Appendix O - Guide to using technical data

This guide sets out how the data contained within this SFRA should be used to undertake the Sequential and Exception Tests. The different sources of flood risk are divided into three levels of concern: high
medium and low. Within these, recommendations and advice for undertaking the Sequential and Exception Tests are provided as well as references to relevant sections of this SFRA.

Flood risk source / information source: sets out the different sources of flood risk and technical data used within the study, including Flood Zones, surface water, groundwater, climate change, reservoir
inundation, historic flood risk and proximity to watercourses.
Relevant sections of this SFRA: cross-references the flood risk and information sources with the relevant sections of this SFRA.
Result: divides the flood risk and information sources into categories based on the extent of impact to a site. The Site Screening spreadsheet can be used to cross-reference a site against these criteria.
Level of concern: Categorises the flood risk and information sources into three levels of concern (high, medium and low) based on the result column.
Recommendations: Provides recommendations in relation to development suitability, further investigations, additional site-specific FRA considerations and consideration of defences and SuDS, based on the

level of concern.

Sequential and Exception Tests: Provides advice on applying the Sequential and Exception Tests, including under what circumstances a Level 2 SFRA may be required, based on the level of concern.

Rother District Council require that developments in areas at risk of surface water, groundwater or reservoir flooding follow the same requirements as those laid out in Parts (a) and (b) of the NPPF's

Exception Test.

Flood risk source/ information

Relevant sections of this SFRA Result

Level of concern

Recommendations

Sequential and Exception Tests

source

Fluvial / Tidal (Flood Zones)

5 - Sources of information used
in preparing the SFRA
6 - Understanding the risk in the
Rother District

Significant proportion (e.g. greater than

Residential development on a site in this zone is unlikely to be appropriate unless the

Sites in these categories should be explicitly

Fluvial / Tidal - Climate change

4 - Climate change
5 - Sources of information used
in preparing the SFRA
6 - Understanding the risk in the
Rother District

Fluvial / Tidal - Climate change
proxy

4 - Climate change
5 - Sources of information used
in preparing the SFRA
6 - Understanding the risk in the
Rother District

Surface Water

5 - Sources of information used
in preparing the SFRA
6 - Understanding the risk in the
Rother District

Surface Water - Climate change

4 - Climate change
5 - Sources of information used
in preparing the SFRA
6 - Understanding the risk in the
Rother District

Groundwater

5 - Sources of information used
in preparing the SFRA
6 - Understanding the risk in the
Rother District

Reservoir inundation

5 - Sources of information used
in preparing the SFRA
6 - Understanding the risk in the
Rother District

Historic flood map

5 - Sources of information used
in preparing the SFRA
6 - Understanding the risk in the
Rother District

Canal network

6 - Understanding the risk in the
Rother District

Detailed River Network

5 - Sources of information used
in preparing the SFRA
6 - Understanding the risk in the
Rother District

