Appendix S - 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.

Flood risk source/ information
source

Relevant sections of this SFRA Result

Significant proportion (e.g. greater

Level of concern

Recommendations

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

Sequential and Exception Tests
Sites in these categories should be explicitly

Fluvial / Tidal - Climate change

approach
4 - Understanding Flood Risk
in Stroud
5 - Climate change
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Information

from the future 1% AEP event

other measures necessary to provide appropriate standards of protection to
proposed development.

A proportion (e.g. less than 50%) of
site at risk of flooding from the future|
1% AEP event

Medium

than 50%) of site in Flood Zones (2 [High unless the site is in an area benefitting from defence and can be made safe for |addressed in a Sequential Test and may
and 3) the intended lifespan. require preparation of further evidence to
3 - The sequential, risk-based Residential development may be appropriate, sequential approach should be substantiate that Exception Test can be
approach A proportion (e.g. less than 50%) of Medium applied to avoid developing in flood zones as far as reasonable. Parts of the satisfied. Evidence is required in the Level 2
4 - Understanding Flood Risk |site in Flood Zones (2 and 3) site within Flood Zone 1 should also be reviewed against the criteria described |SFRA to demonstrate that the principle of
Fluvial / Tidal (Flood Zones) A dm SRtr_oxd i below. development is supported.
I\El’pen_ X S pp:_‘ X Residential development is probably appropriate in this zone, however
apping: supporting catchments <3km?in area are not covered by the Environment Agency Flood
Information Zones and there may be a risk of flooding from small watercourses and/or
Site located in Flood Z 1 Medi
te located in Flood cone edium other sources. These should be considered in conjunction with the DRN data
and data on other sources of flooding. The surface water data in particular
often highlights areas at risk of flooding from these smaller watercourses.
Residential development is unlikely to be appropriate unless the site is in an
Significant proportion (e.g. greater area benefitting from defence. Consideration should be given to the Standard Sites in these categories should be explicit!
3 - The sequential, risk-based |than 50%) of site at risk of flooding |High of Protection of existing defences in relation to future climate change and any 9 picitly

addressed in a Sequential Test and may
require preparation of further evidence to

Residential development may be appropriate, sequential approach should be
applied to avoid developing in the areas at risk of flooding as much as
reasonable. Consideration should be given to the Standard of Protection of any|
defences in relation to future climate change and the commitment to deliver
the required standards.

Site not at risk of flooding from the

ubstantiate that Exception Test can be
satisfied. Evidence is required within the Level
2 SFRA to demonstrate that the principle of
development is supported.

Residential development is probably appropriate in this risk area, however this

Ordinary watercourses (non
Main-Rivers)

Mapping: Supporting
Information

ordinary watercourse

the effect on development.

Where an ordinary watercourse is located away from a site and land slopes
down towards the site, development may be less appropriate than a site where
land slopes down towards the watercourse and away from the site.

