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Appendix 5 - Environment Agency audit trail in relation to climate change allowances and SFRA work
The Council’s engagement with the Environment Agency (EA) as part of the Duty to Cooperate has been extensive since the
beginning of the plan preparation. The audit trail below focusses on assessing the flood risk for specific sites allocations,
specifically the work undertaken on the SFRA level 1 and level 2 and climate change allowances, as well as the Sequential Test.
The Council has also actively engaged with the EA on other areas relating to the production of the plan which are not covered by
the detailed audit trail below. This included early involvement in the SA /SEA as they are one of the three SA bodies, the
formulation of both strategic and development management policies on climate change, biodiversity, flood risk, and water quality
and supply. The EA was also involved extensively in work undertaken to ensure that the growth proposed does not adversely affect
the receiving watercourses at the two sewage treatment works.

Date
Winter
2012
December
2013

February/
March
2014
November
2014

February /
March
2016

Nature of engagement
Launch of new local plan - Letter from
WDC to statutory bodies
WDC commissions SFRA level 1
update – including climate change
consideration + functional floodplain
(3b) and WDCA delineations
Options consultation

SFRA level 1 update

Princes Risborough town plan (AAP)
draft plan and evidence base

Outcomes
EA response to Initial Stages consultation (Winter 2012) on local plan
and SEA / SA
EA reviewed the SFRA level 1 and made recommendations in June
2014 which have been integrated into the final report – EA letter on
14.10.17 saying they are satisfied with its content.
EA responded setting out what the plan needs to address, including
assessment of climate change.
EA signed off the level 1 update undertaken by Jacobs; this includes
modelling of Wycombe Critical Drainage Areas and Fluvial Flood Zone
3b. It also includes high level assumptions of climate change allowances
(no existing modelling apart from stretch of Thames)
Sequential test for the PR draft plan and SFRA level 2 completed for site
at PR station. The EA response to the town plan says they will not find
the plan sound if the allocations are not sequentially tested.
EA asked in their response whether we completed a sequential test and
what the results were.
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Date
April /July
2016

Nature of engagement
New Climate Change allowances
published in February 2016 –
correspondence with the EA to
understand implications for SFRA
Clarity sought with the EA on how to
implement these considering that the
level 1 was updated prior to this.

Outcomes
Issue raised on new climate change as part of the EA response to the
Draft Princes Risborough Town Plan on 13 April 2016.
SEE DOC. A BELOW
Several exchanges / attempts to get clarity from the EA on this during
May/June
EA stated that the new Climate Change allowances need to be
incorporated for the Local Plan to be found sound.
WDC emailed EA to chase outstanding issues on 30.06.16, and again
on 18.07.16 including on how to include new climate change
WDC sent out Duty to cooperate letter on 21.07.16 to set out our
proposed approach and request a meeting date as well as to discuss
memorandum of understanding
EA and WDC meeting on 11 August 2016 – WDC send the brief to EA
for the SFRA level 2 prior to the meeting.

June/July
2016

Consultation on the local plan

11.08.16

Meeting with the EA covering SFRA
and Sequential Test as well as other
matters

EA commented on the draft plan on 8 August 2016– say they would
object on the basis that there is no local plan ST and SFRA lev2
EA state that CC allowances need to be included for both the level 1 and
level 2
1. Decision to incorporate new climate change allowances into the
SFRA level 2 which would inform the completion of the
Sequential Test.
2. EA identified this was one of two options, the other one being to
leave to developers consideration of climate change, but this
would raise issues of uncertainty in relation to the level of housing
that could be accommodated on a site.
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Date

Nature of engagement

15.08.16

Duty to cooperate letter sent to EA to
confirm what was agreed at the 11.08
meeting and response from EA

31.08.16

Outcomes
3. The SFRA level 2 brief was agreed by the EA in August 2016.

EA response (SEE DOC. B BELOW) contained the following:
1. Item 3 on SFRA and climate change allowances in the letter
identifies the approaches proposed and the agreement that the
LPA considers climate change allowances as part of their SFRA
level 2.
2. Point J indicates that the EA recommends the ST to be based on
the level 1 methodology and the locally defined flood zones and
that sites should pass the ST before being taken into a level 2,
but note our reasons for completing the SFRA 2 first
3. Point M says “we did agree with WDC approach for their L2
SFRA as discussed above”.
SFRA level 2 brief shared with the EA EA response (SEE DOC. C BELOW) on 31.08.16 (Carrie Whittaker) :
1. state that they are happy with the scope of the SFRA
WDC seeks reassurance that the EA
2. state new climate change allowances need to be incorporated
is satisfied with the scope of the
into local plans and their evidence base, otherwise the EA may
SFRA level 2 and that the EA
find plans which fail to do so unsound
understands why the Sequential Test
3. with regards to the Sequential Test EA state it will need to be
will only be finalised after the level 2.
applied for site allocations within Flood Zones 2 and
3. Completing detailed assessments of sites which are within
FZ2 and 3 before you have justified they are acceptable through
the ST process will be a risk which Wycombe will need to decide
if they should take.
4. EA noted that WDC wished the Level 2 SFRA to inform the ST
process. EA sought clarification as to whether climate change
and all sources of flood risk would be incorporated in the DTC
process.
5. EA reminded WDC that section 3.5.2 of SFRA Level 1 states that
WDC will incorporate all sources of flood risk and that section
confirms the definition of flood zones incorporating Climate
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Date

Nature of engagement

August /
September
2016

Jacobs commissioned to undertake
the level 2.
The SFRA level 1 and level 2 rely on
modelling data supplied by the EA.
EA liaising with Jacobs on project
including regarding delays supplying
data to Jacobs due to data protection
issues
Level 2 Inception meeting

September
/ October
2016
26.10.16

November
/
December
2016

Outcomes
Change. The level 1 SFRA should be used to inform the
Sequential Test process (methodology) and the level 2 SFRA
should be used to demonstrate how the exception test could be
passed, showing that the sites can be deliverable even with the
New Climate Change allowances.
6. - The EA recommended that a section of the level 2 SFRA could
be used to assess the new Climate Change allowances, which
will be used as evidence to inform the Local Plan. The new
Climate Change allowances will also need to be incorporated into
the site assessments which are to be included within the level 2
SFRA.
EA advise that their Thames and Wye model updates would not be
available to feed into this work), it was agreed that Jacobs would have to
use existing models.
Three weeks delay to programme prior to inception meeting

Confirmation of modelling CC for FZ3a where models available; Jacobs
discussed with EA and WDC potential risks linked to the limits of model
in terms of model stability and model 1D/2D coverage; Jacobs
suggested they would need to add Lidar data for 2D modelling. No issue
raised with the approach by the EA.
Jacobs advise WDC of issues with
Delay to work programme; model “fixed” to run in software.
EA model and not being able to run in Details of how and why, as well as recognised limitations, are provided
their software – Jacobs proposed to
later on in the Level 2 SFRA appendix C - Hydraulic Modelling Technical
partially update the 1 in 100 event
Note- final version in August 2017.
modelling to factor in climate change
SEE DOC. D BELOW

4

Date
January
2017

Nature of engagement
Initial draft sites assessment shared
by Jacobs with EA

Outcomes
EA raises questions in relation to discrepancy between the published
Zone 3 from the EA Flood Map and the Jacobs 1 in 100 event.
WDC made Jacobs aware of this, who added commentary in their March
2017 draft report and draft Hydraulic Technical Note to provide
clarification on the implications.

March
2017

Jacobs shares draft level 2 with EA
WDC and BCC for comments

EA provides detailed comments on the draft (SEE DOC. E BELOW).
BCC and WDC also provided comments to Jacobs. EA also state in their
response that their modellers find severe limitations to the modelling and
raise concerns on the ability to use the level 2 to allocate sites due to the
lack of updated hydrology.

05.04.17

May 2017

26.05.17

EA (Carrie Whittaker) informs
WDC/Jacobs that updated survey
data may be available and can be
added to the models
Jacobs chase for new survey data for
the Wye, and EA (Jo Marchant) with
Jacobs
WDC Jacobs and the EA had a
teleconference to discuss whether to
undertake further modelling based on
the new survey

WDC and Jacobs discussed how to respond to this, through updating
the level 2 hydraulic technical note.
Jacobs asks EA for survey data when available

WDC and Jacobs discuss potential new survey data implications for
workstreams and plan timetable. It was unclear at this stage if the data
was available
2 options discussed in relation to progressing the SFRA level 2 fluvial
flood risk considerations:
- Option 1 - To use the new survey data available for the Wye and
redo the modelling
- Option 2 - Not to redo modelling but to take out a certain number
of sites which present the greatest fluvial risks.
It was proposed that WDC would not do option 1 due to resources and
publication timetable. Instead, it was proposed that WDC would review
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Date

Nature of engagement

Outcomes
three sites identified by the EA to incorporate EA concerns, and that on
this basis, the level 2 would be deemed acceptable.
Jacobs also updated their hydraulic modelling note to respond to the EA
criticisms / queries.
Jacobs suggested in response to the EA modellers’ criticism that looking
at climate change allowance was already a form of sensitivity testing, in
effect being a proxy for a lack of up to date hydrology; WDC asked
whether the modellers accepted that.
The EA said that the limitations of the model still exist but the question of
whether WDC have taken a pragmatic approach is the Flood and
Coastal Risk Management Officer’s call, not the EA modellers.

June 2017

29.06.17

AP chased Jo Marchant (Carrie
Whittaker seconded to another part of
the EA) to confirm that they were
happy with the approach taken i.e.
option 2
WDC sends DTC letter to EA setting
out the work undertaken in
cooperation with the EA and how
work has been agreed / progressed.

