The Planning Inspectorate
Temple Quay House
2 The Square
Temple Quay
Bristol
BS1 6PN
FAO: Katherine Chapman

Ein cyf / Our ref:
Planning Inspectorate ref. EN010049
Dyddiad/Date: 05 August 2014

Annwyl Syr/Madam / Dear Sir/Madam,
PROPOSED TIDAL LAGOON SWANSEA BAY (GENERATING STATION),
DEVELOPMENT CONSENT ORDER
PROJECT REFERENCE: EN 010049
With regard to Interested Parties Deadline III (Comments), we have reviewed the
website and note that a substantive amount of additional information has been
submitted by the applicant at Deadline II including a new Report to Inform the HRA,
Flood Consequence Assessment, draft Bio-security Risk Assessment and various
other documents relevant to our interests.
We consider that much of this information is significant and a material consideration
for the Examination of the project and may alter our previous advice to the Panel
contained in our Written Representation. We have assumed that the additional
information has been accepted for Examination and are currently in the process of
reviewing this information. We have included with this letter our comments on the
Flood Consequence Assessment (Appendix 1) and have included a copy of the letter
to Chief Planning Officers referred to in our response. We intend to provide written
comments to yourselves on the HRA report within the next 7 days.
We understand that further substantive information of material consideration will be
submitted by the applicant on the 5th August 2014 including a new Water Framework
Directive (WFD) assessment and Adaptive Environmental Monitoring Plan (AEMP).
Again subject to acceptance of this information into the Examination we will
endeavour to provide written comments on such information prior to the hearings,
although at this time we cannot offer a definitive timescale for comment until we have
had the opportunity to undertake an initial review post submission.
We would reiterate our previous comments that the review of any substantive new
information requires a reasonable time to be afforded to allow us to provide the
Panel with meaningful comments.
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Appendix 1: NRW ADVISORY COMMENTS ON UPDATED FCA 47065127 (JUNE 2014)
SUMMARY
Planning Policy Wales Technical Advice Note 15: Development and Flood Risk advises a
general approach of caution for new development in flood risk areas. The precautionary
approach relates not only to flood risk to the proposed development but also to its effect on
flood risk elsewhere. The updated FCA shows that flood risk to the development itself is
limited until later in its design life when the lagoon walls may need to be raised in order to
adapt to currently predicted sea level rise. However, one of the main acceptability criteria
in TAN 15 is that new development should demonstrate ‘no increase in flooding elsewhere’.
We do not consider that adequate evidence has been submitted to support a conclusion
that the risk and consequences of wave overtopping to the Mumbles frontage and wider
Bay is not increased as a result of the project.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS
2.6.2.7

Table 1.4 Extreme water levels in Swansea Bay:

(NB the sea levels quoted below are commonly known as “Still Water Levels”. They are
obtained from statistical analysis of readings from tide gauges, which are generally located
in sheltered harbours. They do NOT include any allowance for wave action – this is referred
to later).
The EA / Defra report which provides the extreme sea levels around the UK coastline states
that the estimates are considered accurate to 1 decimal place. Therefore the initial design
sea levels for Swansea Bay are:
0.5% Annual Excedance Probability (200yr) = 6.2m AOD

(T200)

0.1% Annual Excedance Probability (1000yr) = 6.4m AOD

(T1000)

The report also supplies information about uncertainty. It gives confidence intervals for each
estimate, based on the 95% confidence bounds calculated during the statistical analysis
undertaken to derive the extreme sea level estimates.
For Swansea Bay these are:
0.5% AEP estimate +/- 0.3m
0.1% AEP estimate +/- 0.5m
EA guidance (Operational Instruction 490_11) suggest these confidence values should be
considered as a sensitivity analysis.
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It is noted that these uncertainty values have been considered in the FCA (2.6.2.30) but have
been discounted as being overly conservative.

2.6.2.12

Sea Level rise due to climate change:

2 different reports have been published in recent years which give values of sea level rise
due to climate change. These are the UKCP09 report (2009) and the Defra/EA FCDPAG3
report (2006). Welsh Government policy states that the earlier report (FCDPAG3) is still to
be used for planning applications (“Adapting to Climate Change – Guidance for Flood and
Coastal Erosion Risk Management Authorities in Wales, Dec 2011”)
The relevant epochs to consider for development proposals, as provided in Welsh
Government letter to Chief Planning Officers (9 Jan 2014), are based on anticipated lifespans
of development and are quoted as:
Residential Development = 100 years
Other Development = 75 years
It is noted that proposed buildings would be designed to a 75 year lifespan, with the
breakwater itself having a 120 year lifespan.

