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REPORT OF THE STRATEGIC DIRECTOR FOR HOUSING & PLANNING


TO THE Lead Member for Planning

ON  16th May 2005

TITLE :  Salford Strategic Flood Risk Assessment – Implications for Future Regeneration.


 RECOMMENDATIONS : 

That Lead Member for Planning endorse the Report, support the Next Steps (Section 9) and recommend its presentation to Lead Member Housing, followed by inclusion on the Agenda for the next Regeneration Initiatives Cabinet Working Group. 


EXECUTIVE SUMMARY :
· The Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) has specific implications for future regeneration of Central Salford.

· Current Standard of Flood Protection does not meet the 1% risk (1 in 100 year) standard sought as a minimum by Environment Agency. 

· Future masterplanning and development proposals will need to take proper account of the mitigation requirements tailored for each of the flood cells in Lower Kersal, Charlestown and Lower Broughton.

· Failure to take full and proper account of the mitigation measures proposed in the SFRA is likely to result in statutory objections from the Environment Agency to proposed new development.  

· The SFRA has implications for City Council which will need to be taken forward as a matter of urgency to ensure clarity for Regeneration Partners, secure appropriate Standard of Protection and address public relations issues. 


BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS :
(Available for public inspection)
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment – Final Report


ASSESSMENT OF RISK:
	This report highlights the future implications for a successful regeneration programme in Central Salford, posed by existing and future flood risk. 


SOURCE OF FUNDING:
	The SFRA report has been paid for from the UDP budget.

Compliance with the recommendations of the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment will require substantial funding from both public and private sector sources.




COMMENTS OF THE STRATEGIC DIRECTOR OF CUSTOMER AND SUPPORT SERVICES (or his representative):

1. LEGAL IMPLICATIONS

N/A at this stage
2. FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS
NA at this stage
3     PROPERTY (if applicable):
NA at this stage
4     HUMAN RESOURCES (if applicable):
	


CONTACT OFFICER :
Nick Lowther - Group Leader Environment and Projects ( ext 3798)

WARD(S) TO WHICH REPORT RELATE(S):
Mainly Kersal, Broughton and Trinity Riverside, but with smaller risks across the city

KEY COUNCIL POLICIES:
Strategic Regeneration in Central Salford through Housing Market Renewal.

Unitary Development Plan / Local Development Framework.
Tackling Flood Risk has particular implications for the Community Plan, particularly A Healthy City, An Economically Prosperous City and A City That’s Good to Live In. 

1.0
Purpose of Report
1.1
The purpose of this report is :

1 To report the findings of the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment undertaken across Salford. 

2 To consider the implications of the findings for regeneration of Central Salford in particular 

3 To agree a programme of action to take forward the SFRA. 

2.0
Introduction
2.1
Much of Central Salford lies within the floodplain of the River Irwell, defined by the Environment Agency as High Flood Risk. This includes Lower Kersal, Charlestown and Lower Broughton, most of which were built before flooding was accepted as such a risk, exacerbated by impacts of Climate Change. Current planning guidance seeks to restrict new development within a floodplain, particularly where there is less than 1:100 year Standard of (flood) Protection (sop). Even allowing for the completion of the Flood Alleviation Scheme at Littleton Road Playing Fields, there will only be a 1:75 year sop.   

2.2
The Environment Agency as the regulatory authority with responsibility for Flood Protection is anxious to ensure that in an area where there is less than the minimum 1:100 year sop, no new development will be allowed that could be at risk of flooding itself or which could increase the risk of flooding elsewhere within the catchment / floodplain. (Planning Guidance in PPG25 considers that “built development should be wholly exceptional and limited to essential transport and utilities infrastructure”.)

2.3
Nevertheless, the Environment Agency recognises that regeneration commitments in Central Salford will be impossible to achieve without new development within the Flood Plain in the short term.  Nevertheless, the EA would expect the 1:100 year flood protection standard to be achieved at the earliest opportunity. In reality the EA have still not decided which is the most practical option to raise the sop to 1:100 years.

2.4
Salford has undertaken a Strategic Flood Risk Assessment in order to understand the levels of flood risk for existing residents and businesses, the additional impact from new development (given the existing substandard levels of protection.) and the mitigation that would be required to flood proof the area and individual developments.  Clearly, in accepting the results of the SFRA, the Environment Agency would only lift their statutory objection to new development, if neighbourhoods and new development were suitably flood proofed. There would be a substantial additional cost to regeneration to achieve this in the short term. 

