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FURTHER STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF THE ENVIRONMENT AGENCY 
by Shaun Pritchard 
 
Plymouth Core Strategy Examination in Public 
 
Flood Risk 
 
Planning Policy Statement 25 outlines the role of Strategic Flood Risk Assessments in 
appraising flood risk. Paragraph 12 states a SFRA should be carried out by the local planning 
authority to inform the preparation of its Local Development Documents.   
 
Issues and Options 
In Spring 2005 Plymouth City Council published its Preferred Options paper for consultation 
without having embarked on the production of a SFRA. It is acknowledged that at this stage 
in the new planning system little guidance was available on the production of SFRA but 
nonetheless PCC had been made aware of the significance of the document as a part of the 
LDF evidence base.  
 
It was only during the period prior to the submission of the Core Strategy document that an 
evidence base on flood risk emerged. It does indeed raise concern that the spatial strategies 
outlined in the Core Strategy have not been backed by evidence determining the suitability of 
accommodating significant levels of development in areas at risk of flooding. Although the 
Core Strategy reiterates the aims and intentions of PPS 25 and the sequential test the Council 
did not appear to fully understand the significance of flood risk and consider any meaningful 
alternatives to development in areas at risk of flooding during the issues and options stages. 
Without this evidence base it is committed to delivering development in areas at risk from 
current and future flooding without understanding the consequences of doing so and 
ultimately jeopardising the delivery of the plan. Ultimately the application of the SFRA 
evidence base has been undertaken in retrospect of all choices on spatial allocations outlined 
in the Core Strategy.   
 
SFRA Content 
The Strategic Flood Risk Assessment – Level 2 (SFRA – Level 2) presents further 
information regarding the flood risks and provides from broad information regarding flood 
risk indicators. The flood depth bands that are presented in the tables in section 8.3 should be 
refined. In most cases the projected flood depths for the development areas are very similar, 
and there is little difference between the 1 in 200 year and 1 in 1000 year return period 
projected flood depths. This is because the flood depth bands that have been chosen are too 
broad to allow any meaningful differentiation. Figure F1 – 8 does provide a more useful 
indication of flood depths. 
 
The tables also lack detail regarding the following flood risk indicators: 
 
• 

• 

How often does flooding occur? Further work is required to indicate frequency of 
flooding from all sources, and from breach or over topping in other vulnerable locations. 
How rapidly does the flood rise?  
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• 
• 

How fast does the water flow? 
How long does the flooding last? 

 
East End Area 
Residual Risk – Breach and overtopping 
Breach and overtopping analysis should be extended as there may be a flow path from 
overtopping flood water opposite the entrance to Lanhydrock road. 
 
Functional Flood Plain – PPS25 High Risk Flood Zone 3b 
Functional flood plain could be applied to areas that could be used as storage for surface 
water flooding associated with tide lock conditions. The SFRA will need to define what is 
required to ensure that surface water flooding and flooding due to residual risk can be 
adequately accommodated. The SFRA will need to determine areas of functional flood plain. 
 
Areas EE09, EE04, EE01, and EE18, (and to a lesser extent EE14 and EE06) are potentially 
affected by areas of functional flood plain. Figure F1 – 4 should be used to inform the Local 
development Documents. Planning Policy Statement 25 identifies in Table D.3 that these 
areas are only suitable for water compatible development. 
 
Mitigation 
The Strategic Flood Risk Assessment clearly identifies the need for further work regarding 
suitable mitigation to ensure that new development is safe and flood risk is not increased in 
areas of existing development. Without this Level 3 assessment it is not possible to ensure 
with any certainty that the Local development Framework is a sound plan. The primary form 
of mitigation proposed is land raising coupled with compensatory flood storage/conveyance 
if required. Land raising could have an impact on existing and future flood risks to existing 
development. 
 
The implications of not undertaking any further assessment of flood risk at strategic level is 
likely to manifest themselves at development control stage and cause problems with 
individual developers putting forward different proposals for what could provide a safe 
development. This may cause a discrepancy in terms of levels and have implications for 
individual sites in terms of whether adequate provision could be made for managing flood 
water during tide lock surface water flooding and overtopping or breach tidal flooding events. 
 