2.6.2.14

Table 1.5 Summary of extreme levels including climate change

Using the Defra / EA FCDPAG3 report the allowances for sea level rise are calculated as:
75 year lifespan of development 2085 : + 0.68m
120 year lifespan of development 2134 : + 1.33m
Adding these values to the current day estimates gives the following design levels (1dp):
T200cc (75) = 6.9 m AOD

T1000cc (75) = 7.1m AOD

T200cc (120) = 7.5m AOD

T1000cc (120) = 7.7m AOD

2.6.2.16

Existing Sea Wall along Docks access road

The FCA refers to the existing raised sea wall which runs along the Docks access road. This
wall is not classed as a formal Flood Defence as it does not tie-in to high ground and so
could therefore be outflanked by extreme sea levels. However, it does provide a degree of
protection from wave action to users of the access road during storm conditions. It is
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understood this wall is to be removed as part of the project. Consideration should be given
to the timing of this part of the works with respect to leaving the hinterland un-protected
until the new breakwaters are constructed.

2.6.2.24

Overtopping of lagoon breakwater in 120yr lifespan scenario.

The FCA suggests that, as a result of operational factors, the water level in the lagoon during
a 0.1% AEP event in 120 years time would be 7.08m AOD, some 650mm below the outside
sea level. It is unclear how this would be achieved, as in such a scenario the outside water
level of 7.7m AOD would be overspilling the lagoon crest at several places by depths of
200mm and would be beyond the control of any water level control feature such as sluice
gates etc.

2.6.2.25 – 27 Flood Risk to Gateway Building
Although the minimum crest level of the breakwater is quoted as 7.5m AOD, analysis of
Drawing No. 3513_PL_101 Western Landfall Plan (Doc Ref 2.4.8) indicates ground levels of
7.0m AOD (12.0m CD) in the area where the western breakwater meets land, near the
proposed Gateway Building. Therefore this area of land could be inundated in a 0.1% AEP
flood event in future climate change scenarios.
The floor level of the proposed Gateway Building is quoted as being set at 6.0m AOD. The
building is designed for a lifespan of 75 years. The flood level for a 0.1% AEP flood event in
75 years time is estimated to be 7.1m AOD.
This would suggest potential flood depths in the Gateway Building of some 1.1 metres
(although it is unclear whether the presence of land features would actually block any
potential flood route to the building).
TAN15 suggests tolerable flood depths in a 0.1% event to be no greater than 600mm for
Commercial / Retail developments.
It is noted (2.6.2.10 and 2.6.2.29) that the design will be re-assessed after 50 years lifespan
and an opportunity would then arise to amend the design based on a more updated
knowledge of climate change.
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2.6.2.31

Flood Risk to project for 0.5% AEP (200yr) event

TAN 15, paragraph A1.14 suggests minimum frequency values for certain types of
development. Commercial / retail developments should be designed to remain flood free in
all flood events up to and including the 0.5% AEP (200yr) flood event, including any
allowance for climate change.
The threshold ground level at the area where the western breakwater joins the land is
shown as 7.0m AOD. The Finished Floor Level (FFL) of the Gateway Building is quoted as
being 6.0m AOD.
The 0.5% Flood Level, including an allowance for sea level rise to 2133 (120 years) is
estimated as 7.5m AOD. These figures would suggest the guidance given in A1.14 of TAN15
would not be complied with.
However, it is acknowledged that the guidance in A1.14 is not to be regarded as prescriptive
but more to be considered indicative.

