

The precast concrete sandbags are poor quality structures and would not last for the life of the 

development, especially as the pond is located within a public open space.  The appearance of the 

sandbags, hydro brake and headways is not natural and rural and is not appropriate for the views 

and appearance of the river valley. 



The road tracking drawings submitted for this condition are relevant to another condition so should 

not be approved under this. 

The Test Locations of November 2019 do not appear to correspond with the evidence on site, as 

location TP4 is in the position of a topsoil mound and TP5 within the cleared archaeological site.  In 

those locations the conditions would not be as drawn.  The infiltration calculations have the same 

issues as before, as (for instance) they do not appear to accord with the CIRIA soil types for the 

relevant types of soil reported in the 2015 Rossi Report. 

The RSK Report of 20 March 2020 Section 3 reports on the 2017 porosity trial pits.  These were the 

tests that failed and included pits TP7 and TP10 which are likely to have breached the aquifer, as 

substantial amounts of water were poured into the pit and quickly disappeared. Under the 

regulations, this should have been a failure, but in Section 4 of the Report, the speed of water loss is 

then used to average out the results so that the poor porosity results elsewhere were improved.  

The 2017 results are also confused with the later tests after the archaeological dig of 2018 as Section 

4 reports that TP6 was abandoned because it was in the position where topsoil had been removed 

for archaeology.   

The maps show no tests described in this report were located where the scheme proposes the two 

major infiltration positions. 

The exceedance flow route in the event of the design not being capable to dealing with the demand, 

proposes all water for the Northern site flows down onto Bartlow Road.  Highways have not 

responded on this but are likely not to agree.  As LPC’s videos show, a substantial amount of water 

already flows down via the North site onto Bartlow Road, and this proposed design would make the 

flooding worse. 

In response to the letter of 24 October 2020, we note that the EA map provided by LPC is that of 

actual recorded flood events of 1968 and 2001.  There is no reason why any future event would be 

less extensive than this, especially in light of Climate Change.  As the photographic and cellar 

evidence shows, numerous flood events, prior to the construction of the EA monitoring station, 

were worse than these two EA recorded events.  The NPPF policies and footnote 50 are based on 

flood risk, and this includes evidence of prior flood events where there is a vulnerable use (housing). 

There is a new ditch within the public open space next to the proposed swale.  It involves conflict 

with the EDS and CEMP and the principles of conditions 17 and 18 so should not be discharged 

under this condition.  It is not approved under RM and will breach the buffer zone and ensure that 

voles etc no longer have the separation for their protection described in the EDS. 

The data used for porosity is not robust, and the design relies on high maintenance details such as 

smart sponges.  As a result, there is a greater risk of flooding on site and elsewhere.  The proposal 

introduces a swale on infiltration crates, with poor quality materials based predominately on 

concrete, despite being within a key valley landscape location.   

The issues with the proposed swale are as previously commented, and this structure is not part of 

the RM approved plans. 

LPC Decision: Object and (unless minded to refuse under delegated powers), refer this to the District 
Council Full Planning Committee. 

 



S/1963/15/CONDG - Abbey Developments Ltd - Land to North and South Of And Immediate 
Linton - Submission of details required by condition 10 (Surface Water Drainage) of planning 
permission S/1963/15/OL. Decision Required. 

Linton Parish Council Comments: 

Comments from previous condition S/1963/15/COND10 still stand.  

Below are the comments previously comments submitted by LPC on application 
S/1963/15/COND10.  These are the initial comments from LPC, additional comments will 
follow. 

LPC Decision: Object and refer this to the District Council Full Planning Committee 

 
 
LPC Comment (additional comments to follow): 8th July 2020  
Holding Objection Previous comments still stand and Linton Parish Council emphatically 
object to the discharge of these conditions. There does not appear to be any material 
changes from the recently withdrawn application S/4550/19/DC. Further comments will 
follow.  
 
LPC Decision: Object and refer to the District Council Full Planning Committee 
 
 

LPC Comment: 22nd July 2020  
 

These DoC's mainly appear to be re-submitted reports upon which LPC has already  
commented. The deficiencies identified in our comments dated 23 January 2020 have  
not been addressed. Most of the reports are also out of date as they predate the RM  
scheme of 2019. The data and calculations used for these conditions are therefore  
inaccurate, incomplete and misleading. This includes noise, flood risk, surface water  
drainage and foul water drainage, identified in more detail in the full response to DoCs  
sent separately. 
The submissions include further development that was not approved in the OL and  
RM schemes, and would conflict with those approvals and their conditions. 
The conditions are therefore not fit to be discharged. 
LPC Comment: 
This condition requires: 
• a detailed scheme for the provision and implementation of flood risk and  
surface water drainage mitigation, 
• consultation with the Environment Agency, Lead Local Flood Authority and  
Linton Parish Council. 
• Before these details are submitted an assessment shall be carried out of the  
potential for disposing of surface water by means of a sustainable drainage  
system in accordance with the principles set out in the National Planning  
Policy Framework and the National Planning Policy Guidance. 
• designed such that there is no surcharging for a 1 in 30 year event and no  
internal property flooding for a 1 in 100 year event + 30% an allowance for  
climate change  
• compliance with the Flood Risk Assessment reference 151077 dated July 2015  
by Rossi Long Consulting 
• information about the design storm period and intensity, the method employed  
to delay and control the surface water discharged from the site and the  
measures taken to prevent pollution of the receiving groundwater and/or  
surface waters.  