A level 3 SFRA will be required to fully investigate the proposal to raise the strategic 
transport route to provide flood defence for the area, and consider the implications in terms of 
flooding from all sources for the area as a whole. 
 
Area Visions 
The current SFRA highlights that the East End poses the most concern in terms of flood risk 
and the delivery of the vision to re-establish the East End as a balanced, sustainable, mixed-
use linked community. The Core Strategy does not offer a strategy on flood risk preferring it 
would seem to consider the issue in a later DPD. However the current evidence base 
advances a strategy on dealing with the flood risk issue for the East End by land raising the 
proposed transport link to act as a means of flood defence. This proposal is by no means 
definitive but it is the only suggested mitigation proposal offered within the SFRA. 
Unfortunately the SFRA has not established the impact of such a proposal on third parties 
notably the residential area to the north-west. If the evidence highlights that flood defence 
will be required in order to deliver the vision as illustrated conceptually on the vision 
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diagram and referenced in Part 2 of Area Vision 6. Given the importance of the issue to the 
delivery of the local strategy its is our opinion that the proposed mitigation should feature 
within the document as this will have implications for the levels and locations of new 
development, the effectiveness of the transport link and the impact on existing development.  
 
It is the view of the EA that the issue of flood risk strategy in is fundamental to the delivery 
of the plan and should not be left to a subsequent DPD. On occasions the council have 
adopted the position that the matter of flood mitigation and its physical and fiscal 
implications would be more appropriately dealt with in a later AAP and that the Core 
Strategy should not be overburdened with detail. Whilst the EA acknowledges that the Core 
Strategy should be concise it should not be so at the expense of understanding the strategic 
issue of flood risk. The problem is that the council is still building up its evidence base to 
establish the true significance and extent of flood risk for the area and a detailed 
understanding on the options and effectiveness of mitigation has not been explored.  
 
At this juncture it would seem that the Core Strategy would not be considered sound when 
examined under the coherence, consistency and effectiveness tests (test vii). Although PCC 
have suggested that land raising is a suitable means of mitigation it cannot commit to such 
works with any confidence. The SFRA does not examine the current and anticipated levels of 
floodwaters and subsequently the appropriate levels of defence. PCC concedes that other 
factors such as visual impact may inhibit the amount of land raising appropriate for the area. 
In order to provide a robust evidence base on which PCC can confidently build a strategy to 
deliver both the vision for the East End and suitable flood defence further work will be 
required.  
 
Further work including site specific sequential testing, detailing the type, size and scale of 
proposed defence works along with phasing and securing of any mitigation and addressing 
the potential impacts on third parties from any proposed flood defence works.  
 
Should it be deemed appropriate for detailed work on the evidence base and the development 
of a strategy for flood risk to be undertaken in the later AAP then we recommend that the text 
within Area Vision Statement 6 – East End should be altered.  
 
The removal of the reference to ‘mixed-use’ in Part 2 would be requested. This change would 
ensure a degree of flexibility within the vision rather than committing vulnerable uses within 
flood zones 2 and 3. The Agency must emphasise that such a change is not a preferred option 
and would not in our opinion be suitable substitution for a robust evidence base.    
     
Flood Risk Policy CS21 
The current Policy on flood risk, Core Strategy Policy 21 is for all intents and purpose a 
reflection of national planning policy. The policy fails to develop the existing guidance into 
something more specific to the area. It may have been the case that the policy should have 
acknowledged that the approach to flood risk management in the area would rely heavily on 
site based sequential tests and appropriate mitigation and how such mitigation would be 
successfully delivered. Again the policy seems to delegate important decisions to later 
documents. 
Waste 
The Environment Agency has reviewed the current evidence base and strategy for waste and 
wish to withdraw from discussing this at the EiP. The Agency is satisfied that the Strategy at 
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this stage is robust and deliverable and endeavours to continue consultation with PCC and 
Devon CC on the development of the Waste Strategy.  
 
Airport 
Having discussed recent submissions on the topic of airport expansion most parties involved 
can broadly agree on the following.  
 
• Travel by air is the most carbon intensive of all and there is little likelihood of significant 

improvements in the carbon efficiency of aircraft in the near or indeed distant future.  
• Aviation is the fastest growing source of greenhouse gas emissions in the EU and may 

overtake car travel in 2030. The effects are compounded by the fact that the altitude at 
which aircraft fly significantly exacerbates the warming created by CO2 emissions. 

