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S ECTION 1: I NTRODUCTION
1.1. Purpose of this Report
East Riding of Yorkshire Council (the Council) is a Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) and
has a duty under the Flood and Water Management Act 2010 (FWMA) to develop, maintain,
apply and monitor a Local Flood Risk Management Strategy for its administrative area. The
Council also a duty under Regulation 26 of the Flood Risk Regulations 2009 (the
Regulations) to prepare a Flood Risk Management Plan (FRMP) for the part of its
administrative area that has been designated by DEFRA under Regulation 14 of the
Regulations as a relevant flood risk area.
The relevant flood risk area is the ‘Kingston upon Hull and Haltemprice Catchment’. This
catchment has been designated because of its high vulnerability to flooding from surface
water associated with prolonged rainfall but also the combination of risks from tidal surges
on the Humber Estuary, flooding from inland watercourses and groundwater flooding. These
risks have the potential to cause flooding to thousands of people in the city of Kingston
upon Hull and to the Haltemprice settlements to the west of the city within East Riding of
Yorkshire.
Both the FWMA and the Regulations require LLFAs to consult other flood risk management
authorities and the public on the proposed content of their local flood risk management
strategies and flood risk management plans. The Regulations also require LLFAs to include a
‘report of the consultation’ within a flood risk management plan, although do not specify
what information should be provided. This report is intended to meet this requirement,
setting out when the public consultation took place, how it was publicised, the organisations
notified and which organisations responded. It also sets out the responses received with
commentary on how these have been addressed in developing final versions of the
documents.
Because the Council carried out public consultation on its Draft Local Flood Risk Management
Strategy (LFRMS) and Draft Flood Risk Management Plan for the Kingston upon Hull and
Haltemprice catchment (FRMP) at the same time, and because the two documents will direct
the Council’s approach to flood risk management in the relevant flood risk area, the report
sets out the details of the public consultation on both documents. It also describes the
consultation on the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitat Regulations
Assessment (HRA) of the two documents.
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S ECTION 2: T HE P UBLIC C ONSULTATION
2.1

Overview
In preparing drafts of the LFRMS and FRMP, the Council consulted informally with
organisations such as the Environment Agency (EA), Internal Drainage Boards (IDBs),
Kingston upon Hull City Council (KHCC) and Yorkshire Water. Officers have met
periodically to discuss the development of their plans, including the Humber Flood Risk
Management Plan prepared by the EA. The Council has also kept local councillors and towns
and parishes up to date on the development of the LFRMS and FRMP through its Flood
Protection and Resilience Board, Parish Flood Liaison Group meetings, and other forums.
The initial stage of formal consultation was carried out in February 2014. The Council
published a Draft Scoping Report on the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) of the
LFRMS and FRMP on 14 February 2014 and requested comments by 23 March 2014. As well
as the statutory consultees for SEA, the Council notified all flood risk management
authorities that operate in the East Riding and other organisations that the Council normally
consults on SEAs and land use planning matters. This included Town and Parish Councils
and local community groups. The responses to this consultation informed the approach to
the SEA and the development of the Draft LFRMS and Draft FRMP. The responses received
are included in a Final Scoping Report1 with commentary on how they have been addressed.
The main stage of public consultation on the proposed content of the LFRMS and FRMP took
place during March and April 2015. The following documents were published on 2 March
2015:


Draft Local Flood Risk Management Strategy for the East Riding of Yorkshire



Draft Flood Risk Management Plan for the Kingston upon Hull and Haltemprice
Catchment within East Riding of Yorkshire



Draft Environmental Statement Report - Strategic Environmental Assessment



Draft Habitat Regulations Assessment Stage 1 Screening Report

The Council notified a range of organisations of the consultation on this date, including
statutory consultees, local Members of Parliament, local councillors and various groups and
organisations, inviting responses by 10 April 2015. Details of the organisations consulted are
provided in Appendix 1. Consultees were able to submit responses in a format that suited
them, including email responses, verbally at meetings, or by written correspondence.
The Council publicised the consultation more widely via its website (as a latest news item
and a ‘hot topic’) and social media accounts, and via its quarterly publication Your East Riding
(delivered to all households in the East Riding), Parish newsletter and staff magazine. The