• take into account any subsequent changes in any revised flood map produced  
by the Environment Agency between approval and implementation of the  
scheme 
• Construction and completion in accordance with the approved plans prior to  
occupation of any part of the development / in accordance with an agreed  
programme of implementation. 
The requirements have not been complied with: 
• There has been no consultation about the proposals for this scheme with  
Linton Parish Council. The assessment and design fails to show it takes into  
account the findings of the independent specialist drainage consultant report  
commissioned by LPC; 
• The scheme is not sustainable drainage. It is a group of soakaways cut into  
the chalk strata forming the casing above an aquifer. This type of design was  
rejected at the outset by the Environment Agency statutory consultee to the OL  
scheme, as it does not comply with the BRE (see below);  
• The documents state that the soakaways are located where the porosity tests  
passed, but this is not correct (see below);• The design storm intensity information appears 
not to relate specifically to this  
site; 
• We previously noted that the design failed to provide drainage to one of the  
housing zones. This has been amended with a new soakaway and pond, but  
the rest of the design and calculations are inconsistently updated. The pond is  
only sequential to part of the site and is unsuitably located in the silt and  
previously flooded area, where the porosity tests failed and the design is  
vulnerable to climate change. 
• The assessment and system is not ‘in accordance with the principles set out in  
NPPF and NPPG’. For example,  
o It fails NPPF 43. The porosity assessments of 2017 failed and therefore  
need to be re-done. There were 14 porosity test pits, of which 12 failed, 1  
penetrated the Aquifer and 2 passed. When the majority of test pits fail,  
the government guidance specifies that the entire assessment has to be re done. The 
Statutory Consultee confirmed these would need to be re-done,  
but the top soil was removed instead, so there are no successful test  
areas.  
o The scheme fails NPPF 170. The application still does not demonstrate  
that this is a suitable site to discharge into the chalk strata. A number of  
the porosity tests penetrated the aquifer and therefore did not protect  
potable water. The Sustainability Consultee notes 2 more likely further  
breaches of the aquifer (‘test pits 4 and 5 collapsing’). The collapses  
confirm there are significant problems with its stability and also confirm  
the concerns expressed by the EA consultee objecting to the use of  
soakaways in principle on this site at OL stage.  
o The application does not demonstrate this is safe and does not harm the  
environment and amenity. The aquifer casing has not been plotted in  
relation to the depths of the proposed drainage and foundation schemes  
(e.g. by non-invasive testing) and much of the excavation is also likely to  
be below the level of the porosity tests, so further collapse is likely.  
Sections and levels should be provided to show how deep the drains will  
be at the deepest, how that relates to the aquifer casing, how appropriate  
drainage falls are provided where the slopes are steep and where drains  
are shown going uphill, and whether the design results in further risk of  
breaching the aquifer. 
o The scheme fails NPPF 157. The assessment and layout did not apply the  
sequential tests in NPPF 157 and therefore also fails NPPF148, 155 and  
158-161.  
o The June 2020 revised scheme discharges untreated road gulley drainage  



into the soakaways and river as well, so compounds the problems of  
contamination and safety. 
o It fails NPPF 155. The assessment does not take into account the current  
level of risk, such as the impact of existing surface water flooding on the  
proposed development, nor the effect of the proposed layout and design  
on the existing identified flood routes. It therefore also fails NPPF 157 and  
158. 
• There is no evidence that the scheme takes into account the charted flooding  
onto the site from the fields and (onto the southern site) also from Bartlow  
Road, nor the previously flooded areas from the river. It therefore does not take  
into account the current level of risk. • The calculations do not take into account the slopes, 
hard landscaping,  
impermeable road surfaces, retaining barriers and built-up terracing specific to  
this site. For example, the calculations in the SDP report do not appear to  
include drainage for the Northern Site. They are based on slopes of 1:500,  
which is not representative of this site. The slopes of road surfaces and drains  
in previous versions of this house layout were as steep as 1:10. This means  
the scheme would be substantially under-providing for storm conditions.  
• The scheme does not ‘take into account any subsequent changes in any  
revised flood map produced by the Environment Agency’. Subsequent flood  
maps that have not been referred to, include a map showing the previously  
flooded areas of this site. The position of the reintroduced pond, the pumping  
station and houses are within this flood area. This does not provide a scheme  
robustly designed for climate change. 
• The first phase (i.e. unauthorised works) was premature so did not comply with  
an ‘agreed’ ‘implementation programme’ and the implementation programme  
has still not been provided. 
• The maintenance scheme is not deliverable and does not ‘ensure an  
acceptable standard of operation for the lifetime of the development’ as  
required under NPPF 163: 
o The maintenance list dates from 2018 and is based on a limited number of  
(out of date) drawings. It predates the pond, refers to out-of-date  
calculations, does not include provision for high maintenance elements of  
the design, such as the smart sponges, and has no provision for dealing  
with reported issues.  
o In the SUDs Management Programme (out of date as it is from 2018), and  
the drainage plans, it is clear that the developer expects the SUDs to be  
adopted and maintained by CCC - this is not so. CCC have refused to adopt  
this road design and the associated drainage. 
o CCC has also refused to adopt the expensive and high maintenance smart  
sponges that were proposed because of the slopes and flooding of the  
roadways. The maintenance list now omits them, but the calculations are  
still based on their use, and are not updated with suitable alternatives to  
prevent flooding. 
o The drainage of roads and private surface water overlaps and many of the  
soakaways are in private gardens, making management, and responsibility  
difficult. The maintenance scheme does not provide proposals for dealing  
with it. 
o The soakways and drains along the edges of the site conflict with tree  
roots of the existing and proposed trees and hedges, putting both drains  
and trees/hedges at risk and making future management difficult. The  
maintenance list omits the item. 
The proposals are inconsistent: 
• The calculations are out of date (2017), derive from the failed porosity tests of  
that date, and relate to a different design layout scheme. Any new test results  
from March 2020 would have been taken from areas without topsoil (and so not  