• The expansion of airport capacity in the South West will undermine all efforts within 
other sections of the draft Regional Spatial Strategy to reduce greenhouse gas emissions 
and therefore contradicts policy SD2 Climate Change.  

 
The Regional strategy for aviation expansion is based on inter alia the 2003 Aviation White 
Paper. It is widely agreed that aviation requires a new statement of national policy as the 
white paper did not adequately consider environmental limits and is therefore inconsistent 
with the UK Sustainable Development Strategy which came later in 2005. Furthermore the 
paper did not consider the impact of its strategy on the need to achieve a reduction of 60% 
CO2 emissions by 2050 nor did the paper have the insights offered by the Stern Review.  
 
The Environment Agency appreciates that the intention of the Aviation White Paper was to 
establishes the national policy framework and direct the region to plan to accommodate the 
increase from the present 4.5 million passengers per annum to almost 20 million passengers 
by 2030.  
 
However, it remains that significant conflict within the Regional Spatial Strategy SA/SEA 
has been highlighted regarding the strategy for airport expansion in the South West and the 
requirement to reduce the regions carbon footprint.  
 
The SA/SEA (para 11.20) and associated research commissioned to support it which looked 
specifically at carbon emissions (Carbon Emissions from the South West and Implications for 
the Regional Spatial Strategy), revealed that Policy TR9 (Airports) has profound 
consequences for climate change and will prevent the region from achieving its regional 
target set out in Policy SD2.  
 
In the interim period and notwithstanding the conflict within the draft RSS, the criticism 
levelled at the White Paper and later the findings of the Stern Review, Local Planning 
Authorities in developing strategies for regional airports have taken the lead from both the 
White Paper and the draft RSS and developed visions for airport expansion. Unfortunately 
the evidence base on which the national strategy is built is inadequate creating conflict on 
aviation expansion and carbon reduction that descends the entire length of the new planning 
system. 
 
The Environment Agency supports the EU and Governments proposals to incorporate 
aviation into the EU ETS. But this does not really solve the aviation problem unless it is 
conditional that the allocation regime is consistent with meeting the aim of reducing CO2 by 
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60% by 2050 and an interim goal of 30% by 2030. Therefore at this particular juncture the 
ETS plays no role in adding clarity to the current debate.  
 
The main crux of the problem for those decision-makers at local level whose intent it is to 
build sustainable strategies that successfully incorporate regional airports and are aligned 
with climate change policy is the inadequate evidence base and lack of direction from 
national guidance and spatial plans at the higher level. 
 
The Agency acknowledges that it was never likely that the new planning system would 
unfold sequentially and with such coherence that higher level guidance and strategies would 
be in place prior to the adoption of local strategies. So it is with no surprise that LPA’s have 
made best of current guidance and draft strategies and a inadequate evidence base as 
direction for local documents. 
     
The current role of regional airports in the south west is a matter for the Regional Spatial 
Strategy. Without such clear guidance from the RSS it would not be expedient for those 
airports within the south west to continue with long term strategies for expansion. In doing so 
without a review of the Aviation White Paper and the adoption of the RSS the current plans 
for expansion across the south west are in direct conflict with attempts to successfully 
implement strategies to reduce carbon emissions. 
 
The current plan proposing expansion at Plymouth Airport fails on conformity (test iv) and 
coherence, consistency and effectiveness (test vii).       
 
In light of all of the above regarding airport expansion it would be premature for Local 
Planning Authorities to commit to long term airport expansion and major expenditure within 
the Local Development Frameworks until aviation policy has been aligned with climate 
change policy at the national and regional level.  
 
The Environment Agency would wish to use the EiP to discuss the merits of adopting one of 
two approaches. Firstly the omission of existing airport strategies from Development Plan 
Documents with a view to a separate Development Plan Document later in the process. 
Secondly the adoption of a scenario based approach involving a topic paper discussing all 
possible outcomes and potential strategies prior to the adoption of the RSS to be included 
within the Core Strategy DPD.                   
 
Yours faithfully 
 
Shaun Pritchard 
Planning Liaison  
Tech. Spec 
 
Direct dial  
Direct fax  
Direct e-mail pritcs.Bodmin1.SW@environment-agency.gov.uk 
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