2.6.3.3/4

Joint Probability of Water Level: Wave heights

As mentioned earlier, the above analysis is based on a comparison of “Still Water Levels”
against ground levels. This practice is acceptable at sheltered locations such as the upper
reaches of tidal estuaries where wave action is not a factor.
However at exposed coastal locations the importance of wave action on flood risk becomes
important. Indeed, there are several locations around the coast of Wales which theoretically
are not at risk of flooding if a pure ground level: Still Water Level comparison is undertaken,
yet have suffered extensive damage and flooding due to wave overtopping. The flooding at
Aberystwyth in Jan 2014 is one such example.
The location of the Swansea Bay Tidal Lagoon is such that wave action must be considered.
Date recorded from tide gauges can be analysed to determine the statistical return period
for any given level. Similarly, wave height datasets can be assessed for return period of any
given wave height.
Of more complex nature is assigning a joint probability to any given combined conditions
occurring.
The FCA refers to a joint probability analysis (JPA), undertaken by ABPmer to determine the
likelihood of large waves and high water levels occurring at the same time. The
methodology used involves applying a statistical analysis to two datasets (tide levels and
wave heights) over a simultaneous period. In this case, the datasets used were tide levels
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from Mumbles tide gauge and theoretical waves heights calculated by a computer model,
covering a time scale of 20 years (1990 – 2009).
The methodology used was provided in the Defra / Environment Agency publication “Use of
Joint Probability Methods in Flood Management FD2308” (2005).
It is considered that there are several factors which have a direct bearing on the accuracy of
the results:
1. The methodology involves performing a statistical analysis to 20 years worth of data.
This limited duration of data is then extrapolated out to determine return period
events of 200 years and 1000 years. A longer duration of base data would improve
accuracy.
2. The timescale of the data (1990 – 2009) has not included the more recent extreme
tide level recordings. (e.g. since approx. 1990 5 out of the highest 6 tide levels
recorded at Milford Haven have all been after 2009)
3. There are gaps in the Mumbles tide gauge recordings which have been filled with
predicted tide heights – the actual tide heights including positive or negative surge
are therefore not represented.
4. The wave heights are calculated by computer model, which in turn used another
computer model to hindcast wind speed data necessary for wave growth
calculations. Being a theoretical process this brings about inherent inaccuracies as
opposed to real-life wave height recordings.
5. The JPA concludes there is low correlation between wave heights and tide levels
within Swansea Bay. The base data were hourly readings over all stages of the tide
cycle and with no doubt many days of relatively calm weather conditions. This
would give a reasonable assessment of the frequency of average “day to day”
conditions. However, if a JPA were to be carried out using only the extreme data
readings (as is the case in Holland) a more accurate assessment of return periods for
extreme scenarios could be undertaken.
6. The methodology used, although the accepted standard at present, is currently
being considered for review as several problems have come to light during analysis
of recent flood events.
Of particular issue are the results of the JPA shown in Table 1.7. Considering a “Still Water
Level” of 6.15m AOD, the Joint Probability suggests a wave height of 0m. This is considered
extremely unlikely in real life for the following reason:
The average high tide (Mean High Water Springs MHWS) for Mumbles is 4.5m AOD
The Highest Astronomical Tide (HAT) for Mumbles is 5.5m AOD
These values are purely a result of astronomic factors, they do not include any influence
from local weather conditions.
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The 200yr extreme tide (Still Water Level) has been estimated from tide gauge readings as
6.15m AOD
Therefore to obtain a tide (Still Water Level) of 6.15m AOD there must be a positive surge
occurring at the time of high water of at least 0.65m, probably more like 1m +.
To obtain a surge of such magnitude on the coast of S Wales requires an intense low
pressure system approaching from the Atlantic. Associated with such a system would be
strong onshore gales force winds and large waves.
Is therefore considered highly unlikely that 0m wave heights would be experienced in
Swansea Bay when water levels are 6.15m AOD.

2.6.3.5/6/7

Wave Overtopping to breakwater

In addition to the issues about the accuracy of the JPA, the updated FCA has incorrectly
assessed the potential for waves to overtop the breakwater in a severe flood event.
In the field of Coastal Engineering, much research has been carried out into determining the
amount of water liable to overtop various coastal structures during storm events. The
proposed breakwater has a sloping profile and waves are likely to run up the structure to
some degree. The amount of run-up, and hence the amount of overtopping can be
calculated using scientific equations and depends on factors such as wave height, wave
period, profile of structure etc.
It is noted that the methodology reported in the FCA merely involves adding 2/3 of wave
height to water level. This gives a wave crest elevation which could be considered
acceptable for an open sea calculation (e.g. to determine whether a wave crest might touch
the underside of an offshore platform). However it is not considered appropriate for a
coastal structure where run-up is a factor.