meeting the requirements that they should be 0.8 -1m above the ground) into  
the chalk layer and/or into the breached aquifer.  
• The documents state the soakaways are located where the porosity is suitable.  
However, the 2 pits that ‘passed’ were located where buildings are proposed,  
not where soakaways are proposed. • Section 9.8 of the Geo Environmental report of 2017, 
states that "At test  
location TP2 within the grade C3 chalk strata, 1000 litres of was pumped into  
the test pit over a period of five minutes but a head of water could not be  
established. It is evident that the chalk strata will prove suitable for soakaway  
drainage ..." . This is a mis-interpretation of the results – test pits discharging  
too quickly are also failures, and in this case it appears the aquifer was  
breached and the pumped water was going direct into the public water supply. 
• The submitted details are not in accordance with the specified Rossi Long  
report. They are not updated to describe ‘the measures taken to prevent  
pollution of the receiving groundwater and/or surface waters’ based on the  
current scheme, where significant risks of harm have been identified. 
• The GeoEnvironmental report, from section 9.8 states" Based on the CIRIA  
guidance, soakaways should be avoided in areas where dissolution features  
are known to be prevalent ... if unavoidable, should be sited at least 20m away  
from any foundations". Most of the soakaways are significantly closer than 20  
metres to foundations and the collapses show that dissolution features are  
present, so the scheme does not comply with the report and CIRIA guidance. 
• The reintroduced pond/ crated water storage area is inconsistently shown on  
the plans. The drawings plan E17-084-141.2 and 178 show it, but drawings 141  
and 171 do not.  
• The submissions for RM condition 8 show a large brick enclosure to the  
Pumping Station, and a large concrete base rather than the previous open  
fencing. They include an additional impermeable area of tarmac. That change  
of design has not been taken into account in the assessment and calculations  
for this flood design, and the brick walls are likely to exacerbate flood  
problems as this is within the previously flooded area. 
• We note the line of an "existing surface water sewer" to the west of the  
southern site. This does not exist. The letter dated 23 June 2020 from Anglia  
Water (submitted for Condition 11) also confirms this. 
• There is a marked connection to the sewer on Bartlow Road. This is contrary to  
Condition 11. 
The proposals are harmful: 
• They do not satisfy the reason for the condition. The proposal will not ensure  
a satisfactory method of surface water drainage and will not prevent the  
increased risk of flooding.  
• The proposal is based on out- of- date information and design, and the  
likelihood, based on the failed porosity tests and collapsed test positions, is  
that the development will not be safe and that there will be unacceptable risks.  
• The proposals fail NPPF 170(e) and put development at unacceptable risk from  
water pollution and land instability”. The whole scheme is reliant on the  
assumption that the chalk strata is suitable for the extensive drainage  
soakaways, but does not take into account BRE Digest 51 “In land overlying  
chalk there may be serious risk of swallow holes and these may be activated  
by the concentrated discharge from a soakaway”. 
• The storage pond was previously unacceptable to statutory consultees and  
has been reintroduced in an untransparent way, so that those statutory  
consultees are disadvantaged and not made aware of the change in order to  
comment. • The design and information provided for the June 2020 scheme does not  
comply with the requirements for a SuDS scheme specified in the Anglia Water  
letter of 23 June 2020 (submitted with condition 11) 
• The pond does not provide a sequential drainage scheme as it serves only a  