SEE DOC. F BELOW
WDC acted on the preferred approach as discussed with the EA

EA responded to this letter on 18.10.17, raising concerns that the
processes for undertaking the SFRA level 2 then Sequential Test were
not agreed, and raises issues with the model validity.

The letter aimed to set out the
following points in relation to the
preparation of the Local Plan:
 Identifying the issues raised by
the Environment Agency on
what the new Local Plan ought
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Date

Nature of engagement
to address, and the evidence
base that needs to support the
plan for it to be robustly
prepared and ultimately found
sound;
 setting out the actions that
Wycombe District Council has
taken to address these;
 setting out the Environment
Agency’s involvement in this
process;
 setting out where we think we
have reached agreement.
19.07.17
EA (Jo Marchant) writes to WDC to
say that updated survey is now
available for the Wye
September WDC informs the EA that the SFRA
2017
level 2 is on the website, in advance
of publication
October/D Reg 19 consultation on the
ecember
Publication Local Plan
2017
November/ WDC requests meeting with EA
December before the end of the consultation to
2017
discuss outstanding issues
21.12.17
Meeting with the EA to discuss DtC
and response to the Reg 19
consultation

Outcomes

WDC confirm that level 2 modelling completed and no capacity to re-do
the work
No response from the EA at the time

EA response on 27.11.17 raised objections in relation to SFRA
modelling and the delivery of site allocations; also raised query with
regards to the Sequential Test in relation to the GB and AONB work.
EA agrees meeting for 18.12.18 then cancel on 12.12.18.

Verbal agreements at the meeting (SEE DOC. G BELOW)
1. that we have met the duty;
2. that concerns raised in relation to some sites in the response to
Reg 19 were not valid
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Date

Nature of engagement

23.01.18

EA writes a letter (SEE DOC. H
BELOW) as follow up to December
meeting raising soundness concerns
in relation to the model and the
deliverability of numbers on sites
Date proposed by WDC and Jacobs
(including modeller) of 27.02.18;
Phone conversation between AP
(WDC) and MK at the EA re the
meeting – EA not sure they can
provide a modeller at meeting; AP
said this was essential to have
meaningful engagement.
WDC chased EA for meeting date
and sent note of 21.12 meeting for
approval
EA sends reply following on from
previous letter SEE DOC. J BELOW

09.02.18
13.02.18

20.02.18

23.02.18

28.02.18
01.03.18

06.03.18

EA sent email saying they don’t want
to meet
WDC sent letter regarding duty to
cooperate statement (see appendix 2
of the Duty to Cooperate Report)
WDC sent Jacobs hydraulic
modelling note for EA to review

Outcomes
3. they have no issue with the way we have undertaken the
Sequential Test
The EA states that they would not have accepted the modelling even if
we had done further runs with the added survey data.
WDC writes on 01.02.18 to EA in response to their letter, asking for
technical modelling to be discussed between modelling experts at a
meeting, before submission. SEE DOC. I BELOW
Jacobs made aware of criticisms and meeting request.
This did not happen.
No meeting agreed

No response

Still criticising modelling
Accepting that where no modelling was available, Jacobs approach on
assessing climate change was acceptable.
Detailed points raised on sites specific matters.

EA (MK) replied on 15 March 2018 to confirm that the Council has met
the duty to cooperate. (see appendix 2 of the Duty to Cooperate Report)
No response received prior to submission
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Date
13.03.18

Nature of engagement
Phone conversation between AP
(WDC) and Jo Marchant (EA)
SEE DOC. K BELOW

26.03.18

WDC sought written confirmation of
the adequacy of the modelling
undertaken from Jacobs’ modellers.

Outcomes
This confirmed that
- EA modellers had not provided any comments on Jacobs
hydraulic technical note updated in August 2017 and published in
September 2017 with the final Level 2 SFRA, but would seek to
do so shortly.
- EA officer (MK) will send wording agreeing that WDC have met
the duty to cooperate
- WDC will not be including further wording against site policies as
they consider the plan sound and the policies already saying that
the site capacity is indicative. Adding wording would require
further consultation which the timetable to submission does not
allow for.
Jacobs provided written statement regarding the adequacy of the
modelling
SEE DOC. L BELOW
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Doc A

Ms Rosie Brake
Wycombe District Council
Planning, Transport & Development
Council Offices
Queen Victoria Road
High Wycombe
Buckinghamshire
HP11 1BB

Our ref:
WA/2006/000248/AP02/PO1-L01
Your ref:
Date:

13 April 2016

Dear Ms Brake
Wycombe District Local Plans - Princes Risborough Town Plan draft consultation
Thank you for consulting us on the Princes Risborough Town Plan dated February
2016.
We have identified the environmental risks and opportunities for enhancements. The
following issues need to be taken into account when considering the site allocations,
options for the location of development and policies for development management and
site allocation.
Constraints summary
We wish to highlight the following constraints within the Princes Risborough
development area that we will discuss within this response.
Most of the Princes Risborough development area is within Flood Zone 1 however there
are some areas that lie within Flood Zone 3 in accordance with our Flood Risk Mapping
and in accordance with the Wycombe District Council Strategic Flood Risk Assessment
(SFRA) they lie within Flood Zone 3b. The definitions for these flood zones can be
found in Table 1 of the Planning Practice Guidance.
http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastalchange/flood-zone-and-flood-risk-tables/table-1-flood-zones/
The Wycombe SFRA defines the functional floodplain to be within the 1 in 20 year
extent.
There are some areas of potentially contaminated land within the area proposed for
development expansion, such as the Princes Risborough sewage treatment works and
historic landfill. This development area for Princes Risborough lies within a principle
aquifer. There are also some ordinary watercourses within the Princes Risborough
development area. There are no main rivers within the Princes Risborough development
area.
Cont/d..

Site allocations and flood risk
Most of the area proposed for the Princes Risborough expansion is illustrated in Map 1
lies within Flood Zone 1. However a small part of this area at the southern point of the
expansion area lies within Flood Zone 3. If you are allocating sites within Flood Zone 3
you will need to sequentially test these sites in order to be compliant with National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraphs 100 and 101. Please can you confirm
whether a sequential test has been applied or not for these site allocations and what the
results were. Any sequential test will need to form part of your evidence base.
Figure 4 ‘The Concept Plan’ shows higher density housing at the southern point of the
expansion area. We advise you to set this development type away from Flood Zone 3
which is a ‘more vulnerable’ use. This area could be used for open space/amenity
space only with no ground level raising.
Policy PRTP13 ‘Railway station site’ also lies within Flood Zone 3 and this site will also
need to be sequentially tested. This site is shown on Map 1 for the ‘Proposed
allocations and designations for the town’. In policy PRTP13 point 5 asks for an
appropriate flood risk assessment. This will need to include all sources of flooding
including fluvial flood risk and the application of the sequential test demonstrating
avoidance of flood risk in order to be NPPF compliant.
If these sites have not been sequentially tested then we will find the plan unsound
submission stage for the Princes Risborough Town Plan.
New link roads and flood risk
Policy PRTP6 ‘Provision and safeguarding of transport infrastructure’ together with
Figure 6 explains & illustrates the proposed new and improved highways for the Princes
Risborough expansion. The new road link through the former Hypnos and Whiteleaf
site and the new road through the expansion area both go through Flood Zone 3. In the
Wycombe District Council SFRA dated November 2014 this includes Flood Zone 3b.
You will need to sequentially test these proposed road links in order to be national
planning policy compliant. You will have to decide which vulnerability from Table 2 you
think the roads fall into as this will have an impact on their acceptability or otherwise in
the Functional Floodplain (Flood Zone 3b). You will have to justify your choice of
vulnerability from Table 2 ‘Flood risk vulnerability classification’ in the Planning Practice
Guidance.
We will find the plan unsound for lack of consistency with national planning policy and
not having a robust evidence base at the examination submission stage of this plan, if it
is not supported by a sequential test for any development allocated at the strategic
planning stage.
Flood Risk Management
In the Objective section at 6.0 points 5 and 6 talk about the mitigation of flood risk. This
section needs to say that flood risk should be ‘avoided’ through the sequential test
before mitigation is considered in order to be compliant with the NPPF. The avoidance
of flood risk can be achieved by applying the sequential test. After the sequential test is
applied and if there are sites in Flood Zones 2 or 3 with justification, then the sequential
approach within the site should be considered such as putting the more vulnerable uses
within the part of the site at a lower risk of flooding. So if the site is within Flood Zones
Cont/d..
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1, 2 and 3 then you should place the higher vulnerability use in Flood Zone 1 with the
least vulnerable or no development in the higher risk flood zones such as Flood Zone
3b or 3a. After this you can consider the control and mitigation of flood risk.
After applying the sequential test for the fluvial flood zones you will need to apply the
sequential test to sites in Flood Zone 1 in terms of other sources of flooding such as
surface water flood risk and groundwater flooding.
In Policy PRTP5 ‘Development requirements’ section 8 Paragraph 8.76 we are pleased
to see that you are promoting the use of sustainable urban drainage systems (SUDS).
In point 17 of policy PRTP5 you need to include flood avoidance to be considered first
before flood mitigation. We suggest you use the following wording:
“An integrated an ecosystem services approach to environmental management and
flood risk avoidance before the consideration of flood risk mitigation;”
In point 18 of Policy PRTP5 you have not included fluvial flood risk management and as
part of the proposed development in Princes Risbourgh is within Flood Zone 3, then this
should be included in the development requirements. This is in order to be compliant
with the NPPF.
In Figure 1 ‘Key diagram showing context’, you should illustrate the areas that lie within
Flood Zone 3 as well as the green belt, Chilterns AONB and key green corridors, for the
purposes of clarity and accuracy.
Climate change
Throughout the Princes Risborough Town Plan document you have mentioned climate
change. Please be aware that the climate change allowance figures have recently
changed. For further guidance about climate change and the new figures please use the
following link https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-assessments-climate-changeallowances
Policy PRTP8 Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople and flood risk
Please be aware that this type of development falls within the ‘highly vulnerable’
category in Table 2 ‘Flood risk vulnerability classification in the Planning Practice
Guidance. Highly vulnerable development within Flood Zones 3a and 3b should not be
permitted and this would raise a policy objection at the planning application stage and at
the site allocation stage we would say that the plan was unsound in accordance with
Table 3 ‘Flood risk vulnerability and flood zone compatibility.’
Therefore when looking at site allocations for gyspy and travellers sites the sequential
test still applies in Flood Zone 2 but site allocations would not be appropriate in Flood
Zones 3a or 3b as these would be highly vulnerable developments in a high flood risk
zone. The sequential test also applies to change of use applications to land for a
caravan, camping or chalet site, or to a mobile home site or park home site. Please see
the notes which accompany Table 3 in the Planning Practice Guidance.
Surface Water Flood risk
As a result of changes to the Development Management Procedure Order in 2015 the
Lead Local Flood Authority, Buckinghamshire County Council, is now responsible for
Cont/d..
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assessing surface water drainage proposals for major developments and holds
responsibility for ‘local’ sources of flood risk, including ordinary watercourses, surface
water and groundwater. Given this, we recommend that you consult Buckinghamshire
County Council when producing your flood risk policy for their comments, particularly on
surface water, sustainable drainage (SUDS) and other ‘local’ sources of flood risk. The
accommodation of Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (SUDS) into a development
will need to be at the earliest stages of the design process in order to have sufficient
land available. Please be aware that we do not want infiltration in contaminated land as
this may form pathways for pollution to the groundwater aquifers.
Groundwater quality and drainage
In section 6.0 point 6 you have stated:
“6. Successfully mitigate flood risks and issues through the location of new development
and through strategic and local interventions which will manage run-off rates and
maximise opportunities for absorption.”
Map 1 shows areas for development which are on land with potential contamination
issues. We would not want to see any contamination of the principal aquifer in this area
through potential pathways formed by piling or infiltration drainage (“absorption”). This
should be included in the objectives and any polices associated with the Princes
Risborough expansion. Therefore the management of surface water run-off through
absorption or infiltration in to the ground may not always be the most appropriate
method. This is compliant with NPPF paragraphs 109 and 120.
Please be aware that this may affect the future deliverability of sites within Princes
Risborough. For example if remediation of the land is not possible then infiltration may
not be the best method of surface water disposal.
Waste water treatment
In section 8.0, paragraph 8.82 you have discussed the waste water treatment for
Princes Risborough. We are aware you are working on a water cycle study as part of
your evidence base. You will need to be satisfied that there will be no detrimental
impact in the water quality of the receiving watercourses, as a result of the increased
load on the sewage treatment infrastructure, as a result of the proposed development in
Princes Risborough. You should add this into the text at 8.84 and in Policy PRTP5 for
clarity.
The issue of environmental capacity of the receiving watercourses and water quality
may have impacts on the deliverability of this town plan and we will find the plan
unsound if there is no evidence to justify the increase in development at Princes
Risborough in terms of water quality and resources. The proposals for development at
Princes Risborough will need to be justified with the appropriate evidence and based on
the results of this evidence. You will need to be reassured that all the development is
deliverable.
Biodiversity
There are no main rivers within the areas proposed for development in Princes
Risborough as illustrated in Map 1. However there are ordinary watercourses within the
development areas.