1

http://www2.eastriding.gov.uk/council/plans-and-policies/other-plans-and-policies-information/flood-risk/local-flood-risk-

management-strategy/
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Council also issued a press statement, which led to an article in the Yorkshire Post about the
consultation.
During the consultation period, officers held meetings with a number of organisations to
present the draft documents and receive initial queries / feedback, and delivered
presentations at committees and forums such as the Parish Flood Liaison Group meeting.
As a result of the consultation, the Council received responses from key flood risk
management authorities that operate in the East Riding, statutory bodies such as Natural
England, non-governmental organisations such as the RSPB and local organisations /
partnerships and Town and Parish Councils. In some cases the responses have led to further
consultation and discussion on amendments to the draft documents. The Council has sought
to ensure that the responses received have been given due consideration and that where
appropriate, the draft documents have been amended to address them.
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S ECTION 3: C ONSULTATION R ESPONSE
3.1

Overview
Overall, 16 separate individuals or organisations responded to the consultation on both the
LFRMS and FRMP. To date 317 comments have been received including 23 general
comments, 183 comments on the LFRMS, 32 comments on the FRMP , 28 comments on the
Draft Environmental Statement, 24 comments on the Final Scoping Report and 27 comments on
the Draft HRA Screening Report.
Analysis shows that just under 34% of all comments were made by the Environment Agency,
followed by Natural England at just over 20%. Of the flood risk management authorities that
responded, 62.2% of remarks were from the Environment Agency, 18.6% from Internal
Drainage Boards, followed by 13.4% from Yorkshire Water and 5.8% from Hull City
Council.
By type of organisation, just under 60% of comments were received from non-departmental
government bodies, with a further 29.3% from local government organisations, 8.2% from
non-government organisations, 7.3% from a private company and 1.3% from residents.
The Environment Agency and Natural England contributed to the consultation process with
a substantial amount of advice including new information which has positively improved the
documents.
Five specific remarks were offered about lack of maintenance of flood risk assets and one
remark was concerned about lack of capital investment.
The consultation highlighted a number of issues with the interpretation of wording by
different disciplines and organisations. The text has been amended in a number of places to
address these.
One consultee considered that there should be more weighting given to cultural heritage,
and organisations with environmental interests made a number of comments recommending
changes in relation to conserving and enhancing the natural environment.
Details of the responses with commentary on how they have been addressed are presented
in Appendix 2.

3.2

Post-consultation
Following the formal consultation, the Council consulted statutory bodies, namely Natural
England, on the completion of the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitat
Regulations Assessment (HRA) for the document. The responses have helped the Council
fulfil its statutory obligations in relation to SEA and HRA, enabling identification and
refinement of appropriate wording to include in the LFRMS and FRMP concerning mitigation
of potential significant adverse effects on the environment and European Sites. The
comments received with commentary on how they have been addressed are also presented
in Appendix 2.
9
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G LOSSARY

OF

T ERMS

Catchment - The area contributing flow or
runoff to a particular point on a watercourse or
drainage system.

environment. It was transposed into English law
in December 2009 by the Flood Risk
Regulations.

Climate change - Long-term variations in global
temperature and weather patterns both natural
and as a result of human activity, primarily
greenhouse gas emissions.

Fluvial flooding - Resulting from excess water
leaving the channel of a river and flooding
adjacent land.

DCLG - Department of Community and Local
Government.
DEFRA - Department for Environment Flood and
Rural Affairs
Drainage - A natural or artificial removal of
surface and sub-surface water from a given
area.
EA – Environment Agency
EH - English Heritage
ERYC - East Riding of Yorkshire Council
Flood probability - The estimated likelihood of a
flood of a given magnitude occurring or being
exceeded in any specified time period.
Flood Hazard - An expression of the
combination of flood probability, flood extent
and flood depth to assess the potential adverse
consequences of flooding.

F&WMA - Flood and Water Management Act An Act of Parliament passed into law in 2010
which forms part of the UK Government's
response to Sir Michael Pitt's Report on the
Summer 2007 floods, a major recommendation
of which is to clarify the legislative framework
for managing surface water.
Groundwater - Water in the ground, usually
referring to water in the saturated zone below
the water table.
Groundwater flooding - Flooding caused by
groundwater escaping from the ground when
the water table rises to or above ground level.
IDB - Internal Drainage Board
LFRMS - Local Flood Risk Management Strategy
Listed Building - Buildings of national interest
included in the statutory list of buildings of special
architectural or historic interest.
LLFA - Lead Local Flood Authority

Flood risk - An expression of the combination of
the flood probability and the magnitude of the
potential consequences of the flood event.

LNP - Local Nature Partnership

Flood Risk Area - An area determined as having
a significant risk of flooding in accordance with
guidance published by Defra.