Areas benefitting from defence

7 - Fluvial, tidal and coastal flood
defences

Cumulative impacts

12 - Level 1 summary
assessment of potential
development locations

50%) of site in Flood Zones (2 and 3) High ;\te is in an area benefitting from defence and can be made safe for the intended addressgd ina Sequentlgl Test and may reqwre
lifespan. preparation of further evidence to substantiate that
Exception Test can be satisfied. Evidence from a
Level 2 SFRA is required to demonstrate that the
principle of development is supported.
Significant proportion (e reater than Residential development is unlikely to be appropriate unless the site is in an area
5090/) of sitz atprisk of flcl)?)‘d% from the |High benefitting from defence. Consideration should be given to the Standard of Protection Sites in th ¢ . hould b licit!
futuie 1% AEP event 9 9 of existing defences in relation to future climate change and any other measures a:ﬂ:rselsr;ed?;eacgezguoer;\iisalst‘;t anZ l:\(gylcrleg’uire
o N X .
necessary to provide appropriate standards of protection to proposed development. R " X
ytop pprop P prop! P preparation of further evidence to substantiate that
Exception Test can be satisfied. Evidence from a
Level 2 SFRA is required to demonstrate that the
principle of development is supported.
Significant proportion (e.g. greater than Residential development is unlikely to be appropriate unless the site is in an area B . . .
50%) of site at risk of flooding from the High benefitting from defence. Consideration should be given to the Standard of Protection S:jtdes n tge_se cgtegonefs Isr_:_OUItd bz explicitly .
0.1% AEP event when used as a proxy 9 of existing defences in relation to future climate change and any other measures gre[l)':izgor:no?fule'tqhueernelvaideiieatg s:t‘)as)tla:let?:tlgethat
for climate change necessary to provide appropriate standards of protection to proposed development.
9 ytop PProp P prop: P Exception Test can be satisfied. Evidence from a
Level 2 SFRA (including detailed modelling of the
impact of climate change) is required to
demonstrate that the principle of development is
supported.
Site not at risk of flooding from the
0.1% AEP event when used as a proxy |Low Residential development is likely to be appropriate based on this criterion.
for climate change
Sites in these categories should be explicitly
Si‘tgen'\lgCaafpetcgggpt?rt;ilr:’f;ileg;N:tse?' /fjt))é)cgin High Development on a site in this risk area is unlikely to be appropriate unless measures addressgd ina Sequentla_l Test and may require
Y a9 (including drainage) are in place to control overland flow. preparation of further evidence to substantiate that
(across all three surface water events) Exception Test can be satisfied. Sites will be
pected to follow the same requirements as those
laid out in Parts (a) and (b) of the NPPF's Exception
Test. Evidence may be required from a Level 2
SFRA to demonstrate that the principle of
development is supported.
No risk of surface water flooding Low Development is likely to be appropriate based on this criterion.
anifi . h Sites in these categories should be explicitly
Significant proportion (e.g. greater than | Development on a site in this risk area is unlikely to be appropriate unless measures |addressed in a Sequential Test and may require
50%) of site at risk of surface water High i i i i preparation of further evidence to substantiate that
flooding from the future 1% AEP event (including drainage) are in place to control overland flow. 5 cen g -
ooding o Exception Test can be satisfied. Sites will be
pected to follow the same requirements as those
laid out in Parts (a) and (b) of the NPPF's Exception
Test. Evidence may be required from a Level 2
SFRA to demonstrate that the principle of
development is supported.
Site not at risk of surface water flooding Low Development may be appropriate in this risk area, however this will depend on the
from the future 1% AEP event present-day flood risk - refer to surface water recommendations
Level 2 SFRA or site specific Flood Risk Assessment
required to provide evidence that the principle of
development is supported.
Development is likely to be appropriate in this risk area, however as groundwater
Negligible risk of flooding from Low datasets are generally produced nationally it is recommended that ground
groundwater investigations are carried out and reported on within a site-specific FRA where this is
required (known to be a problem locally).
Development on a site in this risk area might not be appropriate - this will be heavily
Maximum risk of flooding from reservoir dependent on the state of repair of the dam and the long term commitment to its
inundation (is greater than 2m depth or |High management and maintenance. If development is considered, the local authority
2m/s velocity) Emergency Planning team should be consulted to confirm that proposals can be safely |Level 2 SFRA or site specific Flood Risk Assessment
implemented. required to provide evidence that the principle of
development is supported.
No risk of reservoir inundation Low Development is likely to be appropriate in this risk area.
No risk of historic flooding Low Development is likely to be appropriate based on this criterion.
Site not within 100m of a Canal Low Development is likely to be appropriate based on this criterion.
Site not within 20m of a watercourse Development is likely to be appropriate in this risk area,
(from the Detailed River Network Low /
dataset)
Level 2 SFRA or site specific Flood Risk Assessment
required to provide evidence that the principle of
development is supported.
The site is not in an area benefiting Development is likely to be .appropr\ate in this risk area |.f there is no.rlsk of .ﬂoodmg
Low from other sources on the site. See other recommendations if there is any risk of
from defence .
flooding.
Sites found to be within a high cumulative impact
zones should be identified within a Level 2 SFRA
and Level 2 SFRA site sheets, or a site specific
Flood Risk Assessment may be required to provide
evidence that the principle of development is
supported.
Development is likely to be appropriate in these risk areas,
Low /
Low - Any site not partially or fully
within either High or Medium Low Development is likely to be appropriate in this risk area.

Cumulative Impact Zones