3.0
Salford’s Strategic Flood Risk Assessment  

3.1
In March 2004, Salford City Council engaged JBA Consulting  to undertake a Strategic Flood Risk Assessment for Salford with  particular emphasis on establishing a way forward for regeneration of Central Salford .

3.2
The purpose of the SFRA was :

· To identify areas of the city at risk of flooding either from Main River (eg Irwell) and other Critical Ordinary Watercourses (eg Sindsley Brook etc)

· To apply modelling of topographical and river level data in order to delineate Flood Zones and establish areas at low, medium and high risk.

· To assess the flood risk attached to land allocations in the Review UDP. 

· Propose options for flood risk mitigation on both an area and a site specific basis, which would allow regeneration to proceed in the short term.

3.3
There are three key concepts contained within the Study, which it is important to understand.

1
Standard of Flood Protection: The SFRA identified those areas of the City that were vulnerable to flood, delineating these by their chance of flood risk (High, Medium & Low). The study focuses on those areas at High Risk – or a greater than 1% risk (1 in 100 year event).  In particular, the study focuses on the Lower Irwell Valley, which is at particular risk.  This area was identified as a High Risk Zone (equivalent to Zone 3 as defined by Planning Guidance, PPG25). The Lower Irwell Valley areas of High Risk were then subdivided into separate flood cells.

2 Flood Cells : Floodplains are linked and any changes to the flooding regime in one floodplain will have a knock on effect on another by passing forward flood waters. Within defended floodplains, at High Risk of flooding, a more detailed assessment is required because each new development has the potential to produce significantly altered risks across the flood plain as a result of “handing on” additional waters. This  “flood cell” approach is designed to ensure that Lower Kersal, Charlestown and Lower Broughton are considered as self contained flood planning units and are able to accommodate any flood waters as a result of overtopping defences without incurring any additional risk to adjoining areas, either by way of overland flow, or as a result of reduced flood water capacity.

This approach is fundamental for the Environment Agency who have placed a limit on the amount of water that it will allow to be handed forward downstream of Lower Broughton, because of the subsequent impact in Manchester and the Ship Canal.    

3 Residual Flood Risk: No matter how high the Standard of Protection (sop), there will always be a residual risk to development in High Risk areas, based on the possible overtopping of flood defences and / or the breach of defences. In recognition of this, (and particularly because the existing flood defences are only designed to a 1;75 years sop), the SFRA seeks to  allocate new development only in sustainable locations within Flood Cells.  This would ensure that:

i
zoning of most sensitive uses (eg residential, community uses) to the areas of least residual risk 

ii    overland drainage disperses water to the lowest elevation and minimises risk to life and damage to properties. 


iii   design solutions raise living accommodation above maximum water depth.

iv   design solutions maximise flood proofing for the whole Flood Cell.

3.4
It is the conclusion that, until the Environment Agency has raised the sop to a minimum of 1:100 (allowing for climate change), new development can only proceed provided that the SFRA recommendation for each flood cell are implemented. 

3.5
The philosophy adopted is therefore a thorough and precautionary approach, based on a worst case scenario, that can sit independently of the Environment Agency Strategy.  It is essential for the City Council to adopt such a precautionary approach in order to do everything it can to protect life and property, yet seek to promote necessary regeneration. 

3.6
The final report by JBA Consulting was received in March 2005 and the main findings are outlined below. 

Summary of Key Findings

3.7
The findings should be read in conjunction with the attached Plan 1, (which shows the areas of High Risk, Medium Risk, Low Risk) and Plan 2 (which shows specific proposals for flood mitigation).

3.8
Lower Kersal, Charlestown and Lower Broughton all lie in the High Flood Risk Zone 

3.9
Note that the summary adopts worst case scenarios which, although extremely unlikely, are nevertheless possible and for the City Council (as the responsible public authority) must be planned for.     

4.0
Flood Risk in Lower Kersal
Scenario

4.1
In the worst case scenario of a breach or overtopping of flood defences between Littleton Road Bridge and the Jubilee Footbridge, floodwater would flow through the housing area east of Littleton Road, including Northallerton Road, to get back in to the Irwell at Kersal Dale / Castle Irwell. Many houses would be flooded to low depth, but rapid and dangerous inundation would occur along the line of Kersal Way to a depth of 1.5 metres - with consequent risk to life.    

Mitigation

4.2 Impact of flooding can only be mitigated involving some major trade offs. 

These involve

· a low level bund (up to 1metre height) around the north east boundary of the Manchester United Training Ground to act as a secondary line of defence. This would act as a detention basin and slow down the speed of flooding in Lower Kersal. This low level bund would substantially reduce the risk of loss of life whilst ensuring that flood flows were not “handed on” elsewhere within the Lower Irwell Flood Plain.