LRF - Local Resilience Forum

FRMP - Flood Risk Management Plan

MAFP - Multi Agency Flood Plan

Flood Risk Regulations - Legislation that
transposed the European Floods Directive in
2009.

Main River - A watercourse designated on a
statutory map of Main rivers, maintained by the
Environment Agency.

Floods Directive - The EU Floods Directive came
into force in November 2007 and is designed to
help Member States prevent and limit the
impact of floods on people, property and the

Mitigation measure - A generic term to refer to
an element of development design which may
be used to manage some risk to the
development, or to avoid an increase in risk
elsewhere.
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LPA - Local Planning Authority.

LSP - Local Strategic Partnership

NPPF - National Planning Policy Framework ONS - Office for National Statistics - National
statistics agency.
Ordinary watercourse - A watercourse which is
not a private drain and is not designated a Main
river.
Pluvial flooding - Caused by rainfall and is that
flooding which occurs due to water ponding on,
or flowing over, the surface before it reaches a
drain or watercourse.
Ramsar Site - Refers to a wetland site of
international importance designated under the
international wetland convention that was signed
in the Iranian city of Ramsar.
RBMP - River Basin Management Plan
Registered Parks and Gardens - gardens,
grounds and other planned open spaces, such as
town squares, entered onto English Heritage's
national register due to their particular historic
importance.
Registered Battlefields - sites where important
historic battles took place, entered onto English
Heritage's national register of historic
battlefields.
Riparian Owners - Land owners with land or
property alongside a river or other watercourse
who have responsibility for maintaining the river
beds and banks and for allowing water to pass
without obstruction.
SAC - Special Area of Conservation - As
designated by the European Habitats Directive
for high habitat value.
SEA - Strategic Environmental Assessment
Sewerage undertaker - A water company that
provides drainage and sewerage services, as well
as supplying drinking water.
SM - Scheduled Monument - A nationally
important monument due to its historic,
architectural, artistic, traditional or archaeological
interest.
SMP - Shoreline Management Plan.
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SPA - Special Protection Area - As designated
under the European Habitats directive for the
conservation of birds.
SPZ - Source Protection Zone - Aim to safeguard
drinking water by restricting development that
can take place.
SSSI - Sites of Special Scientific Interest Locations defined by Natural England as being
the country's very best wildlife and/or geological
sites.
SuDS - Sustainable Drainage Systems - A
sequence of management practices and control
structures, often referred to as SUDS, designed
to mimic natural conditions to drain surface
water in a more controlled and sustainable
manner. Typically, these techniques are used to
attenuate rates of runoff from potential
development sites.
Surface Water - Water collected or flowing over
the ground not contained within a watercourse.
Usually results from heavy rainfall onto an
impermeable or saturated surface.
Sustainability - The ability for something to be
maintained over time.
Sustainable Development - Development which
meets the needs of the present and prepares for
the requirements of the next generation, without
compromising their ability to meet their own
needs.
Tidal flooding - Flooding that occurs when a high
tide storm exceeds the level of coastal land or
coastal flood defences.
Watercourse - Any natural or artificial channel
that conveys surface water.
WFD - Water Framework Directive

R EFERENCES
HM Parliament (2010) Flood and Water Management Act
HM Parliament (2009) Flood Risk Regulations
East Riding of Yorkshire Council (2015) Local Flood Risk Management Strategy – Consultation Draft
East Riding of Yorkshire Council (2015) Flood Risk Management Plan for the Kingston upon Hull and Haltemprice
catchment within East Riding of Yorkshire – Consultation Draft
East Riding of Yorkshire Council (2015) Draft Environmental Statement for the East Riding of Yorkshire Local Flood
Risk Management Strategy
East Riding of Yorkshire Council (2015) Draft Habitat Regulations Assessment Stage 1 Screening Report for the East
Riding of Yorkshire Local Flood Risk Management Strategy
East Riding of Yorkshire Council (2015) Final Scoping Report for the Strategic Environmental Assessment of the East
Riding of Yorkshire Local Flood Risk Management Strategy
East Riding of Yorkshire Council (2014) Draft Scoping Report for the Strategic Environmental Assessment of the East
Riding of Yorkshire Local Flood Risk Management Strategy
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A PPENDIX 1: L IST

OF CONSULTEES

The Council sent notifications via email to a range of statutory and non-statutory organisations and
interested parties with details of the public consultation and how to respond. The Council also sent
notification emails and where necessary letters to local Members of Parliament and Members of the European
Parliament, to all ward councillors in the East Riding of Yorkshire, and to all Town and Parish Councils in the
East Riding of Yorkshire.
The organisations that were sent notifications are:

Action with Communities in Rural England (ACRE)
Associated British Ports
Association of Drainage Authorities
Beverley and District Chamber of Trade
Beverley Regeneration and Renaissance Partnership,
Bridlington Renaissance Partnership
British Telecom
British Telecom – Openreach
British Wind Energy
Calder Navigation Society
Canal and Rivers Trust
Carstairs Countryside Trust
Carter Jonas
CBI Yorkshire and Humber
Commercial Boat Operators Association
Cottingham Civic Society
Country Land and Business Association
Cowick and Snaith Internal Drainage Board
DEFRA – York Regional Engineers
Dempster Internal Drainage Board
Doncaster Metropolitan District Council
Driffield and District Business Club
Drifield Regeneration and Renaissance Partnership
East Riding Local Strategic Partnership
East Riding Rural Partnership
East Riding Voluntary Action Service
East Riding Waterways Partnership
East Yorkshire Motoring Service
East Yorkshire RIGS Group
English Heritage
Environment Agency
ERYC Tenants Forum
Federation of Small Businesses – South and East Yorkshire
Fields in Trust
Forestry Commission
Freight Transport Association
Friends of the Earth - Beverley
Friends, Families and Travellers Association
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Goole and Airmyn Internal Drainage Board
Goole Renaissance Partnership
Haltemprice Economic Development Group
Health and Safety Executive
Health Watch East Riding of Yorkshire
Hedon Navigation Trust
Heywoods
Highways Agency
Home Builders Federation
Homes and Communities Agency
Hornsea Chamber of Trade
Hornsea Regeneration and Renaissance Partnership
Howden Civic Society
Hull and District Angling Association
Hull and East Riding Local Nature Partnership
Hull and Humber Chamber of Commerce
Hull Civic Society
Hull Civic Society
Hull Environment Forum
Hull Geological Society
Hull Local Strategic Partnership
Humber and Wolds Rural Community Council
Humber Archaeology Partnership
Humber Landlords Association
Humber Local Enterprise Partnership
Humber Local Resilience Forum
Humber Nature Partnership
Humber Playing Fields Association
Humberside Fire and Rescue
Humberside Police
Inland Waterways Association – East Yorkshire Branch
Institute of Directors – Yorkshire
Isle of Axholme Internal Drainage Boards
Joint Local Access Forum
Kingston Communications
Kingston upon Hull City Council
Marine Management Organisation
Market Weighton Civic Society
Mineral Products Association
Ministry of Defence
National Coal Board
National Farmers Union
National Flood Forum
National Grid
National Health Service
National Housing Federation
Natural England
Network Rail
North and East Yorkshire Ecological Data Centre
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North East Lincolnshire Council
North Lincolnshire Council
North Yorkshire County Council
Northern Gas Networks
Northern Power Grid
Northern Rail
Ofwat
Ouse and Humber Drainage Board
Pocklington Canal Society
Rawcliffe Internal Drainage Board
Renewables UK
River Hull Heritage Group
RSPB
Ryedale District Council
Scarborough District Council
Selby District Council
Severn Trent Water
Shire Group of Internal Drainage Boards
South Holderness Internal Drainage Board
Sport England
Stagecoach Bull (Hull)
Sustrans
The Conservation Volunteers – Humber and East Yorkshire
The Crown Estate
Thorntree Internal Drainage Board
UK Mobile Operators Association
University of Hull
Withernsea and South East Holderness Regeneration Partnership
Woodland Trust
York City Council
York Consortium of Drainage Boards
York Diocese,
York North Yorkshire and East Riding Local Enterprise Partnership
Yorkshire Water
Yorkshire Wildlife Trust
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A PPENDIX 2: C ONSULTATION R ESPONSES
2.1 Introduction
The responses to the public consultation and further consultation with statutory bodies are set out in this
appendix with commentary on how these have been addressed.
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2.2 General responses to the consultation
Table 1 - General responses
Consultee
Bishop Burton
Parish Council

Bridlington
Town Council

Hedon Town
Council

Hedon Town
Council

Hedon Town
Council
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No

Response

Officer comment

G1

It is imperative that the current flood defences are maintained including all
ditches etc., along with the implementation of new measures if we are to
improve the situation for all concerned.

The Council agrees with this statement and has raised concerns through the
RFCC and directly to DEFRA that sufficient budget needs to be allocated in
order to maintain existing flood risk assets as well as constructing new ones.

