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Background
Planning policy guidance on development and flood risk (Planning Policy Guidance note PPG25: Development and Flood Risk) was published in July 2001 and it represented a step change in policy development following the floods of Easter 1998 and Autumn 2000.  It provided robust policy for planners and other stakeholders involved in development in flood risk areas.  It aimed to ensure that flood risk is taken into account at all stages in the planning process to avoid inappropriate development in areas at risk of flooding and direct development away from areas at highest risk.  

Since PPG25 was published a number of development and flood risk issues have continued to evolve, including managing development in areas at risk of river flooding, risks from other forms of flooding, particularly flash floods, development behind existing defences, integrated urban drainage and SUDS.  A review in 2004 showed that PPG25 had succeeded in raising the profile of flooding matters in the planning process and its core policies remained valid, but that more needed to be done to implement them fully. 

ODPM is responding to this by strengthening the role of the planning system in managing flood risk as part of Making Space for Water, the Government's strategy to shape flood and coastal erosion risk management policy over the next 10–20 years.  A draft of the new PPS25, which strengthens and clarifies planning policy on development and flood risk to ensure flood risk is taken into account at all stages in the planning process, avoid inappropriate development in areas at risk of flooding, and direct development away from areas at highest risk, was published for consultation on 5 December 2005. 
http://www.info4local.gov.uk/searchreport.asp?id=27220&heading=e-mail+alert 
The new Planning Policy Statements which support the revised planning system introduced with the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act in 2004 set out planning policy in clear and unambiguous terms.  To help with the implementation of the planning policy contained in them, ODPM publishes practice guidance on how to apply the policy in practical terms.

Development and flood risk management: PPS 25 and Practice Guide

The new PPS25 will be accompanied by a Practice Guide to give help in how to apply the policy, with examples. Getting planners and other stakeholders to apply the policy in PPS25 is a key challenge and the Practice Guide is critical to delivering the PPS25 policies in practice.  In developing the Practice Guide, the key issues ODPM are interested in, set out in Section 3 of the PPS25 consultation document, are:

1. Flood risk assessments at regional, local and site levels;

2. Operating the sequential test and exception test;

3. Identifying and using opportunities for reducing flood risk;

4. Managing surface water; and 

5. Managing residual risk.

Aims and Objectives of the conference

The conference aims to scope the issues for the delivery of PPS25 and identify how these should be reflected in the content of the Practice Guide. It will be a chance for delegates to both gain a wider understanding of the background to what is being put forward and make a contribution to the process of developing useful and practical guidance on how to use and apply the policy in PPS25. Delegates will be circulated with briefing material before the meeting to enable then to see how Practice Guide drafting is progressing and to prompt comments.   
The objectives of the conference are to:

· Confirm the areas where guidance is needed on how to implement PPS25 

· Seek views on the scope of the Practice guide – what it should and should not contain 

· Identify examples of good practice

Programme

09.00
Registration and refreshments

09.45 
        Chairman’s introduction and welcome to the Conference on behalf of CIWEM 




      Robin Green, Wardell Armstrong LLP & CIWEM President 

09.50-11.25   Session 1   Chairman   Jim Claydon RTPI 
09.50-10.15 An introduction to PPS25 – key points     Lester Hicks ODPM

10.15 – 10.45   Questions and Answers

10.45 The Practice Guide

10.45 – 11.00 General introduction   Peter Bide ODPM 
The main part of the conference will focus on the Practice Guide and each of five themes will be discussed in 5, 40 minute sessions. Each session will be introduced by a thought provoking speaker from the ODPM Practice Guide Advisory Group and then facilitated by the chair to enable delegates to be able to express their views about the outline ideas on the practice guide. 

11.00    Theme 1.  Flood risk assessments at regional, local and site levels
Introduction: Speaker  Mervyn Pettifor, Environment Agency 
11.40     Buffet and refreshments  

12.25     Session 2  Chairman  Mark Fletcher ARUP
12.25 – 13.05  Theme2. Operating the sequential test and exception test
Introduction: Speaker  Steve Williams Planning Officers Society & South Holland Council

13.05 – 13.45  Theme 3. Identifying and using opportunities for reducing flood risk
Introduction: Speaker  Rachael Hill  Environment Agency