Cont/d..
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Section 6 point 5 and Policy PRTP5 Point 20h say ecological enhancement can be used
for biodiversity gains. The NPPF paragraph 117 says that planning policies should
“promote preservation, restoration and re-creation of priority habitats, ecological
networks...” These ecological networks should include blue networks such as river
corridors. This can link in with the delivery of the green infrastructure.
You should also include text about the preservation of existing river corridors and their
ecological buffer zones. Your objectives in section 6.0 and Policy PRTP5 should reflect
this and include the preservation of existing biodiversity habitats such as river corridors
to be compliant with the NPPF and local plan policies such as DM14 and DM15 of the
Delivery and Site Allocations Plan adopted July 2013.
Please be aware that under the terms of the Land Drainage Act 1991 and the Floods
and Water Management Act 2010, the prior consent of the Lead Local Flood Authority
(Buckinghamshire County Council) is required for any proposed works or structures, in
ordinary watercourses (non-main rivers).This is also required if you are discharging to
an ordinary watercourse.
Final Comments

We want to work with you to produce a sound and robust local plan for Princes
Risborough.
If you have any questions please don’t hesitate to contact me.
Yours sincerely

Ms Michelle Kidd
Planning Advisor
Direct dial 01491 828455
Direct e-mail planning-wallingford@environment-agency.gov.uk

End
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Doc B

Enquiries to: Aude Pantel
Email:
aude_pantel@wycombe.gov.uk
Direct line: 01494 421538
Our ref:
Your ref:
Meeting Date:
ThursWednesday, 31 August 2016

Dear Michelle
Re: Wycombe District Local Plan – Duty to Co-operate
Thank you to you and your colleagues for meeting with us in relation to the Duty to Cooperate.
The meeting included:
 Michelle Kidd (EA, Sustainable Places),
 Oliver Roden (Integrated Environment Planning),
 Susan Servais (EA, Partnership and Strategic Overview – Flood Risk)
 Carrie Whittaker (EA, Partnerships and Strategic Overview – Flood Risk),
 Chris Schmidt-Reid (WDC, Team Leader Planning Policy),
 Aude Pantel (WDC, Planning Policy Officer)
At the meeting in your offices on 11 August 2016, we discussed the following issues with
yourselves, the conclusions on which are summarised further below:
1. EA response to the draft Wycombe Local plan
2. Water stress and technical standards
3. SFRA and Climate change allowances
4. Water cycle strategy
5. Agreeing a Memorandum of Understanding

1. EA response to the draft Local Plan
The EA provided Wycombe District Council with a response to the draft Wycombe Local Plan.
Whilst the detailed points will be reviewed as we take the plan forward, the meeting sought to
address the following points in particular:
a) WDC explained that the Delivery and Site Allocations plan (DSA) was being retained as
part of the development plan apart from policies on flood risk and carbon reduction and
water efficiency.

b) Reviewing the Delivery and Site Allocations Policy on flood risk stems from the need to
integrate considerations of surface and groundwater flood risk as well as fluvial.
c) The EA has made several comments on the need to cross reference policies – WDC’s
view is that it isn’t necessary or useful to do so on each and every policy but recognised
that some cross referencing may be beneficial for specific policies, for example, Land to
the rear of Hughenden road, which were in close proximity to rivers or streams.
d) The EA also queried how employment sites would be sequentially tested. WDC
confirmed that new employment sites (3) would be submitted to the sequential test, but
that existing employment sites, which are occupied, will not be retested as they are
existing employment areas and designations and there are no proposals to extend them.
Please clarify this by explaining that if you are adding to the employment sites with new
development then this will need to be sequentially tested. The development will also
need to appropriate in the flood zone in accordance with Table 3 of the Planning Practice
Guidance.
e) WDC recognises that some of the protections included in the DSA policy may not have
been carried through in the new policy (such as source protection zones); this will need
careful revision to ensure the policy covers all sources of flood risk and other relevant
environmental designations.
Source protection zones are about protecting groundwater quality and drinking water
supplies in accordance with NPPF paragraphs 109, 110 and 120.
f) The EA is still working through the small housing sites will be providing comments to
WDC as soon as possible, WDC confirmed that a GIS layer had been provided to the EA.
We will endeavor to provide comments on the small housing sites. However due to
resourcing issues we may not be able to constraint check each individual site and will
only be able to give you general advice on the requirements for each constraint.

2. Water stress
a) As a result of governmental changes to water efficiency standards, Wycombe District
Council has had to review its policy on Water Efficiency Standards. The Planning
Practice Guidance sets out that:
“All new homes already have to meet the mandatory national standard set out in the
Building Regulations (of 125 litres/person/day). Where there is a clear local need, local
planning authorities can set out Local Plan policies requiring new dwellings to meet the
tighter Building Regulations optional requirement of 110 litres/person/day.” Paragraph:
015 Reference ID: 56-015-20150327

b) Wycombe District Council having received a letter from Thames Water confirming that
the area is under severe water stress, a new policy in the draft Wycombe Local Plan
policy is proposing that all new development in the District is required to meet the higher
water efficiency standard of 110 litres per person per day. This was accepted by the
Environment Agency.