2.6.3.10

Summary of Tidal Flood Risk to the Project

Based on the drawings submitted the minimum crest elevation of the breakwater is 7.5m
AOD, however there is an area of land adjacent to the landfall point of the western
breakwater which is shown as being 7.0m AOD. This appears to provide the minimum
threshold (defence) level for determining flood risk. The floor level of the Gateway building
is to bet set 1m lower than this at 6.0m AOD
Considering the extreme sea levels mentioned above it would appear the Gateway building
would be protected by the breakwater / landscaping works for the majority of flood events:
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Tidal Flood Event

Still Water Level

Threshold of flooding

Flooding

0.5% (1 : 200yr)

6.2m AOD

7.0m AOD

Nil

0.1% (1 : 1000yr)

6.4m AOD

7.0m AOD

Nil

0.5% CC (75yrs)

6.9m AOD

7.0m AOD

Nil

0.1% CC (75yrs)

7.1m AOD

7.0m AOD

Yes

The above values suggest that the extreme sea level in a 0.1% event in 75 years time could
potentially overspill the threshold level by approximately 0.1m. In theory this water could
flow overland and gravitate to the Gateway Building, filling it to a depth of 1.1m
However, it is acknowledged that there are many uncertainties associated with current
predictions of extreme sea levels, even more so with climate change estimates. It is also
acknowledged that the above flood scenario of 0.1m depth over the threshold (together
with the limited duration of overspilling at the peak of the tidal cycle) may not actually
provide sufficient volume of incoming seawater to actually reach the Gateway building. A
pragmatic approach would be that additional landscaping works could prevent this possible
flood route.
Regarding wave overtopping during a storm event it is considered the FCA has not
adequately determined the severity of these events. This conclusion has been arrived at
from issues with the accuracy of the Joint Probability Analysis and the methodology
employed to assess wave overtopping.
It is acknowledged that the Project will incorporate an emergency evacuation plan (2.6.3.9)
so that the Offshore Visitor Centre and the breakwater access roads can be evacuated when
storm conditions are forecast. This is considered a pragmatic approach.

2.7.4

Potential Impact of Project on Flood Risk Elsewhere

This is the part of the FCA which raises the greatest issue. Under certain conditions it has
been shown by the applicant that the project will cause an increase to the local wave
climate along the Mumbles frontage due to waves being deflected off the breakwater.
Mumbles is an existing flood risk area and any increase in wave height at this location will
increase flood risk.
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2.7.4.3/4

Previous modeling as part of Environmental Statement

As part of the initial assessment a wave transformation model was used to determine the
impacts of the proposed breakwater on the wave climate within Swansea Bay. This initial
study considered a range of conditions such as wave height, wave direction and water level.
The initial assessment determined that under certain conditions the proposed breakwater
would reflect incoming waves, with the result that localized wave height along the
Mumbles frontage would be increased from 0.93m to 1.16m (increase of 0.23m or approx.
25%). The conditions assessed were a 1 in 20yr return period wave height (offshore wave
height 7.5m) coincident with MHWS tide level. (2.7.4.3 (iii))
Whilst 0.23m may not seem a large increase, basic wave overtopping calculations
undertaken by NRW indicate this could lead to a near two-fold increase in the overtopping
rate. (See attached diagrams)
The study also identified that under some conditions (eg N E winds / waves) there could be
a slight improvement to the existing situation with the lagoon providing some shelter.
Nonetheless it has been shown that the lagoon will increase wave heights and hence
increase flood risk. TAN 15 indicates there should be no increase in existing flood risk, in a
range of events up to extreme flood (0.1% Annual Exceedance Probability).

2.7.4.5/6

Joint Probability Analysis for wave conditions at Mumbles

Following discussion with NRW the wave transformation model was re-run for a number of
weather conditions / water levels both without the proposals in place (existing) and with
the breakwater included (proposed). This gave a series of inshore wave heights: water
levels along the Mumbles frontage.
Further JPA were then undertaken on the results to determine a range of wave height:
water level conditions with a 0.5% and 0.1% joint probability (also 0.5% CC and 0.1% CC).
As discussed above, NRW has limited confidence in the accuracy of the JPA – particularly for
the extreme events.
Also, this methodology does not give a true picture of the impacts of the breakwater for a
given single storm event, as it considers a range of scenarios.