future 1% AEP event Medium will depend on the present-day fluvial / tidal risk - refer to fluvial / tidal flood
° zone recommendations
Significant proportion (e — Residential development is unlikely to be appropriate unless the site is in an
3 - The sequential, risk-based thgn o |:;f ;te o ,—isk%fglooding - area benefitting frc_:m defence. ansider;tion should be_given to the Standard Sites in these categories should be explicitly
approach from the 0.1% AEP event when used |19 ofhProtectlon of existing defences I-Z relation tg future zllmdate fchange gnd any | ddressed in a Sequential Test and may
4 - Understanding Flood Risk |as a proxy for climate change ctheqmeasiresinecessany;tolprovidelappropriateistandarasioniprotectionito require preparation of further evidence to
in Stroud ) g proposed development. bstantiate that E tion Test b
in Strou A 5 = q n ubstantiate that Exception Test can be
Fluvial / Tidal - Climate change 5 - Climate change A proportion (e.g. less than 50%) of s;e;;:?e?jnE?Lt\j/f)\ilflgg\?:on;i:;aiyn t;seagf;ggZit:}éksit;l;ﬁ)n:;ai:‘;;;[;rt::j:hsgsuld be satisfied. Evidence from a Level 2 SFRA is
N X ! 5 X L
proxy A . " i & sl @ itomeling) (el e @17 Medium reasonable. Consideration should be given to the Standard of Protection of any| required to de_monstrate that the principle of
ppendix R - Appendix AEP event when used as a proxy for . : : b . development is supported.
S . " defences in relation to future climate change and the commitment to deliver
Mapping: Sup_portlng cimatelchiagog the required standards.
Information Site not at risk of flooding from the
0.1% AEP event when used as a Low Residential development is likely to be appropriate based on this criterion.
proxy for climate change
3 - The sequential, risk-based |Significant proportion (e.g. >50%) of
approach site is affected by surface water . Development on a site in this risk area is unlikely to be appropriate unless
PP High
4 - Understanding Flood Risk |flooding (across all three surface 9 measures (including drainage) are in place to control overland flow. Evidence may be required within the Level 2
in Stroud water eve_nts) _ SFRA to demonstrate that the principle of
Surface Water A proportion (e.g. <50%) of site is development is supported
Appendix R - Appendix affected by surface water flooding Medium Development may be appropriate and consultations should be held with the
Mapping: Supporting (across all three surface water Lead Local Flood Authority.
Information events)
No risk of surface water flooding Low Development is likely to be appropriate based on this criterion.
3 - The sequential, risk-based |2/9MTcaNt proportion (€.g. greater
Callpproach than 50%) of site at risk of surface High Development on a site in this risk area is unlikely to be appropriate unless
4 - Understanding Flood Risk wate:\fl(ﬁdlng from the future 1% measures (including drainage) are in place to control overland flow. Evidence may be required within the Level 2
in Stroud [AEE X . SFRA to demonstrate that the principle of
Surface Water - Climate 5 - Climate change (A PREPEHIE (©46); [EES Wikt S aff . Development may be appropriate and consultations should be held with the ~ |development is supported
change site at risk of surface water flooding |Medium 8
P Lead Local Flood Authority.
Appendix R - Appendix from the future 1% AEP event
Mapping: Supporting i i
Information ﬁ::d?:t ?:;;:lihoef fs‘;r:f:elx/va;‘eErP Gy Development may be appropriate in this risk area, however this will depend on
Sy 9 ° the present-day flood risk - refer to surface water recommendations
The effect of this will depend on the location and historic evidence of known
. . Historic records of groundwater Medium problems - a site-specific FRA should consider overland flow paths once
3 - The sequential, risk-based |flooding within or near a site groundwater has emerged. It is unlikely that infiltration SuDS will be
approach appropriate and groundwater monitoring should be recommended.
4 - Understanding Flood Risk
in Stroud Risk of flooding from groundwater is Development might be appropriate but a site-specific FRA should consider
Groundwater 6 e 9 9 Medium groundwater risk. A high likelihood may mean infiltration SuDS are not
Appendix R - Appendix 919 appropriate and groundwater monitoring should be recommended.
Mapping: Supporting
Information Development is likely to be appropriate in this risk area, however as
Negligible risk of flooding from Ay groundwater datasets are generally produced nationally it is recommended
groundwater that ground 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 I this FISK area MIgNt Not be appropriate - this Wil be
3 - The sequential, risk-based |Maximum risk of flooding from heavily dependent on the state of repair of the dam and the long term
approach reservoir inundation (is greater than |High commitment to its management and maintenance. If development is
4 - Understanding Flood Risk (2m depth or 2m/s velocity) considered, the local authority Emergency Planning team should be consulted |cyijence may be required within the Level 2
Reservoir inundation in Stroud ; R : . q K = - . Ild - - . SFRA to demonstrate that the principle of
_ _ ; . ) isk of flooding from reservoirs should not rule out development as the development is supported
Appen_dlx R- Appepdlx :fleas)::\';;i:qir:f:doaftile)?\l)?ilsnﬁe;;oﬁan 2 m[Medium likelihood of reservoir breach is low, however risk should still be considered by P PP
Mapping: SLIP_DOFUF\Q depth or 2 m/s velocity) the developer at site-specific FRA stage and an emergency plan is likely to be
Information P Y required. The local authority Emergency Planning team should be consulted.
No risk of reservoir inundation Low Development is likely to be appropriate in this risk area.
3= TTe Sequentar, TSR-Dased
approach Sites located in areas that have historically flooded might be appropriate for
4 - Understanding Flood Risk development, however further investigation will be required regarding the
in Stroud Any part of site within historic flood Medium severity and frequency of the historic flooding and accuracy of the historic flood
Historic flood map extents extent. This should be used alongside other information in the Level 1 SFRA to
Appendix R - Appendix decide whether the site is appropriate for allocation. Technical work will be
Mapping: Supporting required to inform this at the site-specific FRA stage.
Information No risk of historic flooding Low Development is likely to be appropriate based on this criterion.
_ . . Development might be appropriate in areas at risk of flooding from canals
4 Under:?f\agfrlg\nglood Risk (unless the flood risk is fluvial and meets the criteria above). However, the
Site within 100m of a Canal Medium risk should be considered by the developer at site-specific FRA stage and an
Canal network Appendix R - Appendix emergency plan may be required. The Canal and Rivers Trust should be
pp i PP . contacted to request information on overtopping and breach locations which
Mapp;lrr:f?).msq:zg?\mng could affect the site.
Site not within 100m of a Canal Low Development is likely to be appropriate based on this criterion.
Sites located within 20m of an ordinary watercourse might be appropriate for
. . development.
4- Undersi:‘agfrlg‘?dﬂood Risk Where an ordinary watercourse passes through or adjacent to a site, the Flood
" " Any part of site within 20m of an " Zones and surface water map should also be considered to further determine
Appendix R - Appendix Medium