3. SFRA and climate change allowances
a) The meeting was key to understand the EA’s view on how WDC should be taking the
allowances into account in assessing flood risk. WDC re-iterated that the timing of
releasing these allowances at a time when a significant number of local authorities are
seeking to meet the government’s deadline to submit a plan is at best unhelpful and at
worst could result in a delay in meeting the government deadline, with potentially very
serious consequences.
b) The EA confirmed that the WDC SFRA is based on EA river models which don’t take into
account those allowances.
As the L1 SFRA was completed before the new allowances were published. We also
stated here that we are neither resourced nor financed to complete this work for LAs and
developers.

c) The EA suggested two approaches:
if the LPA has no resource to incorporate climate change allowances modelling in
I.
an SFRA level 2, this will fall down to developers to do it – but this raises
questions with regards to sites deliverability and poses a risk to the plan. This is
not the EA’s preferred approach.
II. the LPA considers climate change allowances as part of their SFRA level 2.
We then discussed that WDC would need a whole section on this, discussing the new
allowances and how the council plan to incorporate the climate change allowances, as
well as include an assessment of the impacts on sites within FZ 2/3 and those which may
be impacted due to proximity by comparing ground levels.

d) The approach that WDC are proposing is to make no changes to the level 1 SFRA, but
based on the flood risk zones in that document undertake a sequential test. The
sequential test has identified that there are 8 sites in zone 2 or 3 (including Princes
Risborough). Sites within the vicinity of FZ2 should also be considered – this will depend
on ground levels, WDC will incorporate this into the brief for the work.
e) These sites will then be subject to a level 2 SFRA which we wish to commission shortly:
this will incorporate the new climate change allowances, provide us with appropriate
evidence in relation to the exceptions test (if required) and inform a sequential test report

for the new local plan.
Please clarify how you intend to undertake your sequential test. In point d above you
state you will be using the evidence within your existing L1 SFRA. Then here in point e
you say you will be using the L2 SFRA to inform your ST.

f) The SFRA level 2 will show the flood zones for each site allocation.
g) WDC has shared with the EA the SFRA level 2 brief to consultants prior to the meeting.
Thank you for sharing the SFRA briefing. We received it 3 days before the meeting. We
have now provided written comments on this.

h) With regards to item 5 the EA said that they could share surveys of river models; even if
the modelling isn’t done yet, there is already base data that can be used by WDC.
WDC would need to apply through the normal channels for the existing surveys on which
the approved modelling is based. In addition, they would need to specify that they would
like the details of any new survey (approximately 1km upstream of the main river limit for
Hughenden Stream and the River Wye) which is available at the time of their request.

i) At Princes Risborough, the EA is not updating the hydraulic model; WDC consultants
would need to conduct a detailed topographical survey to ascertain how far the FZ1
would be impacted by climate change. The survey can be done using the Flood
Estimation Handbook.
The FEH will not produce a topographical survey it will calculate a peak flow.

j) The EA pointed out that all allocations should satisfy the sequential test. WDC said the
sequential test will be finished after the SFRA level 2 results.
The EA informed WDC that there is a risk in doing this as sites will only be acceptable to
take forward in the L2 SFRA if they pass the ST. The ST should be based on the L1
SFRA methodology and locally defined Flood Zones. WDC understood this risk and
explained their reasons for completing the L2 SFRA first. We note point E within this
report as these reasons.

k) With regards to item 9 c) the EA indicated that BCC asset register data should include
the asset’s condition.
The EA indicated that the BCC asset register has now been published on their website.

WDC would need to check with BCC if that information is available on their website.
Additional comment – if this is not available through BCC then WDC or their consultants
can send a request to the EA at our WTEnquiries@environment-agency.gov.uk for the
information that the EA holds. This information might or might not be available on the
open data scheme as well – we have not looked into this.

l) It was also confirmed that any road which is part of a site allocation (e.g. a link road)
does not need separate sequential testing.
m) Although the EA did not want to agree the brief on the day, both parties agreed that
subject to integrating the comments provided by Carrie Whittaker (at the time of writing
this letter we are still waiting for these written comments), the EA would be happy with
the brief that WDC will produce and more importantly with this approach to assessing
flood risk, independently of the SFRA level 2 results themselves. The EA requested the
opportunity to comment on the SFRA level 2. The project timeline in the brief will be
amended to reflect this.
We didn’t agree the brief on the day of the meeting as it required further work. We
agreed to provide comments on the brief. WDC will need to take ownership of what they
commission for their L2 SFRA knowing they have taken on board our comments. We did
agree with WDC approach for their L2 SFRA as discussed above.

4. Water cycle strategy
a) On the basis of discussions with the Environment Agency, Buckinghamshire County
Council and Thames Water it was the Council’s view that there was no need for a Water
Cycle Strategy. Water Cycle Strategies are not a requirement the National Planning
Policy Guidance (012 Reference ID: 34-012-20140306) sets out that these are voluntary
studies.
b) WDC had agreed however to commission a Princes Risborough wastewater treatment
works assessment (latest draft provided to you) to assess the impact of growth on
water quality.
To date there was no indication given that the EA required a similar assessment for the
Little Marlow Sewage Treatment Works,
On the 14th October 2015 we wrote a letter to Aude Pantel at WDC highlighting that it is
up to the LPA to decide – quote:
‘Thames Water provided confirmation that infrastructure capacity is not an issue for the
works receiving the planned growth, and upgrades will be planned between 2015 and
2025. However, what this doesn’t answer is if there is sufficient environmental capacity
and if planned growth be can be accommodated without causing deterioration in water
quality or compromising our ability to achieve Water Framework objectives.’
‘As explained at our meeting, if you feel that there is not sufficient evidence to conclude
that environmental constraints will not compromise growth then it might be useful to

undertake an outline study to provide this missing piece of evidence. If it is then
concluded from this outline study that there are no significant environmental capacity
issues we could support a recommendation that a detailed WCS is not needed.’

c) It is now the Environment Agency’s view that, should WDC fail to ascertain the
environmental impacts of the District growth in relation to water quality (and in particular
in meeting Water Framework Directive standards) this would constitute a failure of
soundness.
d) This is due to the fact that, although Thames Water will have a view on the infrastructure
capacity of the STW and upgrades required to ensure capacity is there, they won’t have
any knowledge of the environmental impact of the effluent on water framework objectives
and specifically the requirement for there to be no deterioration in ecological status of the
river.
e) WDC queried what constitutes an upgrade as this triggers a new permit – the EA were
not clear on this matter. WDC also highlighted that Wycombe isn’t the only area draining
into the Little Marlow Sewage Treatment Works. The EA’s advice was that all WDC need
to be concerned with are the growth generated by their plan and the assessment of no
deterioration and getting to good (same as per Princes Risborough assessment). WDC
should therefore look at current operating capacity, and provide an assessment on the
WFD/water quality impacts due to the additional growth in order to inform the local plan
of when & what upgrades to the sewage treatment works are needed ahead of the
development.
f) It was therefore concluded that WDC should commission consultants to undertake a
water quality assessment. The use of the wording water quality assessment rather than
Water Cycle Study (which has a much broader spectrum) was agreed. The EA
recommended to use the same consultants as per Princes Risborough as the officers
were satisfied with their work so far.
g) Both for Princes Risborough and Little Marlow STW assessments, the EA recommended
embedding the results into the Plan, in the form of suggested upgrades as part of the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan.
h) As the Council’s plan timetable is tight, the EA committed to providing consultants with
prompt access to data [action O.Roden] using the EA’s generic point of entry
WTenquiries@environment-agency.gov.uk.
This action has been completed by Oliver Roden. Please note that the WTEnquiries
address is for data requests only and that any enquiries of evidence work you produce
for the water cycle study needs to be sent to planning-wallingford@environmentagency.gov.uk

5. Memorandum of Understanding
a) WDC would like to gain the EA’s agreement now on the scope of work we are about to
commission and secure a Memorandum of Understanding in October when we will be
finalising the evidence base. This would set out how we have worked together on the
issues and what we have agreed, or not agreed. The EA has already flagged during the
meeting that although they could be willing to sign an agreement, they would always
submit a representation at an LPA’s Local Plan submission stage.
I think we need further clarification about what you would like to agree and not agree for
the memorandum.
Other matters
a) The EA made WDC aware that their preferred contact for queries was
WTenquiries@environment-agency.gov.uk, which guarantees a response from the most
appropriate service.
This will need amending. Any planning queries should come to planningwallingford@environment-agency.gov.uk with Michelle Kidd as the main point of contact.
The WTenquires email address is for data requests only.
If you want to send any further information for review in for the Wycombe Strategic Flood
Risk Assessment (SFRA) please send this to carrie.whittaker@environmentagency.gov.uk but copy in planning-wallingford@environment-agency.gov.uk
Note to WDC. Please be aware that the timing of the response is within our normal
customer charter and the turnaround of response is dependent on our ongoing workload.
Wycombe District Council is requesting the Environment Agency to agree to this letter as
a record of our meeting on 11.08.16. If the EA doesn’t feel this is an accurate record of
the discussion please identify where it isn’t.
A prompt response to planning.policy@wycombe.gov.uk by the end of August 2016 at
the latest would be appreciated, as the Council progresses with its local plan work.

Yours sincerely

Aude Pantel
Aude Pantel
Planning Policy Officer
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Hi Aude
Thanks for sending this.
Your suggestion to remove the Kingsmead depot site is welcomed as we did have considerable concerns with the
delivery of this one .
As already stated by Carrie we do consider your modelling to have severe limitations particularly the lack of update
to the hydrology and the survey. It would be beneficial for you to update the survey, but I understand your
reluctance to do so because of your time constraints.
Please see Carrie’s concerns of the other sites in her e‐mail (with comments on the report) dated 30/03/17.
Including the developers modelling within the document for the Slate Meadow site is a good idea. Carrie made a
number of other suggestions for this site for you to consider in her e‐mail (with comments on the report) dated
30/03/17.
Inclusion of text to explain the redevelopment opportunities for the site at the Back of Hughenden Stream will
improve understanding of your plans for this site.
Incorporating commentary on modelling sensitivity for the site assessments will be useful. There are also a number
of remaining comments on the modelling in Carrie’s email (and the report with comments) referred to above. On
some sites Carrie has asked to see the comparison between our flood map and the updated model work you have
completed. The modelling does not meet our standards , so we consider that the majority of sites will require
further modelling work at the planning application stage.
Kind Regards
Jo

From: Aude Pantel [mailto:Aude.Pantel@wycombe.gov.uk]
Sent: 05 June 2017 11:47
To: Whittaker, Carrie R <Carrie.Whittaker@environment‐agency.gov.uk>; Marchant, Joanna
<joanna.marchant@environment‐agency.gov.uk>
Cc: Chris Schmidt‐Reid <Chris.Schmidt‐Reid@wycombe.gov.uk>
Subject: SFRA level 2
Importance: High
Hi Carrie and Jo
1