small part of the site, is located in the impermeable silted flood plain and has  
no means of purifying the water. The main pipe leading towards the pond  
bypasses it, in order to discharge contaminated road and surface water direct  
into the river instead of dealing with it suitably on site. 
• The structures of the crated storage areas and concrete filled sandbags edging  
the pond are not natural, and these are not high quality design, are likely to be  
hazardous to humans and fauna falling into the pond and becoming trapped in  
the crates, and over time they are likely to become contaminated. 
• Neither the pond nor the crates provide appropriate oxygenation of water. As a  
result, both would store stagnant water, with pollution, dirt, algae and  
anaerobic bacteria such as Clostridium botulinum (which produce botulinum  
toxin causing botulism - paralysis). This is likely to be flushed out at times of  
heavy rain and flood, and the untreated stagnant water would jeopardise the  
safety of the drinking water extracted from the river, as well as the fish,  
invertebrates and other fauna. This is not sustainable or safe design. 
• It introduces a new element (the pond / open water-filled storage crates) that  
potentially has significant safety implications and compromises the public  
open space.  
• The use of concrete headwalls and concrete filled sandbags are not  
sympathetic to the simple natural character of this rural location and river  
views. The main surface water pipework on drawing 178 is used for both house  
drainage and road drainage, which does not comply with the CIRIA Regs and is  
therefore not adoptable.  
• This main surface water pipe on drawings 141.2 and 178 leads across the pond  
directly into the river, so is likely to discharge contaminants from the road  
gulleys directly into the chalk river and water supply. 
• The proposed drainage scheme and pond has no means of purifying or  
treating the contaminated water before it is discharged into the river Granta. 
• The Granta is a rare Chalk Stream, with a high level of protection; this potential  
for contamination and flooding downstream is not acceptable. 
• As noted previously by LPC and the Ecology consultee, the presence of a large  
new body of water on the river’s edge (within the previously flooded area) is  
likely to create river surge during times of flood.  
We comment on the two statutory responses: 
The Sustainable Drainage Consultee has responded to confirm there is insufficient  
information. We add that what is provided is inconsistent and the amended scheme  
on drawings 141 and 178 puts the environment and the local community at  
unacceptable risk. 
The response from County Council (Julia Breedon’s response) shows that she is  
commenting on an incomplete submission. She assumes the road system and its  
drainage is being adopted by Highways, which is not the case. She assumes there is  
a balancing pond, which is inconsistently shown in this application and is not part of  
the RM approved layout. She assumes permeable paving, but much of the RM  
scheme on the Southern Site is tarmac / impermeable and the extent of hard  
landscaping has not yet been clarified (see condition 5). She refers to soakaways  
being “located in parts of the site where successful infiltration testing was  
performed”, but this conflicts with the results and locations of the 2017 porosity tests.Recent 
winter rainfall has reminded us of the extent of river and surface water  
flooding in this area. The run off of mud from the field into the river is indicative of the  
run off of polluted water, should these houses ever be built. Households, gardens and  
cars will all add to pollution of the run off. 
The nature of the Granta, a rare chalk stream with international protected status, has  
been ignored. The pollution of these streams by nearby building on their floodplain  
has been recently highlighted in Hampshire - it is not acceptable to pollute our stream  
and drinking water aquifer for unsafe and poor quality design and unnecessary and  
inappropriately sited development. 



As the submission does not comply with the requirements of the condition and the  
relevant Local Plan policies, it should not be discharged. 
Additional comment 
Comment from Rob Mungovan, Wild Trout Trust, working with Linton Parish Council: 
The site was meant to have a balancing pond. To allow the discharge to enter a low flow 
river, which is also impounded by the mill, has the potential to cause a massive  
oxygen sag which will result in detriment to the river, especially its population of wild  
brown trout which as you know have disappeared through village in the low flows  
years due to….poor water quality. The EA discharge’s pure ground water from its  
river support borehole network just above the A1307 which in low-flow periods is  
critical to the sustaining the ecology of that chalk river. To allow grey deoxygenated  
water to flow in to the Granta would be a huge step back for the upper reaches of the  
Granta. There are little more than 200 chalkstreams in the whole of England, I am in  
the process of working with the EA, the local Wildlife Trust and your parish council to  
try and protect and restore the River Granta. We can improve physical habitat but  
once water quality has declined we are faced with a big challenge especially as our  
rivers are receiving less rainfall, and hence weaker springflow. The developer must  
come up with scheme that protects and enhances the river in line with SCDC  
policies. Rob Mungovan, Wild Trout Trust for the Linton Parish Council. 
 
LPC Decision: Object and do refer this to the District Council Full Planning Committee 
Please refer to the complete response to condition, sent by e-mail to the Planning Officer 
 
 

 
LINTON PARISH COUNCIL (ADDITIONAL INFORMATION) – 34 page document 
submitted on 22nd July 2020 – available on the portal 
 
 
LPC comments submitted – 4th Sept 2020 
 
S/1963/15/COND10 – Abbey Developments Limited – Land to North and South of and  
Immediate, Linton, Cambridgeshire – Condition 10: Drainage. For Information Only 
 
These conditions have been sent "For Information Only", presumably in error, as it is  
poor practice to bypass the local democratic process. 
In July 2020 LPC responded to the previous DoCs in detail, and asked for these to be  
referred to the SCDC Planning Committee. As the current DoCs have not addressed  
issues, inconsistencies and conflicts already identified, the previous objections and  
comments stand. 
 
LPC Comment: The objections raised by LPC in July 2020 remain. See also the  
objections of November 2019. The comments and objections of LPC remain. 
The recently submitted calculations are flawed. 
• The calculations submitted for the LLFA appear to be based on modelling only,  
noting that for manholes " No coordinates have been specified, layout information  
cannot be produced", and also comments on page 4. 
• The summary of critical results on page 7 indicates that there is still considerable  
flood risk, especially from the crated water storage/pond area. 
• This polluted water would flood directly into the protected Chalk Stream. The  
fragile ecology and rarity of chalk streams worldwide must require that this scheme is  
rejected. 
 
The calculations submitted to the Drainage Consultant must also be modelled, as true  
infiltration should be in 1m test pits through top soil and subsoil. These conditions no  
longer exist on site as the soil was removed to form the alien mounds. The basis for  



efficacy of soakaways is questioned as the required peak seasonal levels are not  
represented. There should have been 300mm pits, to accord with the regulations, which  
should have avoided digging into the aquifer casing. This appears not to have been  
the case. 
The response to the Sustainable Drainage Engineer states that "The floor levels to the  
plots closest to the River Granta flood plain and the attenuation pond are more than  
300mm above the water levels" Even in recent moderate storms surface water flooding  
would be above this. 
Run-off is said to be to ACO drains away from housing. The response states that "All  
the ACO drains discharge to the drainage network which in turn either connects to  
soakaways or to the attenuation pond and then outfalls to the River Granta". 
The concern of LPC is that this overflow will cause flooding to the village centre, or  
overburden the drains and again result in flooding to the village. 
The permeable paving is said to be relatively flat, yet Highways will not adopt the road  
way due to the excessive slope. 
 