13.45-14.25   Sweets and refreshments

14.25-16.00  Session 3  Chairman  Lester Hicks ODPM 

14.25 – 15.05 Theme 4. Managing surface water 

Introduction: Speaker  Graham Fairhurst, Borough of Telford and Wrekin

15.05 – 15.50 Theme 5 Managing residual risk
Introduction:  Speaker  Matt Crossman Association of British Insurers 
15.50   Conclusions and Summary  Lester Hicks, ODPM

16.00  Close   Refreshments

Planning to manage flood risk:  the new PPG25

Lester Hicks

ODPM, Minerals and Waste Planning Division, B2, Eland House,  2 Bressenden Place, London  SW1E 5DU   lester.hicks@odpm.gsi.gov.uk
Synopsis

Around 10% of England, by land area, population and housing stock, is within areas of significant flood risk. The planning system has to work with this reality. While development must avoid flood risk where possible and be managed elsewhere, we have to ensure existing communities in such areas can wherever possible continue to be sustainable and are not blighted.   

Climate change is predicted to increase future flood risk. But a combined response, with planning playing a key role, can manage the risk.

PPG25 has raised the profile of flooding as a planning issue and its policies are generally working well.  While progress is being made, more action is needed to get all planning authorities to accept and implement its advice.  To do this PPS25 restates core policies in a way that is clearer and easier to understand, and where necessary strengthens them.  There are five main changes: the new PPS structure; a more strategic approach; stronger guidance on flood risk assessment; a clarified sequential test; and a new exception test to deal with larger developed areas all within the higher risk zones, where a blanket ban on further development would cause extensive blight.

The other components of the planning package on flood risk, announced in early December 2005 as part of Government's Making Space for Water strategy, include: extending the Environment Agency's statutory consultee role; possible making a flooding Direction; and adding gateway questions to the Standard Application form.

The consultation draft of the new PPS25 and the draft standing planning Direction on flooding and proposals for extending the Environment Agency's statutory consultee role were published on 5 December.  Consultation ends on 28 February.

Introduction to the PPS25 Practice Guide

Peter Bide

ODPM, Minerals and Waste Planning Division, 4/A3, Eland House,  2, Bressenden Place, London  SW1E 5DU   peter.bide@odpm.gsi.gov.uk
Synopsis

The new PPS25, published in draft for consultation on 5 December 2005, will be one of the new Planning Policy Statements which support the revised planning system introduced with the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act in 2004, setting out planning policy in clear and unambiguous terms.  To help with the implementation of the planning policy contained in the PPSs, ODPM publishes practice guidance on how to apply the policy in practical terms.  The new PPS25 will be accompanied by a Practice Guide to explain how to apply the policy, with examples. An outline framework of the intended content of the Practice Guide has been included in the PPS25 consultation document and views are sought on it’s the scope and content.

Getting planners and other stakeholders to apply the policy in PPS25 is a key challenge so the Practice Guide is critical to delivering the PPS25 policies in practice.  We must build on the information on how to apply policy that is in the current PPG25 to produce a Practice Guide is both comprehensive and accessible.  

The key issues that the Practice Guide will cover are:

· Flood risk assessments at regional, local and site levels;

· Operating the sequential test and exception test;

· Identifying and using opportunities for reducing flood risk;

· Managing surface water; and 

· Managing residual risk.

Themes and issues for ODPM/CIWEM conference on 16 February

Development and Flood Risk: Consulting on PPS25 and Practice Guide: Targeting delivery
This paper aims to highlight some issues for discussion during the Conference. The aim is to stimulate thinking before the conference starts. This paper will not form part of PPS25 or the Practice Guide.

Following introductory presentations, the day will take the format of a short introduction to each of the five themes below, followed by group discussion of the issues involved. Questions have been identified for each theme to stimulate discussion, but should not be seen as all encompassing. 

A key aim of the day is to ensure that the Practice Guide provides the right amount and coverage of information and is pitched at the appropriate level for potential users. General questions to be considered around that aim are:

i) What should be the balance between detailed advice, checklists, rigid procedures, and a more flexible approach to suit the requirements of the locality? 

ii) Should definitive standards be set in the Practice Guide (e.g. for allowable potential depth of flooding at a site), or should appropriate standards derive from a Regional or Strategic Flood Risk Assessment?

iii) The Practice Guide is primarily aimed at planners. Can the needs of developers also be met?

Iv)  How should the Practice Guide link with other existing technical guidance?

Theme1: Flood Risk assessments at regional, local and site levels.