2.7.4.7-12

Wave Overtopping at Mumbles

The results of the wave transformation model for a range of conditions were then entered
into the wave overtopping software, Eurotop. This software calculates the amount of water
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overtopping a seawall for a given range of parameters including wave height, water level,
seawall dimensions etc. One of the critical factors is the amount of freeboard, or height of
the wall above sea level.
It is noted that the overtopping calculations provided in the FCA were not undertaken at the
lowest point of the seawall along the Mumbles frontage.
The main flood risk area, where the sea wall and ground levels are at their lowest is
between the slipway near Clifton Terrace and Dunns Lane, a length of approximately 750m.
This can clearly be seen in Fig 2.2.
The overtopping calculations however, were carried out at a location further towards
Mumbles Head (profile 202), where the sea wall crest is approx. 0.5m to 1m higher.
Therefore the rate and amount of water overtopping will be underestimated.
The results are compiled in a series of tables giving differences in overtopping pre and post
development. The FCA concludes that the net impact is negligible, considering all scenarios.
Ignoring the issues discussed above regarding the accuracy of the analysis, the results
indicate that under certain conditions there will be an increase in wave overtopping at
Mumbles. (e.g. for the 0.1% event including climate change, the results show for a 5.0m
water level (an average spring tide) there could be an increase in overtopping of
approximately 25ltrs/s/m.
It is noted the impact of this on the existing flood risk area at Mumbles has not been
quantified – the FCA concludes that as the net difference (i.e. the range of combined
scenarios) is marginal, no analysis of flood routes, extent of flooding, increases in depth etc.
has been carried out. (2.7.4.14)

2.7.4.15

NRW Sensitivity Test

The JPA results were provided to NRW and the issues highlighted above regarding the
accuracy of the JPA were discussed with the applicant’s Consultant (ABPmer).
NRW suggested the wave transformation model be re-run for a typical storm scenario both
without and with the proposed breakwater in place. This would then give a true picture of
the impacts of the structure during a “real-life” event.
There appears to have been some miss-understanding of NRW’s sensitivity test request and
a further JPA was undertaken which suggested a marginal decrease in overtopping rates.
The NRW sensitivity test was therefore clarified: that the wave transformation model be rerun in the existing scenario (i.e. pre development) for 4 storm conditions which were
considered to be realistic:
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0.5% AEP water level with 5m offshore wave height approaching from a SW direction
0.1% AEP water level with 6 m offshore wave height approaching from a SW direction
0.5% AEP (+CC) water level with 5m offshore wave height approaching from a SW direction.
0.1% AEP (+CC) water level with 6m offshore wave height approaching from a SW direction.
This would give a range of inshore conditions along the Mumbles frontage.
The proposed breakwater would then be included in the wave transformation model and 4
further runs be undertaken using exactly the same storm conditions as before. This would
give a true picture of the impact of the lagoon on the wave climate within the bay. To date
no results have been received.
2.7.4.17

Summary of Impacts of Effect of Project on Existing Flood Risk.

The FCA states that “Wave modeling and a JPA carried out for this assessment have
demonstrated that the risk and consequences of wave overtopping to the Mumbles
frontage and wider Bay is not increased as a result of the project”
For the reasons identified above we cannot agree with this statement.
ENDS
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Department for Housing and Regeneration
Adran Tai ac Adfywio