LPC Decision: Object and refer this to the District Council Full Planning Committee 
 
 
 
LPC comments submitted – 8th Sept 2020 
 
LPC Comments : This DoC should not be sent just "for information", as it is such an  
important aspect for this site, its effects on the river and wider village.  
Again, the documents appear to include re-submissions of previous strategies and  
layouts, to which LPC has previously objected in detail LPC; these objections stand.  
LPC has not been consulted and this submission is insufficiently detailed to determine  
what changes have been made to the original or even the previous submission. For  
example the southern site drainage layout is from April 2018, the drainage strategy is  
from April 2019. There might be notes on amended drainage areas, for example, but  
written details are not provided. Without details and consultation the condition cannot  
be discharged 
 
The plans submitted have not fulfilled previous conditions, so again it is a premature  
submission.  
The response to the sustainable drainage engineer confirms our concerns for the  
Granta, our Protected Chalk Stream - " All the ACO drains discharge to the drainage  
network which in turn either connects to soakaways or to the attenuation pond and  
then outfalls to the River granta"(sic) 
This is not acceptable. 
 
The significance of this and the potential detrimental effect on the ecology and potential  
for flooding downstream has not been given due weight,  
Their remain issues with the soakaways, their height above the water table has not been  
confirmed and the effect on the underlying Principle Aquifer, so near to the surface  
(and already having been breached by test pits) has not been considered 
The foul drainage system on the southern layout indicates that it will discharge into a  
manhole on the Bartlow Road, against specific conditioning. 
The comments sent by LPC in July 2020 still stand 
 
LPC Decision: Object and do refer this to the District Council Full Planning Committee 
 
 
LPC comments submitted – 20th November 2020 
 
As the development started unlawfully, without complying with all the pre-commencement  



conditions, the Meisel’s case and ‘Whitley Principle’ applies, making the whole development  
unlawful. Access (adjacent the A1307), drainage (on a site subject to river and surface water  
flooding), landscaping (on this key prominent site), and works carried out that affect the  
amenity of the neighbours, would all ‘go to the heart of the permission’.  
All the reserved matters should have been applied for by 1 September 2019 in order for the  
timescale not to lapse. It is therefore even more questionable whether these other DC’s  
should have been accepted. 
The submissions include development that was not approved and would conflict with those  
approvals and their conditions.  
 
LPC Comments: 
There is a clear condition that "Prior to the commencement of any development, a detailed  
scheme for the provision and implementation of flood risk and surface water drainage  
mitigation shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority in  
consultation with the Environment Agency, Lead Local Flood Authority and Linton Parish  
Council". This submission cannot therefore be "for information only", proper consultation  
must take place 
This scheme is based on inaccurate data and out of date maps and must be rejected. 
As the development started unlawfully, without complying with all the pre-commencement  
conditions, the Meisel’s case and ‘Whitley Principle’ applies, making the whole development  
unlawful. Access (adjacent the A1307), drainage (on a site subject to river and surface water  
flooding), landscaping (on this key prominent site), and works carried out that affect the  
amenity of the neighbours, would all ‘go to the heart of the permission’.  
All the reserved matters should have been applied for by 1 September 2019 in order for the  
timescale not to lapse. It is therefore even more questionable whether these other DC’s  
should have been accepted. Better sites with less risk of flooding are available and this site  
is not a priority for development as it is not allocated in the Local Plan. 
The pressure on officers is apparent, but we would expect officers not to be influenced by  
the misleading and inaccurate information submitted by the developer. 
The submission includes development that was not approved in the OL and RM schemes,  
and would conflict with those approvals and their conditions, including:  
• The reintroduction of a swale “pond” within the previously flooded area of the site  
specifically objected to by LPC and statutory consultees;  
• The reintroduction of the proposed connection of foul drainage to the old defective 6”  
foul drainage instead of the new village drain, a proposal specifically prevented by  
condition 11;  
• The discharge of untreated surface water and roadway drainage (containing potential  
oil, fuel and other hazardous pollutants from the road) in a shared system into the river,  
a Protected Chalk Stream;  
• The reintroduction of structural terraces which harm the appearance, landscape,  
ecology, accessibility and drainage of the development. 
• The spread of development further than the disputed RM consent, and therefore  
significantly beyond the OL developable area. 
• The river-long flood survey has not been done to evaluate the effect of this  
development on the river and floodplain, Nor has there been an assessment of the  
impact on the County Wildlife site, and Pocket Park/Leadwell Meadows the village  
wildlife area.Linton Parish Council comments from Ex-Ord Planning Committee meeting held 
on 12th Nov  
2020 
• The required season-long amphibian and mammal survey has not been completed.  
We know from recent observation that otter spraint is seen by the water level  
monitoring station and downstream. 
• The proposals now include works within the 6m buffer of the River Granta which  
conflicts with the Ecology requirement. The 30m distance from the river edge for 
retained habitat has not been respected 
• The introduction of concrete/sandbag "headwalls" will be another unsightly  