PPS25 formalises the requirement for Regional and Strategic Flood Risk Assessments (RFRAs & SFRAs), for those considering land use allocations. The principle of RFRA and SFRA is not new, as PPG25 highlighted the need for 'appropriate' flood risk assessments, so the process of flood risk assessment at these scales should already be underway.  To be genuinely strategic, a flood risk assessment should consider the flood risks before considering development distribution, rather than seeking to justify a pre-conceived notion. SFRAs should inform the Sustainability Appraisal, rather than being considered in isolation.  

The interaction between RFRA and SFRA needs to be considered. In particular, what level of detail is required in a RFRA to fulfil the requirements for the development of flood risk policies in RSSs?  Generally RFRAs are expected to consider the distribution of flood risk across a region, and to allocate broad areas for potential development with regard to this. In some cases, a RFRA may identify areas where existing risk is high enough to warrant further study before any further development is planned. This further study may take the form of a Sub-Regional FRA covering a number of local authorities, e.g. a river catchment.

There is a need to ensure that these levels of flood risk assessment complement each other, taking account of other strategic plans such as Environment Agency Catchment Management Plans. These plans may generate a lot of information that a RFRA or SFRA can use, and vice-versa. The mechanisms of interaction and what information is useful for strategic land use plans and flood management plans needs to be defined.  Similarly, the mechanisms for iteration between RFRA and SFRA, and site-specific FRAs, and other plans as they develop needs to be defined.

While SFRAs are carried out across a LPA area, whether this is done to a uniform standard needs to be considered. On the one hand a SFRA needs to consider all risks equally, so that development can be guided to lowest risk areas wherever possible, but on the other, costly or abortive work can be carried out on issues or in locations which are known not to be of significance. For example, in an upland district with small flood plains, an SFRA might be mainly concerned with management of surface water in Zone 1, rather than development in Zone 3, which might not be proposed. Should effort be made in detailed study of the flood map of Zone 3 in this case?

The same dialogue is needed at a more site specific level. A FRA has the basic requirement to consider and manage all sources of flood risk to a proposed development, ensuring that the receptor of a flood risk (commonly a site owner, or homeowner), is not threatened as a result of flooding. Flooding from the sea and rivers is known via Environment Agency maps, but other sources of flooding such as groundwater, overland flow and from sewers need to be considered. The planning and building regulation system does not at present consider the whole cycle of water management. 

PPG25 contained a check list in Appendix F that a FRA should follow "as a minimum". In practice this is a demanding list for small scale development such as single dwellings. The information required for FRAs needs to be appropriate to that development and should be established in the Practice Guide, and has to be realistic. Options include a fixed check list similar to that contained in PPG25, a matrix arrangement to reflect the scale and location of the development, or leaving the decision to individual developers and LPAs on the basis of the outcomes of the SFRA and the particular flood issues in the locality, possibly with some generic advice to guide them through the process.

There is an inevitable issue of timing to consider as well. Many LPAs have not completed SFRAs. It will take time to carry out and deliver the results of a SFRA, but in that time, planning applications will still be made. If a SFRA is to help inform the sequential test in the locality, will a developer be expected to carry out detailed work ahead of the SFRA?

Some questions to consider: 
i)  What should be the scope of RFRAs and SFRAs? Should this be closely prescribed in the Practice Guide, or should individual planning bodies take a decision on the basis of their local issues?
ii)  Where is the divide and inter-relationship between RFRAs, Sub Regional FRAs and SFRAs? A RFRA should inform Regional Spatial Strategy policy which will not include lines on a map but give overarching policy. Other lower levels of plan can be location specific.  Does this cause potential conflict between plans?
iii) Should a SFRA be to a uniform degree of study across a district, or should it identify locations or issues at the scoping stage and focus on these? How much weight should the findings of an SFRA have when planners are considering the options for development?
iv) What is needed for site specific FRAs beyond existing guidance (e.g. existing PPG25, CIRIA C624 report)? 

v) Will a prescriptive list of what should be covered at each level of flood risk assessment be helpful, or will it undermine the outputs of the SFRA for the district? Where is the balance between nationally acknowledged good practice, and the specific issues of the local area?

Theme 2:  Operating the Sequential test and Exception test

Annex D of the consultation draft of PPS25 covers the sequential test and exception test procedures. The aim of this is to support the principle that sites with the lowest flood risk should be used for the most vulnerable developments, and the areas of highest flood risk locations avoided wherever possible. However, where other sustainable development considerations apply, then the exception test allows appropriate development to be considered in higher risk locations.