G2

Relevant elements for Bridlington were mainly within the Flood Risk
Management Strategy document and the Bridlington Town Council considers
that hopefully Bridlington should be alleviated with flooding issues with the
recently completed Yorkshire Water Treatment Works.

This revised Bathing Water Directive scheme is primarily designed to
improve water quality, although it will help to alleviate surface water flood
risk in the town as well.

G3

Hedon Town Council notes the Local Flood Risk Management Strategy which
sets out what the East Riding of Yorkshire Council intends to do, working with
organisations, businesses and communities to manage the risk of flooding in the
East Riding of Yorkshire over the next decade and beyond. Hedon Town
Council is pleased that the East Riding of Yorkshire Council is making flood risk
a top priority as part of its business planning and Hedon Town Council wishes
the East Riding of Yorkshire Council to take this into account when considering
planning applications in the Hedon area and beyond.

Noted. Because the Council is both a Lead Local Flood Authority and Local
Planning Authority, it is well placed to integrate flood risk management
priorities of the Local Flood Risk Management Strategy with the planning
application process.

G4

In connection with surface water flooding the Council is disappointed much of
the services are below design standards. Hedon Town Council welcomes the
fact that East Riding of Yorkshire Council will not allow new development in
areas of risk.

Some parts of the public sewer network within the East Riding are indeed
below the current 3.3% AEP (1 in 30 year) benchmark standard of protection
for new sewers. In the past there was no such benchmark, and there has
never been a minimum legal standard. The Burstwick Drain catchment study
currently being undertaken by the Council will identify the capacity of the
existing drainage system in Hedon and help to inform planning decisions and
investment.

G5

Hedon Town Council agrees that Parish and Town Councils have an important
role in monitoring and reporting problems with flood risk assets and providing
the "first tier" local government link between community and RMA's. This
Council has an emergency plan.

Noted.

Table 1 - General responses
Consultee

Humber
Archaeology
Partnership

No

Response

Officer comment

G6

The first two of these documents restrict their coverage of the Historic
Environment almost entirely to Designated Heritage Assets; but, as Section 4.2.14
of the Draft Environmental Statement points out (p. 19), the East Riding also
hosts many more non-designated heritage assets, some of which include remains
of major regional and even national significance. In terms of the potential impacts
upon buried archaeological remains, it is the impacts upon these non-designated
heritage assets which is probably one of the greatest concerns for the Historic
Environment of the area. It is therefore disappointing to see so little space within
these three documents accorded to this risk.

Noted. Greater reference will be made to non-designated heritage assets in
the final versions of the documents.

The impacts of floods upon this aspect of the Historic Environment fall into a
number of potential categories. These include:

Humber
Archaeology
Partnership

Humber
Archaeology
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G7

G8



Erosion and scouring of sites through tidal erosion. At its worst, whole
sites can be swept away and irretrievably lost – as happened in the
documented floods of the 1250s along the Humber foreshore; far more
common are examples of tidal scouring, or alternatively burying sites
under fresh deposits of silt. The latter processes have been observed at
several sites along the Melton foreshore over the last few decades.



Riparian erosion and scouring of river bank deposits.



Damage to or loss of sites during the construction of new flood defence
works – particularly toe and anchor revetments.



Burying archaeological sites under new flood banks. This can be a
particular problem when later enhancement of those banks includes the
insertion of sheet piling, which is usually driven through such deposits.



Damage to or loss of archaeological sites through the excavation of
new borrow pits, to provide the raw materials for the construction of
new flood defence works.



Damage to or loss of archaeological sites through the excavation of
new holding lagoons, or “aqua greens”.

Nobody would dispute the undoubted wisdom and public benefits which

Noted. Greater reference to the potential impacts of flooding and flood risk
management on the historic environment will be included in the final versions
of the documents.

Noted. Greater reference to the potential impacts of flood risk management
activities on the historic environment will be included in the final versions of

Table 1 - General responses
Consultee

No

Partnership

Humber
Archaeology
Partnership

Response
undoubtedly accrue from the implementation of a well-thought-out Flood Risk
Management Strategy; nor that such measures can substantially aid the
preservation and long-term future of many historic standing buildings – and
thereby bring benefits to some parts of the Historic Environment. However, as
can be seen from the above bulleted list, the construction of the flood
protection works themselves can result in damage to other parts of the Historic
Environment – particularly the buried archaeological remains.

