








          
APPENDIX 4 






Consultation on proposed amendments to Planning Policy Statement 25: Development and Flood Risk 


Policy Context

1.
The Government has invited comments by 3rd November 2009 regarding proposed 
changes to national planning policy for development and flood risk.  There are no 
fundamental changes to the policy approach.  The consultation document provides 
explanation of the ‘limited’ amendments and how the policy should be applied.   It 
will have limited implications for ongoing work on Gateshead’s Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment (SFRA), which will contribute to the evidence base for the Local 
Development Framework and inform Development Control. 
2.
The consultation paper also relates to a number of Gateshead’s existing strategies 
and plans:

· Corporate Plan including corporate priority of ‘Ensuring a Sustainable Gateshead’

· Sustainable Community Strategy Vision 2030 particularly ‘Sustainable Gateshead’.  

· Gateshead’s Unitary Development Plan (July 2007), particularly Policy ENV57. 


Background

3. 
The proposed amendments are limited to the identification of ‘functional floodplain’ 
and to changes in the flood risk vulnerability classification.  There were no proposed 
policy changes to flood resilience construction of new buildings.  PPS25’s policy 
requirements for flood resilience and resistance measures and the national 
guidance ‘Improving the Flood Performance of New Buildings’ still apply.   

Functional Floodplain

4. 
The Government proposes to amend the existing definition of the ‘functional 
floodplain’ i.e. land where water flows or is stored; to make it clear that the 
identification of this zone on any Strategic Flood Risk Assessment should take 
account of local circumstances. The currently stated ‘1 in 20 or greater’ annual 
flooding probability parameter would be taken as a starting point for consideration 
and discussion.

5. 
This proposal is considered a step forward in terms of the methodology for 
identifying functional floodplain, ensuring that land that is designed to flood is 
identified based upon local circumstances.  JBA Consulting, who are currently 
working on Gateshead’s Strategic Flood Risk Assessment, consider that the new 
definition fits well with their existing methodology for defining functional floodplains, 
which has already been agreed with the Environment Agency. 

6. 
These changes are supported. 

Flood Risk Vulnerability Classification

7. 
The current PPS25 identifies different types of land uses and developments 
according to their vulnerability to flooding.  There are five different categories that 
are used; ‘less vulnerable’, ‘more vulnerable’, ‘highly vulnerable’ as well as specific 
classes for ‘essential infrastructure’ and ‘water-compatible development’. These 
categorises are used in conjunction with the definitions of the Flood Zones to 
determine where it may or may not be appropriate to locate development in 
accordance with the compatibility table.  

8. 
The Government is proposing four amendments to the flood risk vulnerability 
classification:

· Water treatment and sewerage plants currently shown as ‘less vulnerable’ would be moved to the ‘essential infrastructure’ category. This means they would need to pass the Exceptions Test if planned in Flood Zone 3a rather than just Flood Zone 3b. The ‘essential infrastructure’ category would also require ‘essential utility infrastructure’ which has to be located in flood risk area for critical operational reasons, including electricity generating power stations, water and sewage treatment plants, to have adequate measures to control pollution and manage sewage during flooding events.  

· Insertion of additional text providing for police, ambulance and fire station which are not required to be operational during flooding to be treated as ‘less vulnerable’. This will stop the exclusion of new emergency services facilities from communities they service in high flood risk areas.  

· Insertion of additional text in the ‘highly vulnerable’ category to clarify that where there is a need to locate bulk storage facilities requiring hazardous substances consent with port or other waterside facilities; or installations requiring hazardous substances consent that are associated with energy infrastructure which need to be sited in coastal locations or high flood risk areas, these facilities and installations should be classified as ‘essential infrastructure’, rather than ‘highly vulnerable’.

· Clarification that wind turbines for generating renewable energy should be treated as ‘essential infrastructure’.

9. 
The proposed changes to ‘essential utility infrastructure’ relates to the Pitt Review 
recommendations that noted the summer floods of 2007 had a dramatic effect on 
electricity power substations, water and sewage treatment works.  The proposed 
changes would result in more stringent requirements for new infrastructure to 
ensure they are designed to remain operational during floods. The changes to 
vulnerability categories would require some limited revisions to the SFRA. The 
changes would more greatly impact upon the Local Planning Authority when 
carrying out sequential testing (i.e. demonstrating there is no alternative site with 
lower risk of flooding) and exception testing (i.e. demonstrating a development is 
sustainable and safe) for Local Development Framework allocations or determining 
planning applications. For instance, facilities requiring hazardous substance 
consent that require a water side location, would now be permitted in functional 
floodplain or high flood risk zones, subject to the sequential test and exception test.  
Wind turbines located in the functional floodplain or high flood risk zones, would be 
subject to the exception test.

10. 
The proposed changes to vulnerability categories would provide greater clarity for the Local Planning Authorities when determining appropriate locations for a range of uses. These changes are supported.   


Consultation

11.
The proposed response has been prepared in consultation with the Cabinet Members for Safer, Stronger Communities and Culture.  


Alternative Options

12. 
To make no response to this discussion paper and not influence the views of the 

         
Department for Communities and Local Government.

 
Implications of Recommended Option 

14.
Financial Implications - There are no direct financial implications arising from this report. 

15.
Risk Management Implications - There are no direct risk management implications arising from this report.

16.
Human Resources Implications   - There are no direct staffing implications arising from this report.  
17.
Equality and Diversity Implications - There are no direct equality and diversity implications arising from this report. 

18. Crime and Disorder Implications - There are no direct crime and disorder implications arising from this report.

19.
Health Implications – There are no direct health implications arising from this report.

20.
Sustainability Implications - Responding to this consultation paper is intended to influence the DCLG in order to improve sustainability in the Borough.  
21.
Human Rights Implications - There are no direct human rights implications arising from this report. 
22.
Area and Ward Implications - There are no direct ward implications arising from this report. 
23.
Background Information

Gateshead Unitary Development Plan – July 2007. 






	
	
	