Sorry for the delay in getting back to you.
We discussed 2 options last Friday in relation to progressing the SFRA level 2 fluvial flood risk considerations:
‐ Option 1 ‐ To use the new survey data available for the Wye and redo the modelling
‐ Option 2 ‐ Not to redo modelling but to take out a certain number of sites which present the greatest fluvial
risks.
The following sites were discussed:
 Kingsmead Depot: there is potentially a severe fluvial flood risk there, which, coupled with SWFR and GWFR
means the site would be undeliverable – WDC agrees not to carry the site forward.
 Slate Meadow: Carrie clarified that the FRA was only a model review for pre‐app, not a full flood map
challenge. However for the purpose of the SFRA level 2 we need to make sure that what Jacobs are using for
the site isn’t their own modelling but the modelling done by the applicant, which was accepted by the EA (in
August 2016 Rob Sheehan from the EA confirmed to HR Wallingford that the modelling was deemed
acceptable). Carrie concluded that as long as it can be demonstrated that the site is deliverable the site can
stay in. Jacobs will use the applicants’ modelling for their assessment.
 Site at the back of Hughenden Stream: Chris and Aude clarified that WDC has not put housing numbers against
the site. The site is proposed to come forward as a development on the other side of the stream enables to
create a green corridor in this area. Carrie says that we need to show in the SFRA lev 2 that the site is
deliverable. In relation to the buffer to the stream, WDC would be looking at an 8 m buffer, which would
depart from the DSA policy DM15 which requires 10 m; however this would be for biodiversity for the
stream, not for amenity purposes; the site is being put forward as a regeneration opportunity; Carrie
recommended that in the supporting text of the level 2 SFRA itself it is explained why we are redeveloping
this site‐ this isn’t going to deliver a given number of homes / contribute to our housing target but is a
regeneration opportunity. The site also present opportunities for flood risk betterment. Jacobs will update
the SFRA text to reflect this.

 Jacobs suggested in response to the EA modellers’ criticism that looking at climate change allowance was
already a form of sensitivity testing , in effect being a proxy for a lack of up to date hydrology; Chris asked
whether the modellers accepted that. Carrie said that the limitations of the model still exist but the question
of whether WDC have taken a pragmatic approach is Carrie/ Jo’s call, not the EA modellers. Jacobs will
incorporate commentary into site assessments in relation to Modelling Sensitivity

Can you confirm you are happy with this? A response by the end of the week would be great.
Kind regards

Aude Pantel
Planning Policy Officer
Wycombe District Council, Queen Victoria Road, High Wycombe HP11 1BB
01494421538 aude_pantel@wycombe.gov.uk
Get involved in the New Local Plan: www.wycombe.gov.uk/newlocalplan
Join the conversation on Twitter @wycombedc #wycombedc
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Valois, Mathieu; Lambourne, Eve; Aude Pantel
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Chris
Further to my email to you of 10/11 and our conversation yesterday I have set out below the shortcomings our
initial review of the Thames, Wye and Hughenden Stream models has identified and our suggested approach to
resolve them.
River Wye / Hughenden Stream:
 The model dates from 2001 and was run with a very old version of ISIS (the modelling software);
 Test run with the current version of ISIS software failed;
 The model is based on a one dimensional (1D) representation of the channel and the associated floodplain –
which makes flood mapping a more labour intensive exercise;
 The associated floodplain represented in 1D is based on photogrammetry data which dates from 1996 and is
therefore very likely out of date;
 The model hydrology is available up to a 200yr event, there is no pre‐existing 100yr+CC event that has been
run. However 100yr hydrology is available and will have to be scaled. It is likely that the floodplain
schematisation will have to be revised once the 100yr+70% event has been run as some glass‐walling is
anticipated (i.e. the existing model floodplain coverage does not extend sufficiently far laterally to cover the
ground potentially flooded and if uncorrected would not provide identify all areas at risk);
 As model schematisation is in 1D only breach modelling will be a complex process whereby floodplain will
have to be represented in 1D for the areas affected by the breach – although based on the absence of raised
flood defences in WDC we have assumed that breach modelling is not required (as stated in our proposal);
 Flood mapping will be more complex as a TIN (the models representation of the ground surface) will have to
be developed and manual edits made for the floodplain areas represented in the model using storage units.
River Thames
 The model dates from 2007 and was run with an old version of ISIS;
 Test run with the current version of ISIS failed;
 Model is based on a 1Dl representation of the channel and the associated floodplain (see comment above);
 The associated floodplain represented in 1D is based on LiDAR data which dates from 2004;
 Model hydrology is available for 100yr+20% and will have to be scaled. It is likely that the floodplain
schematisation will have to be revised once the 100yr+70% has been run as some glass‐walling is expected
(see comment above);
 As model schematisation is in 1D only breach modelling will be a complex process whereby floodplain will
have to be represented in 1D for the areas affected by the breach – although based on the absence of raised
flood defences in WDC we have assumed that breach modelling is not required (as stated in our proposal);
 Flood mapping will be more complex as a TIN (the models representation of the ground surface) will have to
be developed and manual edits made for the floodplain areas represented in the model using storage units.
Proposed Resolution
As things stand we need to make amendments to the models in order for them to run in the current version of the
software. Additionally the mapping of the flood events would be labour intensive if we retain the 1D representation
of the floodplain – taking peak water levels in the watercourse, manually extending them across the floodplain and
1

stitching the points together to produce the flood extents for all events. Instead we propose to convert the
floodplain representation for both models to 2D which will be a much faster way to produce all the flood extents
required.
Our estimated cost (which would need to be formalised) for this additional work is approximately 9‐10k. This is
based on the following tasks:
 Project management
 Hydraulic modelling (~95hrs for each of the two models to make modifications for them to run and update
the floodplain schematisation to 2D)
 Framework fee
In terms of programme the work would take 2‐3 weeks to complete for each model but as we discussed yesterday
we believe we can find two modellers to work in parallel. But as a consequence of this additional work it is unlikely
we would be able to complete all the site assessments before the end of the year as per the baseline programme.
You should shortly receive the formal SFRA proposal, if you could please confirm acceptance of that we can make a
start assessing the risk of flooding to the allocation sites. The consideration of those in flood zones 2 and 3 (+ buffer)
will be dependent upon the climate change extents and consequently this hydraulic modelling.
Kind regards
Mike
Michael Symons | Jacobs | Technical Director | Tel. 0208 760 7751 | Mobile: 07900 827624 |
michael.symons@jacobs.com | www.jacobs.com

NOTICE - This communication may contain confidential and privileged information that is for the sole use of the intended recipient. Any
viewing, copying or distribution of, or reliance on this message by unintended recipients is strictly prohibited. If you have received this
message in error, please notify us immediately by replying to the message and deleting it from your computer.

Jacobs U.K. Limited
1180 Eskdale Road, Winnersh, Wokingham RG41 5TU
Registered in England and Wales under number 2594504
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Symons, Michael
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awaugh@buckscc.gov.uk; Marchant, Joanna
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Good morning Michael
I have some general comments below as well. I have saved the model report and SFRA doc with my comments at
this link as it was too large to send: https://ea.sharefile.com/d‐seef9ae881c64d64b
Please do not hesitate to contact me with any queries regarding these, happy to have a discussion if required as
discussed.
Further discussions around flood mechanisms on each of the sites would be beneficial when considering policies for
each site and when considering if they are appropriate to allocate. When depth and onset analysis is completed, this
data could be used to aid discussion.
Please can further information regarding the flows from the 2001/2007 model have been manipulated to
incorporate the new Climate Change allowances. Please provide the methodology of this work.
Survey data from our model update is available and could be used by Wycombe for their L2 SFRA. This may increase
the validity of the modelling completed.
Site specific policy to insist on using best available data for site specific FRAs.
Appendix A –please can the 1 in 100 and 1 in 1000 extents of the updated modelling be included so directly compare
the different extents to our flood map.
Visualisation of the 1 in 100 and 1 in 1000 flood extents need to be included (outputs from the updated modelling
you have completed) in order to compare these with our flood map in addition to appendix D. This will aid
discussion within the SFRA. We note appendix D and those images within the model report, however, it may also be
helpful to have this with the site boundaries on and within the actual SFRA document. This would reduce the
difference between the images in the main SFRA document and reduce the visual difference in flood zones which
could be misleading.
Please make clear within the text which model run is being referred to.
The modelling Wycombe have completed is to inform the L2 SFRA only. We have concerns with this modelling and
these are covered in our comments on the model report.
Kind regards

Mrs Carrie Whittaker
Flood and Coastal Risk Management Officer
Partnership and Strategic Overview Team ‐ Berkshire & Buckinghamshire
Environment Agency, Kings Meadow House, Kings Meadow Road, Reading, RG1 8DQ.
' 02030259455
1

 carrie.whittaker@environment‐agency.gov.uk
Web: www.environment‐agency.gov.uk
Our climate change allowances for planning were updated on 19 February 2016. The guidance is accessible here:
Flood risk assessment: Climate change allowances
Thinking big, Acting early
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Hi Aude
Thanks for sending this.
Your suggestion to remove the Kingsmead depot site is welcomed as we did have considerable concerns with the
delivery of this one .
As already stated by Carrie we do consider your modelling to have severe limitations particularly the lack of update
to the hydrology and the survey. It would be beneficial for you to update the survey, but I understand your
reluctance to do so because of your time constraints.
Please see Carrie’s concerns of the other sites in her e‐mail (with comments on the report) dated 30/03/17.
Including the developers modelling within the document for the Slate Meadow site is a good idea. Carrie made a
number of other suggestions for this site for you to consider in her e‐mail (with comments on the report) dated
30/03/17.
Inclusion of text to explain the redevelopment opportunities for the site at the Back of Hughenden Stream will
improve understanding of your plans for this site.
Incorporating commentary on modelling sensitivity for the site assessments will be useful. There are also a number
of remaining comments on the modelling in Carrie’s email (and the report with comments) referred to above. On
some sites Carrie has asked to see the comparison between our flood map and the updated model work you have
completed. The modelling does not meet our standards , so we consider that the majority of sites will require
further modelling work at the planning application stage.
Kind Regards
Jo