G9

A good illustration of this is currently being provided by the archaeological
works associated with the WADFAS scheme [Willerby & Derringham Flood
Alleviation Scheme] in the Haltermprice area, where a team of archaeologists is
currently engaged in investigating and recording a substantial complex of Iron
Age and Romano-British archaeological remains which are threatened by the
proposed construction of flood holding lagoons. None of these remains was
previously recorded, prior to the commencement of the present construction
works; yet, this is probably a more pressing Historic Environment concern for
this project than any of the indirect impacts upon the designated heritage assets
outside of the development area.

Officer comment
the documents.

Noted. Greater reference to the potential impacts of flood risk management
activities on the historic environment will be included in the final versions of
the documents.

It is thus quite surprising that your team, and its consultants, have accorded so
little space within your strategy documents to an aspect which is currently
proving to be such a substantial consideration for the Local Authority.

Natural England

Ouse and
Humber
Drainage Board

22

G10

We notice that the draft strategy has been produced before the SEA, HRA and
WFD assessments have been completed. We would therefore expect that the
strategy will change is a result of the outcomes of these assessments, in
particular where mitigation measures may need to be incorporated.

The final LFRMS will be informed by the feedback received on the draft (SEA)
Environmental Report, which incorporates consideration of WFD objectives,
and by the conclusions of the HRA process, which will be carried out in close
liaison with Natural England.

G11

As an area of ‘special drainage need’ where water level and flood risk
management are heavily reliant on manmade interventions, the Ouse and
Humber Drainage Board generally support the Draft Strategy statements made
in this document. In particular, those made in regards to the importance of
effective and proportionate revenue funding to maintain the integrity of existing
assets and the need for an appropriate capital investment programme.

Support noted.

Table 1 - General responses
Consultee

No

Response

G12

The Ouse and Humber Drainage Board would support a catchment based
approach to managing and delivering operational activities within the East Riding
of Yorkshire. However this should be undertaken on the basis of ‘Those who
benefit pay’ with all Risk Management Authorities acknowledging that this may
require an increase in their revenue/capital spend. The structure for funding any
such works should be in line with existing legislation contained within Section 4
of the Land Drainage Act 1991 and should not be undertaken in a manner that
may adversely impact existing funding streams of one or all RMA’s or in a
manner that may disadvantage an RMA.

Noted.

G13

The Ouse and Humber Drainage Board support the use of Public Sector
Cooperation Agreements and would recommend the widening or their use, or
the use of similar mechanisms, to facilitate greater cooperation and partnership
delivery between all Risk Management Authorities.

Support noted.

RSPB

G14

The RSPB recognises the challenges and risks that flooding poses to the
communities, businesses and environment of the East Riding of Yorkshire. As a
landowner within the East Riding, we have experienced first-hand the
consequences of flood events and therefore recognise the need to identify
solutions to the risks facing the area. It is very much our view, however, that
adopting a truly sustainable approach is the key to finding long-term solutions
that deliver for the needs of communities, businesses and wildlife. On this basis,
it is vital that the Council’s strategic planning documents clearly promote the use
of more natural flood risk management approaches that incorporate
environmental protection and enhancement measures, as well as delivering the
required levels of long-term flood risk management. It is this fundamental
principle that underpins our comments on these various documents, and upon
which we would welcome the opportunity to work further with the Council.

Noted. The final LFRMS will include greater reference to the use of more
natural flood risk management approaches that incorporate environmental
protection and enhancement measures within its objectives and measures.

South
Holderness
Internal
Drainage Board

G15

The South Holderness IDB are happy with the consultation by the ERYC and
give Full Support to the ERYC Local Flood Risk Management Strategy March
2015.

Support noted.
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Officer comment

Table 1 - General responses
Consultee

No

Response

Sustainable
Development
Team (ERYC)

G16

Strategy includes only passing reference to the role and potential of Green
Infrastructure (GI). It will be important to protect existing (and also encourage
new) GI assets across the region. GI can have a role in supporting large-scale
engineering solutions in the form of aiding flood and water management through
natural processes such as storing water in natural features, increasing soil
infiltration and reducing and slowing surface run off by increasing resistance.
Furthermore, GI measures can be delivered at all scales including at the level of
individual households and businesses, thereby enabling individuals to take
responsibility for contributing to increasing resilience and reducing risk.
Reference should be made to the role of GI and the emerging Hull and ER GI
Strategy.

Noted. Greater reference to GI will be included in the final LFRMS.

Sustainable
Development
Team (ERYC)

G17

It is vital that the Flood and Coastal Risk Management team is consulted
regarding the delivery of all measures concerning the development, inspection
and maintenance of coastal erosion risk management assets.

The Flood and Coastal Risk Management Team will be involved in this
process.