The working of the exception test in particular needs to be fully examined. At one extreme, the test should not be so loose that any development can be justified by it, but on the other hand, it should not embargo appropriate development being considered. Particular questions arise in locations with large amounts of defended Zone 3 land, such as Hull or the Thames Gateway, where vital but highly sensitive social infrastructure such as hospitals are required.

Intrinsic to the sequential test are the flood zones, which largely reflect the classifications set out in PPG25. The definition of zone 3 has been reconsidered and is now split into two subdivisions, rather than three. Since defining these clearly and mapping the broader zones will form a fundamental building block of SFRAs, the derivation and description of the zones needs to be clear. Equally however, with physical land characteristics varying around the country, the rigidity of these definitions needs to be considered. The principle of the SFRA determining land use could be compromised by a sequential test that is so rigid that all decisions are effectively already made, and only the exception test can allow departures. For example, should infill development in zone 3 accept the principle of developed land around it, or be subject to a sequential test that might not permit development? For a hospital development, the threat to life of locating it at a remote flood free location might be outweighed by the benefit of a flood resistant design more locally.

The aim of both these tests is to make the decision making process at the regional and district level, more transparent and accountable. By consciously weighing up the issues via the sequential test and the SFRA, the planning authority will then ensure that flood risk is fully understood and incorporated into land use allocation decisions. 

Questions to consider

i) How do you think the Practice Guide can explain the sequential test so it is workable at regional, local and site-specific level?

ii) What guidance is needed for the application of the sequential test and exception test in different types of flood risk area to be practical?

iii) What guidance is needed on the location of development in Flood zone 3a and 3b in Table D1?
iv) What guidance, if any, is needed to explain and apply the Flood Risk Vulnerability Classification (table D2)?
Theme 3:   Identifying and using opportunities for reducing flood risk

While it is a reasonable expectation that planning for new development can address issues of flood risk, there is debate about how far the land use planning system can consider current problems.

Many flooding problems, particularly the more local issues of surface water or groundwater flooding are well known, and there may be an expectation that if development proceeds, then as well as managing its own flooding issues, it can solve these problems. Sometimes it has proved possible to solve issues on an opportunistic basis, when a new development has been in the right location at the right time. However, PPS25 may offer an opportunity to manage such problems on a more strategic basis. How far can and should the planning system be used to do this? And how can local expectation be managed in relation to the ability of all parties in the process to deliver.  Where does the boundary lie between using strategic opportunities to achieve win-win outcomes, and forcing developers to fund betterment?

Within the PPS documentation there needs to be some clarification of this. Building Regulations exist to allow safe occupation of properties, and issues such as management of surface water within property curtilages may be addressed there. 

On a broader basis, development can help to manage flood risk sustainably in a location. Re-establishing corridors alongside rivers in brownfield developments could have a double benefit of ensuring the new development is moved to lower risk parts of a site, and also of allowing flood flows to be managed in public open space close to the river. At key sites, commonly in city centres, the benefits of doing this will extend some way beyond the immediate site. In Worcester, local plan policies have existed for some time to achieve this aim on a more strategic basis, and it is possible other LPAs could develop this, to highlight issues identified by their SFRA.

On a local basis, there are a number of players involved, the developer, the LPA, the community, drainage authorities, and statutory undertakers. Clearly, the better the communication between all, the greater opportunity there is for suitable schemes and designs. Major sites in particular, such as the London Olympic site, can offer potentially large benefits provided the issues are understood and solutions included in master plans at the earliest stage.

It is key to note here that these opportunities are concerned with how to manage risk overall, and not how to mitigate risk to individual properties. This is considered later, but moving straight to flood resistant or resilient design is seldom the best way to approach flood management.

Much of this subject can be illustrated with well developed case studies, which demonstrate that significant reductions in flood risk can be achieved quite simply, without complex engineering. Configuring site layout is one of the easiest actions, provided that it is considered before site layouts and associated economic factors have been firmed up.

Some questions to consider:

i)
How far can the land use planning system be used as a mechanism for reducing flood risk? 


ii)
What are the opportunities, limits and constraints?

iii)
Do you have any good practice examples of reducing flood risk?

Theme 4: 
Managing surface water

To achieve sustainable development, issues such as surface water management need to be considered and managed appropriately. While the limitations of traditional piped systems are acknowledged, the take up of alternative Sustainable Drainage Systems (SUDS) has not been as widespread as in some other countries. A recurring issue is the ongoing maintenance of these systems into the future, but as Defra is currently considering the matter, this seminar should focus on other issues around the topic.