From: Aude Pantel [mailto:Aude.Pantel@wycombe.gov.uk]
Sent: 05 June 2017 11:47
To: Whittaker, Carrie R <Carrie.Whittaker@environment‐agency.gov.uk>; Marchant, Joanna
<joanna.marchant@environment‐agency.gov.uk>
Cc: Chris Schmidt‐Reid <Chris.Schmidt‐Reid@wycombe.gov.uk>
Subject: SFRA level 2
Importance: High
Hi Carrie and Jo
1

Sorry for the delay in getting back to you.
We discussed 2 options last Friday in relation to progressing the SFRA level 2 fluvial flood risk considerations:
‐ Option 1 ‐ To use the new survey data available for the Wye and redo the modelling
‐ Option 2 ‐ Not to redo modelling but to take out a certain number of sites which present the greatest fluvial
risks.
The following sites were discussed:
 Kingsmead Depot: there is potentially a severe fluvial flood risk there, which, coupled with SWFR and GWFR
means the site would be undeliverable – WDC agrees not to carry the site forward.
 Slate Meadow: Carrie clarified that the FRA was only a model review for pre‐app, not a full flood map
challenge. However for the purpose of the SFRA level 2 we need to make sure that what Jacobs are using for
the site isn’t their own modelling but the modelling done by the applicant, which was accepted by the EA (in
August 2016 Rob Sheehan from the EA confirmed to HR Wallingford that the modelling was deemed
acceptable). Carrie concluded that as long as it can be demonstrated that the site is deliverable the site can
stay in. Jacobs will use the applicants’ modelling for their assessment.
 Site at the back of Hughenden Stream: Chris and Aude clarified that WDC has not put housing numbers against
the site. The site is proposed to come forward as a development on the other side of the stream enables to
create a green corridor in this area. Carrie says that we need to show in the SFRA lev 2 that the site is
deliverable. In relation to the buffer to the stream, WDC would be looking at an 8 m buffer, which would
depart from the DSA policy DM15 which requires 10 m; however this would be for biodiversity for the
stream, not for amenity purposes; the site is being put forward as a regeneration opportunity; Carrie
recommended that in the supporting text of the level 2 SFRA itself it is explained why we are redeveloping
this site‐ this isn’t going to deliver a given number of homes / contribute to our housing target but is a
regeneration opportunity. The site also present opportunities for flood risk betterment. Jacobs will update
the SFRA text to reflect this.

 Jacobs suggested in response to the EA modellers’ criticism that looking at climate change allowance was
already a form of sensitivity testing , in effect being a proxy for a lack of up to date hydrology; Chris asked
whether the modellers accepted that. Carrie said that the limitations of the model still exist but the question
of whether WDC have taken a pragmatic approach is Carrie/ Jo’s call, not the EA modellers. Jacobs will
incorporate commentary into site assessments in relation to Modelling Sensitivity

Can you confirm you are happy with this? A response by the end of the week would be great.
Kind regards

Aude Pantel
Planning Policy Officer
Wycombe District Council, Queen Victoria Road, High Wycombe HP11 1BB
01494421538 aude_pantel@wycombe.gov.uk
Get involved in the New Local Plan: www.wycombe.gov.uk/newlocalplan
Join the conversation on Twitter @wycombedc #wycombedc
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any attachment before opening it.
We may have to make this message and any reply to it public if asked to under the
Freedom of Information Act, Data Protection Act or for litigation. Email messages and
attachments sent to or from any Environment Agency address may also be accessed by
someone other than the sender or recipient, for business purposes.
Click here to report this email as spam
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Doc G
DRAFT - EA meeting 21/12/2017
Present: Jack Moeran, Jo Marchant, ,Michelle Kidd, Chris Schmidt-Reid
SFRA L2
CSR set out background - how we got to where we got to and EA still acknowledged this approach made
sense.
EA agreed that given the amount of engagement the situation we are now in is not ideal and they will try to
resolve as mochas possible before submission
BUT EA confirmed that they would have still made same response to plan even with incorporation of more
detail in terms of survey checks and cross section data. The model would not have been “approved” due to
limitations (see Jacobs list in report). AP TO CHECK what EA raised and how this compares with Jacobs
list.
These concerns were raised, suggest that (with hindsight) the modelling was done too quickly (ie our
timescale not theirs) and does not include enough detail - they agree with the approach given where were ie
update modelling and use in the SFRA L2 and use as basis for Seq Test, but needed more detail.
EA set out that ideal position would be to wait until more detailed modelling release but understand the time
constraints
EA raised specific concerns around the differences between the EA Flood zones and the modelling and that
these are not always explained in the SFRA L2. They think that the discrepancies between the EA FZ and
the modelling required more explanation.
Sequential test
No concerns with Sequential test - issue with sites in GB and AONB needed a bit more context - helpful
suggestion rather than an issue with the soundness of the approach, so not concerned.
Site specifics
EA agreed that there were sites in their list that should not have been there - e.g. Princes Risborough
expansion area, Slate Meadow, Hughenden Road - they will clarify by letter which sites.
For remaining sites they will suggest some text to deal with uncertainty in terms of FZ based on the
modelling. Looking for wording that allows for more detailed work to ensure future development not subject
to FZ within a site.
Comments of specific sites in relation to following sequential risk within a site can be dealt with a cross ref to
relevant DM policy in supporting text for those sites identified by EA (does not need to be upper case text).
HW15 - they understand and will deal with in list above, but accept our position.
Duty to Co-operate
They accept that we have met the duty and will confirm in letter - were concerned about the SoCG and level
of detail, still willing to sign in theory but better if it is a more streamlined list. AP/CSR to review
EA agreed to provide letter in time for Con in January 2018

Doc H

Chris Schmidt-Reid
Wycombe District Council
Planning, Transport & Development
Council Offices
Queen Victoria Road
High Wycombe
Buckinghamshire
HP11 1BB

Our ref:
WA/2006/000248/CS10/SB1-L01
Your ref:
Date:

23 January 2018

Dear Chris
Consultation on the Publication version (Regulation 19) of the Wycombe District
Local Plan. Response about SFRA and site allocations and soundness
comments.
I refer to our meeting dated 21 December 2017 regarding our soundness comments
about the Wycombe Strategic Flood Risk Assssment (SFRA). We have the following
response to make based on the discussions we had in our meeting about the SFRA,
climate change and the site allocations.
Flood risk modelling and site allocations
The flood risk modelling used as evidence to inform the local plan has serious
limitations, in particular the lack of updated survey and hydrology. This means that we
do not consider the modelling fit for purpose in updating our Environment Agency flood
map. We note that the flood risk modelling shows a reduction in flood extents in some
instances when compared to the existing information we hold. Given the modellings
limitations, we are concerned that the new modelling may not accurately reflect flood
risk for a number of the allocated sites.
Whilst not ideal we note that you have relied on this modelling to inform the site
allocations. We strongly advise that you to ensure that the risk of flooding is not
unacceptable for future users of allocated sites. It must also be acknowledged within the
plan that the housing numbers/employment provision on some site allocations may
need to be reduced significantly once site specific flood risk assessments are carried
out.
In order to make your local plan more robust and deliverable then you should use
wording in the site specific policies that confirms that site specific flood risk
assessments with detailed/up to date flood modelling will need to be undertaken for all
sites listed below which are currently considered in the Level 2 SFRA. We will expect

Cont/d..

