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London SW1E 5DU

17 October 2009

Dear Mr Mance

Re: Consultation on Proposed Amendements to PPS25: Development and Flood Risk

We write in response to the above consultation, as we have a particular interest in flooding/ flood risk and development and have studied this quite extensively.  We have carefully considered the amendments proposed to the existing PPS25 and consider that the changes to the existing PPS 25, and the reasons for such changes are ill advised, and will increase the strategic risks faced by both environment and population  for short term gain. The proposed amendments particularly weaken the policies in respect of flood zones 3a and 3b. 

Flood zone 3a has a high probability of flooding, of a 1 in 200 or greater risk of flooding and under the existing policy more vulnerable and essential infrastructure should only permitted subject to exception testing. The very nature of Flood Zone 3b is to mitigate risk of flooding in the surrounding area – development in this area is limited to essential transport and infrastructure, and subject to exception testing. . The proposed amendments to both the definition and classification tables, will undermine and weaken, what is, currently, in the main, a strong planning policy statement. 

Set out below our response to the questions raised. 

Proposal One – Table D1 -to change the definition of Flood Zone 3b – The Functional Floodplain

 The existing definition of a function flood plan, where water has to flow or be stored at times of flood, states “should identify this Flood Zone (land which would flood with an annual probability of 1 in 20 (5%) or greater in any year, or is designed t flood in an extreme (0.1%) flood, or at another probability to be agreed between the local planning authority and the Environment Agency, including water conveyance routes”. 

This you propose to remove and replace with “Local Planning authorities should identify in their SFRAs areas and functional floodplain and its boundaries accordingly, in agreement with the Environment Agency. The identification of functional floodplain should take account of local circumstances and not be defined solely on rigid probability parameters. But land which would flood with an annual probability of 1 in 20 (5%) or greater in any year of is designed to flood in an extreme (0.1%) flood, should provide a starting point for consideration and discussions to identify the functional flood plain.”
We oppose this change to the definition of functional flood plain 3b in Table D1

We consider that the change proposed considerably weakens and unnecessarily confuses the definition and we feel strongly that the definitions as set out in the existing PPS25 should remain unchanged to ensure the fundamental function of Flood Zone 3b is maintained. . This clearly sets out the definition parameters, and as stated the existing PPS25 provides flexibility to make allowance for local circumstance. Supported by   the existing PPS25 guideline advises that the definition should not be on basis of rigid parameters and excludes land which would naturally flood with an annual probability of 1 in 20 but is prevented from doing so, by existing infrastructure or solid buildings will not normally be defined as a functional flood plain. 

We should not have to remind the Government of the severe cost to environment and population at times of flood, likely to become more frequent with climate change, and the importance of functional flood plains to mitigate this risk. We would strongly oppose any weakening of the definition, particularly as the existing PPS25 provides flexibility to make allowance for local circumstance. 

Proposal to amend Table D2 (Flood Risk Vulnerability Classification)
Amendment One – Water and Sewage Treatment Plants

The essential infrastructure which, subject to sequential and  exception testing, can be permitted in each and every flood zone, including Flood Zone 3B, currently includes essential transport infrastructure and strategic utility infrastructure including electricity generating powers stations and grid, and primary sub-stations.  Exception testing being that  a)the sustainability benefits outweigh the flood risk, b) built on previously developed land, and c)that they would be safe, not increase the flood risk elsewhere and where possible reduce flood risk.

Under the current vulnerability classification water treatment and sewage treatment plants are classified as “less vulnerable” and are permitted in Flood Zones 1,2 and 3a, but not functional flood zone 3b – used for water flow and water storage at times of flood in areas of a 1 in 20 or greater risk. The proposal is that water treatment and sewage treatment plants should be reclassified as essential infrastructure subject to qualification. The changed classification reading:

“Essential utility infrastructure which as to be located in a flood risk area for critical operational reasons, including electricity generating power stations and grid and primary substations; water treatment plants; and sewage treatment plants if adequate measure to control pollution and manage sewage during flooding events are in place”
We strongly oppose this reclassification of water and sewage treatment plants. 

We note the reference to the Pitt Review and the devastating effect of the 2007 floods in respect of water supply and sewage treatment plants.  We note also that the Pitt review recommended that essential infrastructure built in Flood Zones 2, 3a and 3b should be designed and constructed to remain operational and safe in at least a 1 in 200 flood risk – we would suggest that where 3b is concerned that this should be a much lower parameter i.e. 1 in 20 year flood risk. 

However we consider that this reference to the Pitt review is misleading, and consider that this reclassification is less about the Pitt review, and more about increasing the land area where water and sewage treatment plants can be located. 