Clearly there are cost issues to resolve - as well as the maintenance costs, there are land use considerations for above ground water management features, both in the cost of the land and in the limitations on layout of the development. A case has arisen where surface water balancing ponds have been built with no access to them, leading to problems with maintenance several years later.

With this in mind, there is debate about what the planning authorities' role should be. There is little doubt that the design of SUDS features is a planning concern, since it can impact on site layouts.  On one hand, it could be seen as a champion of sustainable drainage, as a concept rather than specific features, to ensure that truly sustainable developments are made. On the other hand, these decisions could be left to building regulation and drainage authorities.

Planners will need wide support across the local authority and from other (e.g. County) authorities to address the matter successfully. Councillors, recreation staff, ecological staff, building regulation officers and highways departments will all need to support an active strategy for sustainable surface water management, which may be an appropriate topic for the SFRA to consider. Strategies will need to cover a broad area, but may generate local outcomes that need to be built into new developments, such as ensuring the presence of rainwater collection, or even harvesting, as part of all new developments in an area. There may be parallels in highway construction and management that might provide examples.

At present, beyond representations on individual planning applications, there is no mechanism for local involvement in drainage issues, and there may be scope to develop that with the publication of PPS25. Issues need to be explained to local people and potential residents to get local buy in to plans and SUDS type solutions, so that permeable drives are not torn up and sealed in within a few years of construction and retention/balance ponds are maintained and not filled in.

Some questions to consider:

i) How proactive should planning be in managing surface water?

ii) What is the role of planning relative to other mechanisms (e.g. Building Regulations) for sustainable water management?)

iii) Is SFRA the appropriate vehicle to develop broader plans for managing surface water, or are there other tools? 

iv) What is appropriate to include in the Practice Guide, bearing in mind the existing SUDS documentation?

v)
How and in what form should local communities and potential occupants of new developments be involved in surface water design and management issues, and to what extent should the Practice Guide address this?
Theme 5: Managing residual risk

Residual risk is primarily associated with dealing with the potential consequences of flooding, commonly as a result of the influence of man on natural flooding. Residual risk needs to be considered both to the development and within the development as it is designed.  There are then a number of forms of risk and potential solutions that will be considered in the practice guide. Many of these are listed in the draft contents of the Practice Guide, issued with the PPS25 consultation papers.

Residual risk exists particularly where man has intervened in natural processes through the construction of flood alleviation or water control measures. These measures include the obvious, such as raised embankments to protect settlements, to the less obvious, such as localised land raising, upstream flood storage areas, attenuation ponds. Non-natural sources of flooding also offer a residual risk, such as reservoirs and canals, where breaches of raised water retaining structures will cause flooding. 

In all these cases, development will be safe provided the measures are working suitably.  There is a risk of flooding as a result of structural or operational failure, or simply of flooding being too severe for the measure to cope. The risk will therefore be influenced by the design standard of the measure, the proximity and nature of the development, the current and future condition of the measure (linked to its maintenance and climate change considerations). Other circumstances where residual risk needs to be considered is in the design of the development itself. If development takes place in an area protected to some degree by a low embankment, what will happen to the development if the embankment breaches or fails and what is the risk to people and property as a result?  

While flood mitigation measures such as resistant and resilient construction can provide further protection to the fabric of buildings, the suitability of their design and use will need to be ensured.  Similarly safe access for people to and from homes and the other buildings they use is an issue of residual risk that needs to be considered.

What advice can the Practice Guide give on determining residual risk?  What guidance do planners and those proposing development need to determine what residual risk is acceptable for a given development?  How far should the Practice Guide go in setting out measures to reduce and manage residual risk - and where does this become the role of Building Regulations? 

If residual risks are not addressed through the planning and design process, insurers and mortgage lenders may not insure or mortgage new properties. Insurers will need assurance that residual risks have been properly considered and effectively resolved or managed.  Where measures to reduce residual risk are built into the property, there will be an ongoing requirement for inspection and maintenance.

The link to emergency planning, and how planners address flood warning and rescue procedures is also an issue to consider for the Practice Guide. 