Site not within 20m of an ordinary
watercourse

Low / Medium

Development is likely to be appropriate in this risk area, however not all
watercourses are mapped on the Detailed River Network dataset, smaller
drains may not be mapped and may need to be considered along with flood
risk from other sources.

Areas benefitting from defence

4 - Understanding Flood Risk
in Stroud
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Mapping: Supporting
Information

Any part of the site is within an area
benefiting from defence

Advisory

Development in this risk area is normally appropriate in principle. However, the
performance of formal defences and residual flood risk will need to be
considered and consideration given to the commitment and contributions
required to maintain the appropriate standard of protection.

Evidence required within Level 2 SFRA that the
principle of development is supported

The site is not in an area benefiting
from defence

Low

Development is likely to be appropriate in this risk area if there is no risk of
flooding from other sources on the site. See other recommendations if there is
Uany risk of flooding.

Cumulative impacts

9 - Assessment of flood risk in

potential development areas

High - Any part of the site is within a
highly sensitive catchment

Medium

Development could be considered as appropriate, however, specific planning
policy recommendations may need to be formulated. Drainage and flood risk
reduction opportunities will probably need to be considered further within these
catchments that may have financial and/or land take implications for the site
and allay concerns of existing communities potentially at risk.

Evidence required within Level 2 SFRA that the
principle of development is supported

Medium - Any part of the site is
within a moderately sensitive
catchment

Low / Medium

Development is likely to be appropriate in these risk areas, however if a
Medium score has been identified based on a high amount of development
then specific planning policy recommendations may need to be formulated.
Drainage and flood risk reduction opportunities may need to be considered
further within these catchments that may have financial and/or land take
implications for the site.

Low - Any site not partially or fully
within either a highly or moderately
sensitive catchment

Development is likely to be appropriate in this risk area.