Our ref: WG0701-14
To all Chief Planning Officers

9th January 2014

Dear Colleague,
Planning Policy on Flood Risk and Insurance Industry Changes
Given recent flooding and storm events I am writing to up date you on a
number of issues that have arisen in relation to the interpretation and use of
national planning policy in respect of development and flood risk.
Insurance Industry Flood Cover
Flood insurance as a financial activity is classed as a reserved matter for
which the UK Government is responsible. DEFRA consulted last summer
(2013) on proposals for how the insurance industry will provide flood cover to
domestic properties in the future. The consultation was accompanied by a
draft Memorandum of Understanding between the UK Government and
Association of British Insurers which has influenced flood insurance clauses in
the Water Bill. These clauses may have an impact on planning applications,
and the ability to demonstrate a 5 year housing land supply.
The new proposals are based upon introducing “Flood Re”, which is a
reinsurance pool of funding for high risk households, and in effect caps flood
insurance premiums. Premiums would be set according to property council
tax bands, and therefore home owners, and perspective purchasers, will know
the maximum they could be asked to pay for flood insurance cover.
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However these proposals will only apply to properties built before 2009, and
therefore new developments built after this date will be subject to uncapped
risk reflective premiums. Consequently, in order to ensure that insurance
cover will be obtainable, new developments should only be permitted in a
flood risk area where it can be made safe, resistant and resilient to flooding
for a given flood event (e.g. 1 in 100 chance or 1 in 200 chance of occurring in
any year), and does not increase flood risk elsewhere.
In Wales the standard of mitigation that should be achieved is set out in
Technical Advice Note 15: Development and Flood Risk. A summary of these
requirements is included as an Annex to this letter.
Why is flood insurance a planning consideration?
Mortgage lenders in the UK generally require mortgage holders to purchase
buildings insurance which includes cover for flooding. Therefore if new
homes, which are built after 2009, do not provide an appropriate standard of
mitigation then the ability to get insurance cover may be limited or not even
possible. This in turn will affect the ability of purchasers to secure mortgages
which means properties cannot be sold. This lack of market certainty may
mean that the development does not get built thereby resulting in those units
not contributing towards providing a 5 year supply of housing.
As new properties will pay risk-reflective prices for insurance, it provides
further incentive to consider the lifetime of the development and how residents
will be able to cope with flood risk in the long term.
How will the Insurance Industry know whether new development meets
the appropriate standard of flood mitigation?
The Water Bill will contain provisions for data sharing between the insurance
industry, Natural Resources Wales, Lead Local Flood Authorities, and Welsh
Government.
This includes the annual High Level Target (HLT) 13 report prepared by
Natural Resources Wales in association with the Welsh Local Government
Association. HLT13 identifies those planning applications that were approved
in areas of flood risk, and those approved contrary to Natural Resources
Wales’ advice. This information will be used by the insurance industry to
determine whether the residual risk of flooding is acceptable for insurance
cover for individual developments.
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Surface Water Flood Risk
The Flood Risk Regulations 2009 have introduced a requirement for surface
water flood maps to be produced by the end of December 2013. Lead Local
Flood Authorities have been working with Natural Resources Wales and the
Environment Agency to produce an online surface water flood map. Details of
the maps can be found at: http://watermaps.environment-agency.gov.uk
Section 8 of TAN15 identifies that consultation with regard to surface water
may be required with Land Drainage Authorities. Therefore it may be
necessary to consult internally with colleagues fulfilling the role of Lead Local
Flood Authority to determine whether surface water flood risk is an issue
when considering allocations in local development plans or determining
individual planning applications.
In respect of river and tidal flood risk, reference should still be made to the
Development Advice Maps published by the Welsh Government. The latest
version of these was published in March 2013, and can be found at:
http://data.wales.gov.uk/apps/floodmapping/

Climate Change and the Lifetime of Development
Paragraph A1.5 of TAN15 identifies that a proposed development must
provide a safe and secure living and/or working environment throughout its life
and that an assessment should include a flood event which has a 0.1% (or 1
in 1000 chance) probability of occurrence in any year.
Natural Resources Wales advise that the lifetime of development for
residential development is 100 years, and for other development it is
considered to be 75 years.
Therefore it is necessary to take account of the potential impact of climate
change over the lifetime of development including a flood event which has a
0.1% probability of occurrence.

Consultation with Natural Resources Wales
Section 6 of TAN15 sets out the tests that should be considered in order to
justify the location of development within a flood risk area. This is a matter for
the Local Planning Authority to undertake, and these should be undertaken
sequentially. Therefore the Local Planning Authority should be able to identify
how a proposed development meets tests i, ii, and iii of Paragraph 6.2 prior to
consulting NRW on any detailed Flood Consequence Assessment necessary
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to demonstrate test iv. In particular paragraph 6.2 identifies that highly
vulnerable development (e.g. housing) should not be permitted in Zone
C2, and paragraph 10.8 states that allocations should not be made for
highly vulnerable development in Zone C2.
The latest HLT13 report identifies that in 2012/13 the majority of sustained
objections by NRW were in relation to applications that were not supported by
the submission of a Flood Consequence Assessment.
Paragraph 3.4 of TAN15 identifies that the planning authority will need to be
satisfied that a proposal is justified and that the consequences of flooding are
acceptable, and that developers will need to provide information to
demonstrate that their proposal satisfies the tests contained in the TAN. TAN
15 advises that the first step in undertaking an assessment must be for the
developers to consult Natural Resources Wales about the objectives of the
assessment.
In providing their expert technical advice, NRW will comment on the
acceptability of flooding consequences in terms of the risks to people and
property within the development. However they will not comment on whether
safe access and egress can be achieved to and from the site as this is a
matter for the emergency services to determine on a site by site basis
depending upon operational capabilities and equipment. The Local Resilience
Forum for your area may be able to provide further advice in liaison with Local
Authority Emergency Planners. The responses back from NRW to the LPAs
have identified this issue; however from the sample of planning committee
reports we have seen it is not clear how local planning authorities have been
addressing this.
We expect Local Planning Authorities to reflect on the issues raised in this
letter, and consider how this may impact upon development viability and
supply in flood risk areas.

Yours sincerely,

Rosemary Thomas
Chief Planner / Deputy Director
Department for Housing and Regeneration
CC: Local Authority Chief Executives
Welsh Local Government Association
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