Water and sewage treatment plants by their very nature, can not be kept safe and operational during times of flood, indeed that is not what the qualification of the proposed amendment states – irrespective of PPS 25 guideline advise. The additional qualifications is about the control of pollution and management of sewage, rather than remaining safe and operational.   We also consider that the current classification of water and sewage treatment plants as less vulnerable, is inadequate and that they should be reclassified as “more vulnerable” requiring exception testing if proposed in Flood Zone 3a and excluded from Flood Zone 3b. 

Amendment Two – Emergency Services Facilities

Under the current PPS25, police, ambulance and fire stations and command centres required to be operational during flooding are classed as “highly vulnerable” and therefore if required in Flood Zone 3a, - high probability flood risk, would be subject to exception testing.  

The PPS25 guide – states “emergency services can be located in flood risk area, providing the premises they occupy are not required to be operational during flood events. If facilities are identified as needing to be operational during flood events, they should be classified as “Highly Vulnerable.”
The proposed amendment to PPS25, is that emergency services facilities that are not required to be operational during flood events could be re classified as “less vulnerable”, and therefore could be permitted in land designated flood zone 3a  without exception testing. 

We would strongly oppose this amendment. Indeed we would go further to state that we deplore the guideline statement that emergency services can be located in flood risk areas, provided that they are not required to be operational during flood events. 

Emergency Services we agree should be located within or close to their catchment area, wherever possible, however the very nature of flooding events is that they are complex and can be combined with other natural adverse events. Therefore it would not be possible to state that in an emergency flooding event, that the  facility would not be required to be operational during the  event. 

Therefore we are of the view that the current classification should remain unchanged, However we are also of the view that the PPS25 guidelines should be amended to require that even if a emergency service facility is not thought to be required to be operational in a flood event, that any such development in flood zone 3a should as a matter of routine, continue to be exception testing. 

Yet again we consider the proposed amendment seeks to weaken PPS25, and increase development in areas that are unsuitable for development under the existing PPS25 and in reality. 

Amendment Three  Facilities requiring hazardous substances consent

This amendment perhaps of all of them makes us the most angry. The proposal is that installations which require hazardous substances consent, currently  classified as “highly vulnerable”, therefore being permitted in flood zones 1,and 2, and 3a, subject to sequential and  exception testing, should be reclassified as essential infrastructure, where there is a demonstrable need for bulk storage in Flood Zone 3b areas, thus subject to exception testing be permitted in flood zone 3b. Flood zone 3b, the functional flood zone, we should not have to remind you is where water has to flow or be stored at times of flood. 

We fully recognise that that it is both cheaper and more convenient for such installations to be close to delivery and off loading facilities on both the coast and rivers, and that it would be a more expensive option for such installations to be on higher ground. However we totally oppose this amendment to PPS25 classifications for the unnecessary increased risk to both the environment and population. 

Indeed we consider that it was unacceptable to the DCLG to write as they did in 2007 to LPAs, unilaterally changing the classification for non safety reasons, and to include this reclassification in the PPS25 guidelines – presumably following pressure from stakeholders. 

Functional Flood Zone 3b is for the mitigation of flood risk – which should not be compromised for short term commercial exigency. 

For clarity, we oppose this proposed amendment. 

Additionally where such installations are permitted following sequential and exception testing in either Flood Zone 2 or 3a, they should be flood proofed. And (based on 70% of all new buildings failing to meet building control regulations), be inspected to demonstrate such flood proofing. 

Amendment Four – wind turbines.
At last one proposal we can support in part but not in totality. We would accept that wind turbines should be classified as essential infrastructure, and therefore would support their inclusion in this classification in Table D2.

However we do not support the proposal that unlike other essential infrastructure in this category, they should not have to go through sequential testing, and the limitation placed on exception testing i.e. the removal of the requirement particularly in Flood Zone 3b, that  of being sited on previously developed land. We consider that PPS25, takes precedence over PPS22 due to the nature of the risks involved to both the environment and population, and that in the same way as other essential infrastructure development, should be subject to both sequential testing and full exception testing. We do not consider that PPS25, be the priority policy, and should be subservient to PPS22 renewable energy policy that LPAs should not give priority to re-use of previously developed land. 

For clarity, we support the inclusion of wind turbines within the essential infrastructure classification, but only if subjected, as with other essential infrastructure, like power stations, to both full sequential testing and full exception testing. 

We would strongly suggest that the only change to PPS25, is in respect of wind turbines, and that subject to the qualification noted above. Additionally we would strongly recommend that where there are discrepancies between the later issued PPS25 guidance and the statement, that it is the guidance that needs amending, in order that there is no lack of clarity. 

We trust you have found our comments helpful.

Yours sincerely

Willis Cuttell

Chairman

Woburn Sands and District Society

http://www.woburnsandsanddistrictsociety.org/default.asp