G18

The Board compliments the Council on producing such a comprehensive
strategy. It was further appreciated the meeting we had on 25 March when you
ran through the strategy. The Strategy clearly identifies the risks in the Council’s
area of both tidal and surface water flooding. The Board wholeheartedly
supports the Council in its production of studies of surface water flood risk to
improve the quality of surface water risk mapping.

Support noted.

G19

Yorkshire Wildlife Trust is concerned about the lack of information that the
document contains on the natural environment and the impacts which flood
alleviation works can have on habitats and wildlife. The proposed strategy
contains little information on natural flood risk management approaches that not
only provide long-term flood risk management but also incorporate
environmental protection and provide biodiversity enhancements. We advise
that natural flood risk management approaches are utilised over ‘traditional’
flood risk management techniques (such as dredging) wherever possible. Not
only would this provide long term sustainable flood defences but it would also
help to achieve the Biodiversity 2020 targets for habitat creation and support a
number of East Riding Biodiversity Action Plan Priority Species. We advise that a
more holistic approach is adopted to flood risk management which utilises

Noted. The potential impacts of flood risk management on the natural
environment is considered in the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA)
Report. Further detail on the findings of the SEA in relation to the LFRMS’s
Objectives and Measures will be included in the final versions of the
documents as well as greater reference to the impacts which flood alleviation
works can have on habitats and wildlife and natural flood risk management
approaches.

York
Consortium of
Internal
Drainage
Boards

Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust
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Officer comment

Table 1 - General responses
Consultee

No

Response

Officer comment

ecosystem services and is beneficial for people, wildlife and businesses.

Individual
landowner

G20

The context in which we respond is as follows: We own a property and about one
acre of land just to the south-east of the Goole Swing Railway Bridge. During the tidal
surge in December 2013 the River Ouse overtopped near us and flowed rapidly in an
easterly direction towards the Saltmarshe Estate. At the height of the tide the flow rate
across the road adjacent to our house must have been in excess of 2 metres per
second. Thankfully, the house itself was not flooded, being at a slightly higher point than
the surrounding land. The orchard and garden did flood, however, leaving standing
water the next morning to approx. 0.75 m depth in places. It took about 14 days to
drain the garden from all the flood waters leaving behind a lot of river sediment and
rubbish. In effect our child and animals had to be restricted from using the garden for
some time. Luckily we didn't lose any of our pets that were housed in the garden.
The strategy reads well and provides a lot of background information on
flooding, responsible authorities, etc. However, the sections on background
information are too detailed in comparison to the essential section on the
strategy, i.e. on objectives and measures. Some of the objectives in our opinion
are cosmetic, e.g. objective 1 or support information / knowledge that should
already be in place considering the past history of flooding in the East Ridings,
e.g. objectives 2, 4 and 6. Some objectives ought to be a high priority and need
to be marked accordingly, e.g. objectives 7, 8, 9 and 10. Hopefully, a rating /
weighting of objectives is carried out in the more detailed FRMPs for the
individual hydraulic catchments.

The objectives and measures reflect all aspects of the ways in which it is
considered the Council can undertake and influence flood risk management
in the East Riding of Yorkshire. Indeed many of these relate to activities and
procedures that have been evolving over the last few years and it is
appropriate that the LFRMS sets these out and formalises them in a publicfacing document. Information regarding the priority of each measure will be
made more prominent in the final version of the LFRMS.

Although we were unable to locate the plan for the Ouse catchment.

Individual
landowner
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G21

Our main concern is that there seems to be little risk assessment of the possible
displacement effects caused by flood protection installed in some parts of the
region but not in others. For example, we are concerned that the increase of
formal defences and engineered structures in the Hull and Haltemprice
catchment area might increase the effect of a tidal bore further upstream. We
have put in place flood protection for our property but are worried that future
storm surges might render these ineffective due to new defences being put in
place down- as well as up-streams (York).

Displacement effects are being assessed by the Environment Agency in liaison
with local authorities and other flood risk management authorities as part of
the update of the Humber Strategy, especially the potential impacts on the
Humberhead Levels area.

Table 1 - General responses
Consultee

Individual
landowner

Individual
landowner
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No

Response

Officer comment

G22

We do appreciate that probability ratios are commonly used in the context of
climate change. However, we feel that these install a false sense of security. The
medium and long-term effects and severity of climate change have now become
unpredictable. People need to act now and don’t use the ratios as something
that describe incidences that might happen in 50 to 100 years.