introduction into valued landscape. Indeed, the Hard Landscape condition has not  
be addressed at all... 
• There is now discharge into the watercourse which will cause harm to the wildlife and  
the protected Chalk Stream 
• LPC submitted flood zone maps, including the overlay of the flooding as mapped by  
the EA in 2017. These show the extent of flooding to be expected on-site in flooding  
events, based upon known and observed flooding at the site - much greater than the  
map used by the developer. 
• The maps used by the developer are outdated. The one used is an SCDC indicative  
map of 2010 which shows less flood area than any of the previous maps and is not  
what was agreed with the EA. The planning conditioning stipulates that the most up to-date 
map should be used, i.e. the 2017 map.  
• The updated EA maps and even the SCDC flood maps in the LDP of 2010, show that  
part of the "developable area" of the site remains liable to flooding (Flood Zone 2).  
The ditches along the western edge of the southern site and behind Finchams are in  
Flood Zone 2, with the pumping station shown in area prone to this flooding. 
• The maps used by the developer do not show the true extent of flooding, nor the  
nature of the flooding - water accumulates in the Ashdon area and comes downriver  
as flash flooding. 
• The maps used by the developer do not include the effect of surface water flooding  
from the uplands near the northern site across Bartlow Road and onto the southern  
site. 
• The drainage report by Create Consultants was commissioned as an update on RM1  
and is applicable to RM2. LPC noted to planners & committee that this was not  
publicised and should have been. 
• We note that in the Rossi Long report on drainage strategy, the comments by the EA  
refer to the previous application and a completely different drainage scheme.  
• A "Flood Plain letter" has been submitted. To clarify - Work done by LPC was to  
restore the ditches on Pocket Park (downstream and on the other side of the river)  
and rescale the bank on the Recreation ground (also downstream). This has  
prevented floods to the Village in years following 2001, but extra surface water  
flooding entering the river due to this development, in particular the addition of the  
SW drain from SW1 to SW7 There has been no work on the River Granta, certainly  
nothing since 2015, that would change the location of the floodplain. (Maps from the  
18th century show a very similar floodplain and river route).  
• The archaeological assessment of the site also shows regular flooding to the 43.5m  
contour line. 
• The note from the developer to Jess Prest (27th October 2020) is misleading as it  
intimates that the floodplain has changed since 2015 and that there will be  
confirmation on this - the flood plain has not changed. 
• The note from the developer (Drainage correspondence) to the SuDS officer, Jessica  
Prest, is deliberately mis-leading (the note of 27th October 2020), in the same e-mail  
chain, notes that "Jessica is in agreement with the revised drainage plan". However, 
Jessica has only agreed that what was submitted was in agreement with their  
discussions).Linton Parish Council comments from Ex-Ord Planning Committee meeting 
held on 12th Nov  
2020 
• The EA map with its overlay, submitted by LPC, reflects the current flood risk,  
although the flooded area will probably be increased in future due to climate change. 
• Building on this site is likely to increase flood risk downstream and into the village, a  
matter which has not been taken into account by the developer and these  
submissions.  
• The unacceptable risk of flooding downstream is similar to the reasons for repeated  
refusal for development on this site and for Flemings Field, the next field in the same  
floodplain (refused 9 times since 1980). 
• The drainage scheme and site layout are based upon inaccurate or outdated flood  



maps. The whole scheme, based on inaccurate data, fails and should be rejected. 
Southern site 
• The proposed swale and outlet to the river include concrete headwalls and 
concrete/sandbag headwalls. These are unsuitable in a natural and rural area. These  
will be visually intrusive in this setting in valued landscape. 
• Pipe 1.009 also appears to be visually intrusive, is outside the developable area and  
within the Ecology buffer zone and river protection zone. This would be part of Hard 
Landscaping, so conflicts with that condition, a DoC for which has not been  
submitted. 
• There is a grey dotted line near the western edge said to be the "existing surface  
water sewer" that actually does not exist. This is the pipe that the developer was  
said to be "repairing", but they were actually laying new pipe in a different location. 
• The wording “archaeological excavation containing broken pipe” does not align with  
the location of the trial pits, nor the location of the easement on the deed of grant 
submitted to justify the "repair". It should also be questioned why a pipe supposedly  
laid in 1991 would be broken, given the life expectancy of a surface water pipe  
should have been at least 50 (clay), 75 (cast iron) or 100+ years (PVC or ABS).  
• It was this pre-empting of permission that has resulted in the current stopping of work  
on site. Proof has not been offered to confirm the existence of the pipe, which in any  
case is shown to have been diverted from its original route. 
• The use of cellular crates to store surface water drainage is questionable. The SuDS 
and Flood Risk Officer agrees that the use of these crates is no longer viable (letter  
of 5/10/20 from Jessica Prest,), yet they remain in the scheme. 
• The base of these crates is set at 40.2m. The nearest figure for the water table within  
the same contour area is 39.5m (from the approved RM), so it is not likely that there  
is a clear 1m between the bottom of the crated storage area and the top of the water  
table. 
• RSK state that the infiltration tests were performed “after the wettest February on  
record and one of the wettest winters as well”. This may have been true on average  
across the UK, but it is not true in Cambridge (and the surrounding area). The MET  
office figure for February 2020 is 66mm … compared with 70.6mm in 2010, 71.1mm  
in 1990 and 72.4mm in 2001. (Please note that this was not when the flood occurred  
– that was October when the rainfall was 128.9mm.) Indeed, the 4 months from  
November 2019 to February 2020 totalled 248.2mm rain. This compares with the 3  
months from August to October this year which totalled 271.8mm. It is therefore folly  
to state that the original figures for infiltration provided at outline are “more  
representative” of normal conditions. 
• The maximum river levels modelled by the EA (Rossi-Long report) and quoted in this  
scheme for the 100year plus climate change are as follows:Linton Parish Council comments 
from Ex-Ord Planning Committee meeting held on 12th Nov  
2020 
These numbers fall well below the actual observed levels in 2001, 1968, 1918,  
1900 and 1879 (rather more frequently than a one in 100-year event). The levels  
reached in these floods (and events that pre-date this as evidenced by the site  
archaeology) is approximately 43.5m. 
• The surface drainage water would enter the River Granta without treatment, including  
water from road gullies on site and on Bartlow Road. This is a particular concern with  
the first flush of water during the flash floods.  
• The swale would only capture sediment if allowed to settle, when it would be  
stagnant with loss of oxygen (a perfect breeding ground for anaerobic bacteria such  
as Clostridium sp.)  
• This discharge of polluted or de-oxygenated water is unacceptable into a rare chalk  
stream. 
• The issue of de-oxygenated water, as raised by the Ecologist, has not been resolved 
• The comment from the Ecology Consultant is: 
 The site was meant to have a balancing pond, which has now been replaced by  