· Within the Lower Kersal flood cell, any new development should ensure that there is no reduction in water storage capacity and should avoid low lying areas and avoid any blockage to flows of flood waters.  The practical implications of this relate particularly to the housing allocation H9/12 (Kersal Way / Kingsley Ave). 

· This area is not considered suitable for essential civil infrastructure or more vulnerable sections of the community.

-  
     UDP Allocations
The SFRA suggests that another housing site to H9/12 should be considered, but if there is no alternative, any development should be designed to allow for a flood flow with as much open space as possible at the lowest parts of the site along Kersal Way. Residential development should be restricted to first floor with full flood proofing at lower levels.  This should only proceed when the low flood bund has been provided.

5.0
Flood Risk in Charlestown 

Scenario

5.1
Charlestown sits between the river and the lower lying flood plain to the south covering the Gerald Road roundabout and Poets Estate. There is a six metre height difference. The major threat of overtopping is upstream of Littleton Road Bridge.

5.2
In a worst case scenario, flooding would impact on a large number of properties as water seeks a route back to the Irwell in the vicinity of the David Lewis Playing Fields. Inundation would be slower than Lower Kersal and there would be much less risk of loss of life. Nevertheless, considerable flooding of property would occur to a depth of up to 0.5 metre.  Higher depths up to 1.5 metres would be expected locally, in depressions in the area, between the weir and Jubilee footbridge and between Cromwell Bridge and Gerald Road footbridge. The gathering ground for water at the David Lewis Playing Fields would result in depths of 1.5 metres.

Mitigation

5.3
Flood flows should be routed overland between higher elevations and the low lying area of Wallness. Flows should be encouraged, using the natural topography and creation of flood easements, particularly along Littleton Road, through the roundabout to David Lewis PF. This “flood channel” should be well graded with landscaped rises set back from the road. David Lewis Playing Fields should be regraded to maximise their storage potential.

5.4
Raising the height of the riverbank, between Littleton Rd Bridge and Jubilee footbridge, is not considered appropriate as this would effectively push water downstream and “hand on” additional quantities of floodwater over the flood defences into Lower Kersal.

5.5
Any redevelopment in the area should ensure no reduction in floodplain storage and avoid lowest lying areas. 

5.6
Elsewhere in Charlestown development should not block any flow paths and should be designed for flood proofing.

5.7
Parts of the Highest Risk areas of Charlestown are unsuitable for essential civil infrastructure. This would be better located towards the railway line.

UDP Allocations

5.8
The large Mixed Use Allocation MX3/3 (Whit Lane) should be designed to allow water to flow through unhindered. This would require first floor residential with open ground level parking. The ground level should not be raised as this would reduce flood cell storage capacity and “bounce” additional floodwater into Lower Kersal. The allocation could also allow for open space to act as local storage.

5.9
Housing Allocation H9/19 (Castle Irwell) would be flooded to depths of 0.5m and should be designed accordingly.

5.10
Employment Allocation E3/5 (Lissadel St) is not affected but the Innovation Park E3/4 (Frederick Rd / Winders Way) adjoining the High Risk Flood Zone, would need to be designed to withstand flooding and so as not to reduce the flood storage capacity of David Lewis PF.

6.0
Flood Risk in Lower Broughton 
Scenario

6.1
The worst case scenario would involve floodwater causing large scale and rapid inundation, high depths of flood water in low lying areas. The location for potential overtopping is between Wallness Bridge and Hough Lane footbridge and upstream of Cromwell Bridge.

6.2
Lower Broughton is at a relatively low elevation compared to surrounding land.  It is in effect the lowest point in the Lower Irwell Flood Plain system and therefore acts as the collecting point for floodwaters. 

6.3
In the event of a breach or overtopping of existing flood defences, large volumes of water will flow along Lower Broughton Road, Clarence Street and Great Clowes Street. The lowest point where water will collect to a depth of 2 metres is to the east of Great Clowes Street and north of Cottingham Lane (Cambridge Industrial Estate).

6.4
Floodwater will also collect to a depth of 1.25 metres in the area immediately to the west of the above. To the west of this in the area roughly covering Spike Island, flooding would occur between 0.5 and 0.75 metres.

6.5
Lower Broughton clearly presents a challenge for development because the whole area is situated between the river and the lowest lying area. The whole of Lower Broughton is therefore susceptible to some level of inundation in extreme events, as water seeks the lowest point.