Possible issues

i) How do planners make decisions on managing residual risk and what information do they require to determine whether the residual risk is acceptable? 

ii) Is the expectation on planners to deal with this reasonable?

iii) What role should emergency planning have in managing residual risk through the planning and development process?  At what level of planning should they be involved?

iv) What benefits and obstacles will a consultation process on emergency planning need to consider?

v) How prescriptive should guidance be? For example, in ensuring safe access to properties, should absolute standards be set (e.g. "no flooding of access routes"), or do standards depend on local circumstances.  Is this an issue for the SFRA to consider?

vi) How should the Practice Guide address the links with Building Regulations and make responsibilities clear?

vii) Should the Practice Guide link to the proposed home buyers pack to help ensure that residual risk management measures are in place?

viii) Until reservoir flood plans (proposed for a few years time) are introduced, how will issues related to development near reservoirs be managed in the Practice Guide?

Theme1: Flood Risk assessments at regional, local and site levels.

Name _____________________________________  Phone ___________________________

1) What should be the scope of RFRAs and SFRAs? Should this be closely prescribed in the Practice Guide, or should individual planning bodies take a decision on the basis of their local issues?

2) Where is the divide and inter-relationship between RFRAs, Sub Regional FRAs and SFRAs? A RFRA should inform Regional Spatial Strategy policy which will not include lines on a map but give overarching policy. Other lower levels of plan can be location specific.  Does this cause potential conflict between plans?

3) Should a SFRA be to a uniform degree of study across a district, or should it identify locations or issues at the scoping stage and focus on these? How much weight should the findings of an SFRA have when planners are considering the options for development?

4) What is needed for site specific FRAs beyond existing guidance (e.g. existing PPG25, CIRIA C624 report)? 


5) Will a prescriptive list of what should be covered at each level of flood risk assessment be helpful, or will it undermine the outputs of the SFRA for the district? Where is the balance between nationally acknowledged good practice, and the specific issues of the local area?

Other comments

Theme 2:  Operating the Sequential test and Exception test

Name ___________________________________  Phone ________________________

1) How do you think the Practice Guide can explain the sequential test so it is workable at regional, local and site-specific level?
2) What guidance is needed for the application of the sequential test and exception test in different types of flood risk area to be practical?

3) What guidance is needed on the location of development in Flood zone 3a and 3b in Table D1?

4) What guidance, if any, is needed to explain and apply the Flood Risk Vulnerability Classification (table D2)?

Other comments

Theme 3:   Identifying and using opportunities for reducing flood risk

Name _______________________________________ Phone _____________________________

Some questions to consider:
1)  How far can the land use planning system be used as a mechanism for reducing flood risk? 

2) What are the opportunities, limits and constraints?

3) Do you have any good practice examples of reducing flood risk?

Other comments

Theme 4: 
Managing surface water

Name  ______________________________     Phone _______________________________________

Some questions to consider:

1) How proactive should planning be in managing surface water?
2) What is the role of planning relative to other mechanisms (e.g. Building Regulations) for sustainable water management?)
3) Is SFRA the appropriate vehicle to develop broader plans for managing surface water, or are there other tools? 
4) What is appropriate to include in the Practice Guide, bearing in mind the existing SUDS documentation?
5) How and in what form should local communities and potential occupants of new developments be involved in surface water design and management issues, and to what extent should the Practice Guide address this?

Other Comments
Theme 5: Managing residual risk

Name  _______________________________  Phone __________________________

Some points to consider

1) How do planners make decisions on managing residual risk and what information do they require to determine whether the residual risk is acceptable?
2) Is the expectation on planners to deal with this reasonable?
3) What role should emergency planning have in managing residual risk through the planning and development process?  At what level of planning should they be involved?
4) What benefits and obstacles will a consultation process on emergency planning need to consider?

5) How prescriptive should guidance be? For example, in ensuring safe access to properties, should absolute standards be set (e.g. "no flooding of access routes"), or do standards depend on local circumstances.  Is this an issue for the SFRA to consider?
6) How should the Practice Guide address the links with Building Regulations and make responsibilities clear?
7) Should the Practice Guide link to the proposed home buyers pack to help ensure that residual risk management measures are in place?
8) Until reservoir flood plans (proposed for a few years time) are introduced, how will issues related to development near reservoirs be managed in the Practice Guide?

9) Other comments
Development and Flood Risk
PPS25 and Practice Guide
Meeting Evaluation

1. Name:______________________________  Phone No: __________________

2. How valuable did you find the meeting? (circle)


Not valuable 



 Very valuable
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  5
3. Would any further information be useful?
* __________________________________________________________

*___________________________________________________________

*___________________________________________________________

4. What would you do to improve the event?

* __________________________________________________________

*___________________________________________________________

*___________________________________________________________

Please leave the completed evaluation at the end of the event

Or return to CMS by fax on 01531 890415
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