underground water crates. To allow the discharge to enter a low-flow river, which is  
also impounded by the mill, has the potential to cause a massive oxygen sag which  
will result in detriment to the river, especially its population of wild brown trout which,  
as you know, have disappeared through village in the low flows years due to….poor  
water quality. 
• As the crated water system is not viable and the scheme depends upon this,  
the whole drainage scheme fails. 
Northern site 
• During storm conditions surface water floods from the hill down the site and onto  
Bartlow Road - regularly described as "running like a river".  
• There remains little mitigation for these conditions, and Bartlow Road will continue to  
flood from water from the site - more when the absorbency of the green field is lost. 
• Surface water from the northern site and Bartlow Road will also flow into the southern  
site and the houses that lie along it (and are so much lower than the road) 
Porosity 
• The porosity assessments of 2017 failed and relate to a different design layout  
scheme, therefore need to be redone. There were 14 porosity test pits, of which 12  
failed, 1 penetrated the Aquifer and 2 passed. When the majority of test pits fail, the  
government guidance specifies that the entire assessment has to be re-done.  
• The Statutory Consultee confirmed these would need to be re-done, but the topsoil 
has been removed, so there are no successful test areas.  
• Any new test results from March 2020 would have been taken from areas without  
topsoil (and so not meeting the requirements that they should be 0.8 -1m above the  
ground) into the chalk layer and/or into the breached aquifer. It fails NPPF 43. 
• From the plans provided, the additional porosity tests were taken alongside the  
excavated area, so outside the development area. There seem to be some in the  
open space on the riverbank area. These are not representative.Linton Parish Council 
comments from Ex-Ord Planning Committee meeting held on 12th Nov  
2020 
• The microdrainage calculations either derive from the failed porosity tests or are 
based upon generalised regional data, not specific for this site and its conditions.  
These cannot then be used a base for the scheme. 
The scheme is based on inaccurate, outdated or non-specific data and should  
be rejected 
Previous comments from LPC still stand 
 
LPC Decision: Object and refer this to the District Council Full Planning Committee 
 
 
 
Linton Parish Council Comments submitted 8th Jan 2021 
 
Previous objections stand, particularly the conflicting issues between submissions. 
 
Please read in conjunction with comments sent in November 2020, which have more  
detail on rainfall, water levels, etc, and comments on conditions 5, 17, 18. 
 
• The plans appear to have been revised in line with the November revision of the  
EA flood zone maps. However, If the revised EA flood map is compared to the flood  
zones on the layout plans (drawing 141) as contour lines, not as blocks of colour, the  
swale/balancing pond clearly lies partly within flood zone 2. Their lines for the flood  
area seem to have been based on Flood Zone 3 not 2. 
• As the policy relates to risk, and it is likely they are in Flood Zone 2 they have  
increased the risk of surge and flooding elsewhere. 
• The archaeological assessment of the site also shows regular flooding to the  
43.5m contour line, an houses in Finchams Close were built beyond this line, and 1m  