6.6
An additional problem for Lower Broughton relates to it’s sewers, which are prone to backing up and causing localised flooding when the river is sufficiently high to close the outfalls.

Mitigation

6.7
An overland flood route should be maintained along Lower Broughton Road, which should be designed to retain its ability to channel water effectively

6.8
 Lower Broughton has been zoned into three areas.

· High Risk Zone (Red Zone) where there should be no new residential development. Any new commercial or industrial development should be flood proofed, but preference given to public open spaces, which presents lowest risk and can act as flood storage.

· Medium Risk Zone (Amber Zone) suitable for commercial use with residential at first floor only with open ground floor parking.

· Low Risk Zone (Green Zone) in areas west of Lower Broughton Road. These could accommodate new residential development provided it was either heavily flood proofed or at first floor level.

6.9
Areas of existing or new greenspace should be planned to create  some flood storage capacity to reduce and slow the amount of water accumulating in the lowest area of Lower Broughton. 

UDP Allocations

6.10
The mixed use allocation MX4 (Lowry High School) lies across a flood water flow path and itself could flood to a depth of 1.5 metres. Flood proofed residential development may be suitable for the northern half of the allocation and commercial / greenspace for the southern half.

6.11
Three housing allocations H9/3, H9/4 and H9/5 (Flax St, Meadow Road & Springfield Lane) would be little affected by potential flooding and could proceed. The other allocations, H9/2, H9/25, H9/26 (Cambridge Riverside, Land N of Cumberland St & E of Wheater’s Terrace, and Land W of Lwr Broughton Rd) lie in or on the edge of the medium risk zone and should only proceed with residential at first floor level and full flood proofing construction.  

6.12
No development would be permitted that increases flood risk elsewhere or which would result in any reduction in the flood storage capacity of the Lower Broughton Flood Cell.

6.13
An additional constraint on development is the need to ensure that it can store all sewerage on site during flood events and that it is proofed against possible risk of sewer flooding during “tide locked “conditions, when foul water cannot be released to River. Clearly sewer improvements should be a long term goal. 

7.0
Summary.
7.1
The SFRA has necessarily looked at a “worst case” scenario with extreme event breaching existing defences. Given that the Standard of Protection in the Lower Irwell is well below the required 1:100 year requirement, this is sensible and necessary from the perspective of the Environment Agency.

7.2
The Environment Agency require the 1:100 year Standard of Protection to be provided, but until such time as this is achieved, new development should only proceed in conformity with the recommendations of the SFRA.

7.3
The SFRA has recognised the interconnected nature of the Lower Irwell Flood Plain and sought to ensure that in an extreme event, new development does not prejudice the easiest movement of water between areas, but neither results in flood water being “handed on” outside the floodplain. 

7.4
The SFRA recognises the critical importance of regeneration to the area. It has therefore defined the type of development that would be appropriate, the level of design mitigation required and identified the areas which should be kept open for water movement and collection into a low point.

7.5
The Environment Agency base their judgements around existing levels of flood protection. Given that these are less than 1:100, EA would be likely to object to any new development unless the requirements of the SFRA had been met.  

7.6
New development proposed within areas of Flood Risk will require its own Flood Risk Assessment, which will provide site specific topographical data, more detailed modelling of the precise impacts of the new development and the precise details of mitigation tailored to the site.

8.0
Implications of Strategic Flood Risk Assessment
8.1
There are three general implications:

1 The impact on regeneration initiatives / masterplans for Central Salford

2 The requirement to raise Standard of Flood Protection to reduce the risk of serious flood events.

3 Necessary changes to Emergency Planning Procedures

9.0
Next Steps.

9.1
Secure Cabinet acceptance and approval of the contents of the SFRA as a policy framework for dealing with flood risk.

9.2 Press Environment Agency for an early decision over their preferred option for further flood alleviation to raise the Standard of Protection to a minimum of 1:100 flood risk.

9.3 Secure agreement with DEFRA about the future funding and timescale for the future flood alleviation proposal.  

9.4
Integrate spatial implications of the SFRA within relevant masterplans / action plans for Central Salford.

9.5
Prepare additional guidance for Development Control with respect to applying the SFRA and the circumstances for requesting a further Site Specific Flood Risk Assessment. 

9.6
Prepare Guidelines with respect to the design principles required for maintaining roads and open space as flood channels.

9.7 Ensure that the Emergency Planning Officer is aware of the flood risk. 

Malcolm Sykes

Strategic Director of Housing and Planning
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