the policy wording to also ensure that if predicted flood extents increase then a
reduction in allocation numbers at some sites may be necessary.
The reason we are requesting this policy wording is that there are a number of sites
where allocations have been made on the basis of the flood risk modelling. The council
should be aware that with updated site specific modelling, predicted flood extents may
increase on these sites making it complicated to find a design solution for the full
allocation. This is also true of a number of sites where there is no hydraulic modelling
covering the site and it has been assumed that the site is not sensitive to climate
change.
It should be acknowledged in your submission to the inspector that there is a risk that
an increase in flood risk to the allocated sites could potentially make full housing
allocation impossible. Thus making the site allocations undeliverable and therefore the
local plan unsound.
Safe access and egress and emergency planning
We also strongly advise you to include the management of safe access and egress from
the sites below as this may be impacted upon by the increase in the flood extents. This
should also be incorporated into the wording of the site allocations policies. If you are
considering evacuation plans instead of safe access and egress routes then we
recommend that you gain confirmation from your emergency planners to see if this will
be achievable on any of those sites and therefore deliverable.
Site allocations
We have outlined below a list of sites below where we feel that flood risk needs to be
better understood.
Site 1: 1-9 Shaftesbury Street, High Wycombe
The modelling shows that 1% of the site is at risk of flooding from the 1 in 100 plus 70%
climate change extent. Please consider whether the proposed development of 9
residential properties would be possible if the climate change extent encroached further
into the site with updated site specific modelling. Please include a comment on this and
if necessary a warning that expected housing numbers could be reduced.
Site 5: Abbey Barn North
The modelling does not show the site to be at risk of flooding in the 1 in 100 year flood
event, including an appropriate allowance for climate change. However a discrepancy
between this modelling and the published flood zones is highlighted. Please consider
whether the proposed development of 100 residential properties would be possible if the
climate change extent encroached further into the site with updated site specific
modelling. Please include a comment on this and if necessary a warning that expected
housing numbers could be reduced.
Site 10: Former Bassetsbury allotments, Bassetsbury Lane, High Wycombe
The modelling does not show the site to be at risk of flooding in the 1 in 100 year flood
event, including an appropriate allowance for climate change. However a discrepancy
between this modelling and the published flood zones is highlighted. Please consider
whet
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her the proposed development of 30 residential properties would be possible if the
climate change extent encroached into the site with updated site specific modelling.
Please include a comment on this and if necessary a warning that expected housing
numbers could be reduced.
Site 15: Hollands Farm (north), Bourne End
The modelling shows that 2% of the site is at risk of flooding from the 1 in 100 plus 70%
climate change extent. Please consider whether the proposed development of 467
residential properties would be possible if the climate change extent encroached further
into the site with updated site specific modelling. Please include a comment on this and
if necessary a warning that expected housing numbers could be reduced.
Site 21: Dashwood Avenue
The modelling does not show the site to be at risk of flooding in the 1 in 100 year flood
event, including an appropriate allowance for climate change. However a discrepancy
between this modelling and the published flood zones is highlighted. Please consider
whether the proposed development of 70 residential properties would be possible if the
climate change extent encroached into the site with updated site specific modelling.
Please include a comment on this and if necessary a warning that expected housing
numbers could be reduced
Site 70: Little Marlow Lakes Country Park, Little Marlow
The modelling shows that 60% of the site is at risk of flooding from the 1 in 100 plus
70% climate change extent. Please consider whether the proposed development would
be possible if the climate change extent encroached further into the site with updated
site specific modelling. Please include a comment on this and if necessary a warning
that expected development might not be possible.
Site 90: Leigh Street
The modelling does not show the site to be at risk of flooding in the 1 in 100 year flood
event, including an appropriate allowance for climate change. However a discrepancy
between this modelling and the published flood zones is highlighted. Please consider
whether the proposed development of 275 residential properties would be possible if the
climate change extent encroached into the site with updated site specific modelling.
Please include a comment on this and if necessary a warning that expected housing
numbers could be reduced.
Site 141: Westhorpe House, Little Marlow
The modelling shows that 33% of the site is at risk of flooding from the 1 in 100 plus
70% climate change extent. Please consider whether the proposed development of 12
residential properties would be possible if the climate change extent encroached further
into the site with updated site specific modelling. Please include a comment on this and
if necessary a warning that expected housing numbers could be reduced.
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Site 115: Land at Princes Risborough Station, Princes Risborough
There is no modelling available at this site. Please consider if the development would be
possible if the 1 in 100 extent encroached further into the site when detailed modelling
is undertaken and correct CC levels calculated. Please include a comment on this and if
necessary a warning that expected unit numbers could be reduced.
Site 116: Land to the rear of Poppy Road, including 108 Wycombe Road, Princes
Risborough
There is no modelling available at this site. Please consider if the development would be
possible if the 1 in 100 extent encroached further into the site when detailed modelling
is undertaken and correct CC levels calculated. Please include a comment on this and if
necessary a warning that expected housing numbers could be reduced.
Site 137: Land to the north of Lower Icknield Way, Longwick
There is no modelling available at this site. Please consider if the development would be
possible if the 1 in 100 extent encroached further into the site when detailed modelling
is undertaken and correct CC levels calculated. Please include a comment on this and if
necessary a warning that expected development could be reduced.
Other site allocations
The following sites are not included in the above list for various reasons.
Site 93: Slate Meadow, Bourne End
This site doesn’t need further work in terms of the modelling and climate change extents
because the developer has undertaken site specific modelling that we have accepted.
Therefore we know that the site is deliverable with the indicative dwelling numbers.
However this policy needs to include comments about safe access and egress or
emergency planning in order to be robust.
Site 7: Land to the rear of Hughenden Road High Wycombe
This isn’t included in the list above as there are no numbers specified for the number of
dwellings in the local plan. However this policy needs to include comments about safe
access and egress or emergency planning in order to be robust.
Site 110: Princes Risborough Expansion Area, Princes Risborough
We have accepted your argument about the likely effects of climate change and the level
of the land.
Duty to Cooperate
Regarding Duty to Cooperate we can say that we have worked with you and will
continue to work with you on the Wycombe District Local plan.
If you have any questions please contact me.
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Yours sincerely

Ms Michelle Kidd
Planning Advisor
Direct dial 02030259712
E-mail planning_THM@environment-agency.gov.uk

End
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Doc I

Enquiries to: Aude Pantel
Email:

aude_pantel@wycombe.gov.uk

Direct line:

01494 421538

Date:

Thursday, 01 February 2018

Dear Michelle,

Response to your letter from 23 January 2018 following the meeting dated 21
December 2017.
Thank you for your letter. Whilst it resolves some soundness issues in relation to specific site
allocations (site 93, site 7 and site 110), it does not in our view resolve the soundness issues
you raise in relation to the SFRA level 2 and site allocations.
Flood risk modelling and site allocations
It is our view that the flood risk modelling undertaken as part of the SFRA level 2 is robust
and adequate for the purpose of plan-making as it can be, given the constraints in terms of
the age of the model, availability of data and resources available. A Hydraulic Modelling
Technical Note was provided by Jacobs in March 2017, which raised some concerns /
queries on your part. These were addressed in an update to the technical note in August
2017. Jacobs’s view is that for plan making purposes the work undertaken is adequate. As
set out at the meeting with Chris Schmidt-Reid, the Council was not under the impression
that the Environment Agency thought that the modelling we had undertaken in discussion
with you, was not fit for purpose.
I note your letter says that the modelling is not fit for purpose in updating your EA flood map.
That is not the aim of the modelling. The modelling was undertaken to address the need to
assess climate change on potential allocations at the EA’s request. As such, it represents
the best available data at a given time, and at a level which is appropriate to provide a
proportionate evidence base to inform site allocations.
The site allocation process is only the starting point of a site being delivered. Our DM policy
will trigger a site specific assessment requirement on most allocated sites due to size or
flood risk already identified. This may or may not result in changes in numbers being
delivered, which could be lower or higher than the indicative number in the plan. This is part
of the normal development management process.
The plan (DM39 supporting text) already references the need for developers to take account
of the SFRA level 1 and 2 findings and subsequent versions when appraising flood risk
(para 6.189). The level 2 SFRA clearly states that more detailed site specific hydraulic
modelling may need to be undertaken in some cases (section 2.2.2 of the level 2).
Where detailed fluvial modelling is unavailable an attempt by Jacobs to consider the future
extent of Flood Zone 3a and the risk of flooding to the allocation site due to climate change

has been used using the updated Flood Map for Surface Water, looking at overland
flowpaths and topography. This has been set out early on as our approach and the EA has
not until this time raised concerns with regards to this. Carrie Whitaker’s comments in March
2017 were that the applicants would need to make use of best available data and undertake
further modelling, including climate change. At no point was the fact that there is no existing
modelling and the assumptions made by Jacobs raised as a soundness issue and a reason
not to be able to allocate sites. This was not explicitly set out in your response to the Reg 19
local plan. We certainly never discussed the need for the LPA evidence base to model
watercourses at Prince Risborough where no modelling exists. We are therefore very
concerned that this is now raised at this very late stage.
The same approach has been used for sites 110, 115, 116 and 137, however they have not
been dealt with in the same way by you in your letter from 23.01.18. . In relation to site 110,
you say you have accepted Jacobs’s argument about the likely effects of climate change and
the level of the land. For the other sites you are now inferring you don’t accept the argument.

Safe access and egress and emergency planning
The requirement to demonstrate safe access and egress or emergency planning is covered
by the DM39 policy (5) c)) – we are not proposing to repeat DM requirements in each site
policy (same as per general landscape, design, transport and other planning principles).

Site allocations – outstanding
Site 1 – 1-9 Shaftesbury Street, High Wycombe: it is our view that the SFRA level 2 gives an
appropriate assessment of climate change given best available data and makes
recommendations for future site-specific assessments which covers areas of uncertainty.
Site 5: Abbey Barn North: considering the site topography i.e. it is sloping site, it is our view
that even with climate change, the majority of the site will not be at increased risk. Using a
sequential approach within the site development will be possible.
Site 10: Former Bassetsbury allotments, Bassetsbury Lane: using a sequential approach
within the site, development will be possible.
Site 15: Hollands Farm: Using a sequential approach within the site development will be
possible. We would like to clarify with you what your position in relation to this site is. The
reason for this is that the site developers’ representation on the Local Plan reg 19 mentions
the fact that the EA has agreed the approach to their site specific modelling. Have you
agreed the modelling in the same way you have for Slate Meadow?
Site 21: Dashwood Avenue: it is our view that the SFRA level 2 gives an appropriate
assessment of climate change given best available data and makes recommendations for
future site-specific assessments which covers areas of uncertainty.
Site 70: Little Marlow Lakes Country Park: if the climate change extent changes, it would still
be 3a. Development of a country park in zone 3a is appropriate when considering NPPF
table 3.

Site 90 : Leigh Street – part of the site has planning permission (17/06702/FUL) – the EA did
not raise climate change concerns in relation to the proximity of zone 3a to the site as part of
your response.
Site 141: Westhorpe House, Little Marlow: it is our view that the SFRA level 2 gives an
appropriate assessment of climate change given best available data and makes
recommendations for future site-specific assessments which covers areas of uncertainty.
Site 115: Land at Princes Risborough Station, Princes Risborough: as covered above in this
letter, Jacobs have made assumptions on climate change where no modelling was available.
Site 116: Land to the rear of Poppy Road, including 108 Wycombe Road: as covered above
in this letter, Jacobs have made assumptions on climate change where no modelling was
available.
Site 137: Land to the north of Lower Icknield Way: as covered above in this letter, Jacobs
have made assumptions on climate change where no modelling was available. Even
assuming that the extent of 3a increases with climate change, employment use is
appropriate when considering NPPF table 3.