higher to avoid floods; their gardens flood, but not the houses, 
• This is without factoring in climate change, the very different rainfall in wet  
winters and the usual summer drought, and the effect of surface water flooding. 
• The updated EA maps and even the SCDC flood maps in the LDP of 2010, show  
that part of the "developable area" of the site remains liable to flooding (Flood Zone  
2). The ditches along the western edge of the southern site and behind Finchams are  
in Flood Zone 2, with the pumping station shown in the area prone to this flooding. 
• The maps used by the developer do not show the true extent of flooding, nor  
the nature of the flooding - water accumulates in the Ashdon area and comes  
downriver as flash flooding. 
• The maps used by the developer do not include the effect of surface water  
flooding from the uplands near the northern site across Bartlow Road and onto the  
southern site. 
• The RSK soakage tests performed in December 2020 on the northern site notes  
that no groundwater was encountered. This is not surprising, as the tests were done  
after another long period of drought. There might have been a wet winter beforehand,  
but the groundwater levels and aquifer remain very low (see also comments on  
Condition 17 - Ecology response letter - this is a semi-arid region with a stressed  
chalk stream) 
• The test results for the southern site are also to be considered as atypical due  
to drought and they conflict with the Rossi findings. As the groundwater levels remain  
low, the crated water storage is above normal groundwater levels. It is likely to flood  
from below as well as from above and overflow to the river, without benefit of  
pollution control. 
• The groundwater levels on the northern site were measured at or following a  
time of prolonged drought; many infiltration assessments on the southern site failed  
and cannot be re-tested as topsoil has gone. Extrapolation of results is not reliable – 
again due to summer drought, low groundwater/aquifer levels and lack of a suitable  
comparator. 
• The recent infiltration testing by RSL, in section 4 notes that the tests were  
done after a wet February and winter. It does not mention that there was then a very  
prolonged drought (as in previous years), when the river had to be kept flowing at a  
trickle by the input of water from the Ashdon Aquifer. The drought conditions are reflected by 
the very low groundwater levels, as the aquifer (below the site) is still at  
low level. 
• The maintenance of the drainage systems does not include who will be  
responsible. The ring soakaways serving the public access roads are said to be  
managed by the Local Highways Authority in the LLFA document, but as the scheme  
includes smart sponges, they will not be adopted.  
• The chambers and drains, including the chambers on the frontage of the  
Northern site are too close to the road, retaining walls and other development and do  
not comply with Building Regulations. 
• Areas of communal paving are noted on the Private Highways Maintenance plan  
as being the shared responsibility of residents - this conflicts with the maintenance  
plan.  
• Water from roofs is said to go into sewers - already overstretched and finely  
balance with coping with current input. This is not a practical proposition. 
• The Site drawings show minimised hard landscaping (e.g now only showing  
small areas by back doors, without paths to link to steps). This is to reduce the  
apparent hard landscape area, and maximise the calculations based on soakaway, but  
is not how the areas will eventually be, with concomitant impact on surface water  
drainage, landscape, etc. There will be paved paths, patios, greenhouses,  
conservatories, bike sheds, bin storage - all reducing the soakaway potential, adding  
significantly to surface water run-off and increasing flood risk. 
• The comments of the LLFA do not accord with the recent amendments, still  
referring to swales and not noting the status of the Granta as an internationally  



protected Chalk Stream, which requires higher levels of pollution prevention.  
• CCC have indicated that the roads will not be adopted, so their management of  
ring soakaways is doubted. The deep bore soakaways will penetrate the aquifer. 
• The position of Hydrobrakes, sandbagged headwalls and outfall trenches are  
shown but without illustrations of how these will impact on the valued landscape and  
the sensitive natural areas. Such hard structures are out of keeping with the rural  
nature of the area, encroach upon the 6m buffer zone and the development edge is  
now within 30m of the protected zone. They do not appear on a hard landscape plan  
and do not accord with the RM. 
• The crated water storage encroaches on the 6m buffer zone. The outlet pipe will  
be visually intrusive, is outside the developable area and within the Ecology buffer  
zone and river protection zone. This would be part of Hard Landscaping, so conflicts  
with that condition, a DoC showing this has not been submitted. The Ring soakaways  
SA2, manholes TP6 and TP7 are shown within the 30m protection zone beyond the  
development edge. 
• The issue of de-oxygenated water, as raised by the Ecologist, has not been  
resolved – see comments on the Ecology schemes, conditions 17 and 18. which  
describe the river conditions.  
• The comment from the Ecology Consultant is: 
 The site was meant to have a balancing pond, which has now been replaced by  
underground water crates. To allow the discharge to enter a low-flow river, which is  
also impounded by the mill, has the potential to cause a massive oxygen sag which  
will result in detriment to the river, especially its population of wild brown trout which,  
as you know, have disappeared through village in the low flows years due to….poor  
water quality.  
• The use of cellular crates to store surface water drainage is questionable. The 
SuDS and Flood Risk Officer agrees that the use of these crates is no longer viable  
(letter of 5/10/20 from Jessica Prest), yet they remain in the scheme.  
• The base of these crates is set at 40.2m. The nearest figure for the water table  
within the same contour area is 39.5m (from the approved RM), so it is not likely that  
there is a clear 1m between the bottom of the crated storage area and the top of the  
water table. • As the crated water system is not viable and the scheme depends upon this,  
the whole drainage scheme fails. 
The condition has not been met and cannot be discharged 
The submission includes development that was not approved in the OL and RM  
schemes, and would conflict with those approvals and their conditions, including:  
• The swale “pond” within the previously flooded area of the site was specifically  
objected to by LPC and statutory consultees;  
• The proposed connection of foul drainage to the old defective 6” foul drainage  
instead of the new village drain, a proposal specifically prevented by condition 11;  
• The discharge of surface water and roadway drainage (containing potential oil, fuel  
and other hazardous pollutants from the road) in a shared system into the river, a  
Protected Chalk Stream which will be of greater concern at times of low flow i.e most  
of the year;  
• The reintroduction of structural terraces which harm the appearance, landscape,  
ecology, accessibility and drainage of the development. 
• The spread of development further than the disputed RM consent, and therefore  
significantly beyond the OL developable area. 
• The river-long flood survey has not been done to evaluate the effect of this  
development on the river and floodplain, nor has there been an assessment of the  
impact on the County Wildlife site, and Pocket Park/Leadwell Meadows the village  
wildlife area. 
• The required season-long amphibian and mammal survey has not been  
completed. We know from recent observation that otter spraint is seen by the water  
level monitoring station and downstream. 
• The proposals now include works within the 6m buffer of the River Granta which 



conflicts with the Ecology requirement. The 30m distance from the river edge for  
retained habitat has not been respected 
• The introduction of concrete/sandbag "headwalls" and prominent hydrobrakes  
will be more unsightly introductions into valued landscape. The Hard Landscape  
condition has not been addressed. 
 
Linton Parish Council Decision: Object and do refer this to the District Council Full  
Planning Committee 