Way forward
We would like to facilitate a meeting including Jacobs and the Agency to discuss the
methodological points raised in your objections. We would like this meeting to be
before we submit the plan to the Planning Inspectorate. We are aiming to submit on March
12th and as such would like to have a meeting as soon as possible but by the end of the w/c
February 26th at the latest.
We also feel that with regards to the Duty to Cooperate the Inspector will want to know
clearly whether we have met the duty or not. It is our view that we have as we have engaged
extensively with you over the past 5 or so years. We note that at the meeting on 21.12.17
you verbally agreed that we had met the duty, but that your letter from 23.01.18 does not
adequately reflect this. We feel it is important to reiterate that agreeing that we have met the
duty does not preclude that you may still have soundness concerns.
I look forward to hearing from you and ask that you identify when you could meet with us as
soon as you can please.
Yours Sincerely
Aude Pantel
Planning Policy Officer

Doc J

Aude Pantel
Wycombe District Council
Planning, Transport & Development
Council Offices
Queen Victoria Road
High Wycombe
Buckinghamshire
HP11 1BB

Our ref:
WA/2006/000248/CS11/SB1-L01
Your ref:
Date:

23 February 2018

Dear Aude
Consultation on the Publication version (Regulation 19) of the Wycombe District
Local Plan. Response about the SFRA and site allocations soundness comments.
Thank you for your email dated 1 February 2018 regarding the SFRA soundness issues
and our response dated 23 January 2018.
The flood risk modelling was not accepted by our modelling and forecasting team and
we are concerned that the results of this modelling may not accurately reflect flood risk
at the allocated sites. We were clear that there were still significant concerns with the
modelling and it was therefore critical that allocations were precautionary, but there is
no evidence that this is the case.
We are pleased to see that the local plan clearly states a need for site specific
assessments at appropriate sites. We would also like to see wording in the site specific
policies which would reassure us that sites could still be developed even if predicted
flood extents increased once updated site specific modelling is undertaken. This might
need to include an indication of a possible reduction in allocation numbers at some
sites.
The reason for this is to be clear to developers when planning permission is requested
that the allocated numbers might not be realised. In the past we have had difficulties
where a local plan has had numbers allocated that could then not be realised. We have
had applications from developers where following their up-to-date site specific
modelling, the flood zone constraint has increased, but they have still tried to fit the
allocated number of houses onto the site by engineering a solution which we wouldn’t
approve.
We agree that we would not have expected you to carry out detailed modelling in the
areas where detailed modelling is not currently available. The approach taken by
Jacobs is acceptable on this point. However there is still concern that when the detailed
modelling is carried out, the flood zone constraint could increase and again we would
Cont/d..

like to make it clear to developers that allocated numbers might not be realised if there
is not room on the site to reconfigure the allocation. This is also the case for sites 115,
116 and 137.
Regarding the point about safe access and egress, we are pleased to see that safe
access and egress has been covered by policy DM39. However our point was in
relation to the site allocations being impacted on the potential increase in the flood
extents as a result of future climate change modelling. We just wanted you to consider
the possibility of some sites not being able to achieve safe access and egress routes
and that your emergency planners will need to be satisfied that people will be evacuated
in times of flooding.
In response to your specific points about the site allocations:
Site 15: Hollands Farm: Please can you supply us with any references for the agreed
approach to the site specific modelling for this site so we can cross check our records.
Site 70: Little Marlow Lakes Country Park: Although this is for development of a country
park, there is also a plan for sports facilities and a café and these development will need
to be assessed.
Site 90: Leigh Street:
The assessment for the local plan is a different process to the planning application
process. This site was included in the SFRA level 2 because it is within 50m of the
extent of the published Flood Zone 2. Your assessment has used the modelling which
we have not approved. The SFRA 2 requires applicants to use the best available data
when applying for planning permission, as this could result in changes to the flood
extents, it would be useful to include the note about allocated numbers potentially
changing or reassurance that sites could still be developed if predicted flood extents
changed.
Site 137: Land to the north of Lower Icknield Way: Employment use is likely to be a less
vulnerable development, but if building in Flood Zone 3, there is a need for flood plain
compensation.
Duty to Cooperate
We agree that we have and continue to cooperate with Wycombe District Council to
help maximise the effectiveness of policies for relevant strategic matters within our remit
within the Local Plan. However, we have not seen or signed up to any specific wording
in relation to this engagement.
If you have any questions please don’t hesitate to contact me.
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Yours sincerely

Ms Michelle Kidd
Planning Advisor
Direct dial 02030259712
Direct e-mail planning_THM@environment-agency.gov.uk

End
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Doc K
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Aude Pantel
13 March 2018 16:16
Marchant, Joanna
Chris Schmidt-Reid
WDC local plan

Dear Jo
Thank you for your call earlier and for confirming that:
- Michelle will be sending back the Duty to Cooperate wording by the end of the week.
- You will be sending back the comments from your modellers on the hydraulic technical note
as soon as reasonably practicable.
I have confirmed that we will not be proposing a change of wording at this stage as this would
require going out for further consultation on proposed changes prior to submission. WDC
considers the plan sound and ready for submission. We also consider that the plan provides
sufficient markers to developers in terms of indicative numbers (I have checked again – policies
do refer to “indicative number of dwellings” or “indicative capacity” – this is not an absolute!),
whilst having to review best available data when they do their own FRA, and take account of all
policy requirements including DM39 on flood risk and SuDS.
Kind regards
Aude Pantel
Planning Policy Officer
Wycombe District Council, Queen Victoria Road, High Wycombe HP11 1BB
01494421538 aude.pantel@wycombe.gov.uk
Get involved in the New Local Plan: www.wycombe.gov.uk/wdlppublicationversion
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Doc L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Aspin, Matthew <Matthew.Aspin@jacobs.com>
26 March 2018 14:00
Aude Pantel
Symons, Michael
RE: Wycombe District SFRA level 2

Hi Aude,
Please find statement below:
The modelling approach taken by Jacobs for the Wycombe DC Strategic Flood Risk Assessment was considered
appropriate for the level of assessment for the development sites. Flood extents for the River Wye (including the
Hughenden Stream) and the River Thames near Marlow were produced utilising the hydraulic models previously
developed by the Environment Agency. It was understood via discussions with the EA that these models are due to
be updated. Both models had a 1D modelling approach and consequently to save time on the development of flood
extents they were converted to a 2D representation of the floodplain. The hydrology and the in‐bank schematisation
of the river channels was not modified. Minor amendments were made at selected locations to overcome model
instabilities.
The running of a range of climate change scenarios (up to +70%) has provided a de‐facto sensitivity test (as
discussed with Carrie Whittaker of the EA during the development of the SFRA) of the hydrology assumptions and
has not identified any significant thresholds in predicted peak flows that would lead to uncertainty in the prediction
of risk.
No update to the hydraulic model in‐bank schematisation of the river channels has been carried out. Cross sections
and structures within the provided models were not reviewed and considered as a correct representation of the
river geometry. The in‐bank flows were considered to have lesser influence than out of bank (flood) flows given the
respective flow volumes involved, when considering the viability of allocation sites.
We therefore consider that the hydraulic modelling undertaken to support the SFRA is commensurate with the level
of detail required. In addition, as stated in the SFRA, the exact location of properties within the allocation sites is
unconfirmed and it includes recommendations for the development of site‐specific Flood Risk Assessments
(potentially including further hydraulic modelling) which would need to progress through the usual planning
process.
Regards,
Matt Aspin, MEng | Jacobs | Graduate Civil Engineer | Water Environment | +44 (0)2087.607.767 |
Matthew.Aspin@jacobs.com | www.jacobs.com
From: Aude Pantel [mailto:Aude.Pantel@wycombe.gov.uk]
Sent: 26 March 2018 13:22
To: Smee, Daniel ; Aspin, Matthew
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Wycombe District SFRA level 2
Importance: High
Hi Daniel / Matt
Mike Symons was due to send us a statement from your modelling colleagues before tomorrow close of business.
See below.
Are you able to chase Mike’s colleagues for this?
1

Kind regards

Aude Pantel
Planning Policy Officer
Wycombe District Council, Queen Victoria Road, High Wycombe HP11 1BB
01494421538 aude.pantel@wycombe.gov.uk
Get involved in the New Local Plan: www.wycombe.gov.uk/wdlppublicationversion

Aude
I have drafted it and it is with them. I am on leave next week so plan to issue it to you before I go
Kind regards
Mike
Michael Symons, CWEM MCIWEM | Jacobs | Technical Director | Water Environment | 0208 760 7722
michael.symons@jacobs.com | www.jacobs.com
From: Aude Pantel [mailto:Aude.Pantel@wycombe.gov.uk]
Sent: 22 March 2018 09:02
To: Symons, Michael <Michael.Symons@jacobs.com>
Cc: Chris Schmidt‐Reid <Chris.Schmidt‐Reid@wycombe.gov.uk>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: WDC SFRA ‐ Review of EA Queried Sites
Hi Mike
Thank you for your comments – I will discuss with Chris and get back to you.
When can we anticipate to receive the wording discussed previously – I believe you were checking with your
modellers?

Kind regards
Aude Pantel
Planning Policy Officer

NOTICE - This communication may contain confidential and privileged information that is for the sole use of the intended recipient. Any
viewing, copying or distribution of, or reliance on this message by unintended recipients is strictly prohibited. If you have received this
message in error, please notify us immediately by replying to the message and deleting it from your computer.

Jacobs U.K. Limited
1180 Eskdale Road, Winnersh, Wokingham RG41 5TU
Registered in England and Wales under number 2594504

Click here to report this email as spam.

2