Noted. It is true that probability ratios are commonly used in the context of
assessing and planning for flood risk, and it is recognised that this can
sometimes lead to a perception that flooding should, for example, only occur
once in a hundred years. We have attempted to emphasise in the document
that this is not what these probability ratios mean, but it is intended that, in
implementing LFRMS Objective 4, we will increase awareness among local
communities of flood risk within their areas, including improving
understanding of what probability ratios mean.

G23

Finally, we are appalled about the lack of funding available for comprehensive
flood defences for the East Ridings considering its past history of and its
susceptibility to flooding. Though we do recognise that the Council is currently
trying to improve the situation.

Noted. The Council is continuing to lobby Government on matters
concerning flood defence funding and what might be changed to enable more
funding to be directed towards the East Riding.

2.3 Responses to the draft Local Flood Risk Management Strategy
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Consultee

No

Reference

Response

Officer Comment
Such wider enhancements that might be achieved through
flood risk management schemes, such as re-embanking, will
be considered in implementing Objective 10 of the LFRMS. In
designing flood embankments, this may be possible although
the need for them to mitigate flood risk and withstand breach
is clearly the primary concern.

East Riding of
Yorkshire and
Kingston upon
Hull Joint Local
Access Forum

S1

Objective 10

As and where re-embanking is taking place for flood defence works, in the
interests of best value (and often off road safe routes) bank tops should be reenforced at design stage, possibly using the Swiss grass technique, then
designated as bridleways, to allow walkers, horse riders and cyclists to utilise
these routes and increase the off road network to some of the most scenic
parts of the country as well as built up areas.

Environment
Agency

S2

Executive
Summary –
para 8

Comment seems subjective. The area should be salt marsh and wetland. This is
not incapable of supporting agriculture - agriculture will have to adapt.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Environment
Agency

S3

Executive
Summary –
para 12

Flooding needs to be seen in the wider context of ' water resource
management ' and recognise there are other demands and factors to be taken
into account. The policy needs to be holistic and not singular.

Noted. References to the wider context of water resource
management in relation to flooding will included in the final
LFRMS.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Environment
Agency

S4

Executive
Summary –
para 1

I think this paragraph has potential to mislead the reader. Many of the
measures in the document are aspirations of ERYC- I think it would be hard to
say that the other RMAs have to legally support these aspirations. This could
be the interpretation of the reader. The benefits of RMAs working in
partnership and having regard to the work of others needs to be clear, but at
the moment I don't think this paragraph gives the correct impression to the
reader as to how FCRM activities are co-ordinated across RMAs.

Environment
Agency

S5

Executive
Summary –
para 2

Should reference where the statement ‘East Riding is in fact ranked within the
top ten areas in the country…’ has come from- based on what assessment?
Think this is for surface water.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Environment
Agency

S6

Executive
Summary –
para 3

The source of the figures should be referenced, it would also be useful to clear
whether this is present day risk, or future risk based on climate change
projections.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.
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Environment
Agency

S7

Executive
Summary –
para 5

‘hydraulic modelling’- what hydraulic modelling does this refer to? If referring
to the Humber Strategy modelling this is not hydraulic modelling. The
statement is also a little confusing- the model does not determine the
probability of a flood occurring, but models the impact based on inputted
probability data. We are able to provide words to better describe the
modelling if this is helpful.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Environment
Agency

S8

Executive
Summary –
para 8

Gives the impression it is just the EA responsible for maintenance on main
rivers. This isn’t just the role of the EA- other organisations may also have a
responsibility- and the Humber estuary is not a main river.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

S9

Executive
Summary –
para 11

Think the role of the LEP might be a little unclear to readers. I'm not sure it is
right in saying they have a role in 'overseeing' flood risk management, more so
a role in supporting the delivery of schemes to support economic growth and
regeneration? If not those words I think their role needs to be a bit better
described so the reader can see how they fit in, especially as they are not a
RMA.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

S10

Executive
Summary –
para 13

It should be clear that FDGiA is allocated to protect existing development, not
future growth. The document should quantify the proportion of its own budget
which has been used to deliver flood risk management activities.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

S11

Executive
Summary –
para 14

Reference to ‘maintenance required’, it should be clear what maintenance
required is- to achieve a certain SoP or a certain condition grade for the
defences?

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Noted. Figure 1 presents topics to be considered by the
LFRMS. This will be made clearer in the final version of the
document.

Environment
Agency

Environment
Agency
Environment
Agency

Environment
Agency

S12

1.1 – para 1

I think this paragraph has potential to mislead the reader. Many of the
measures in the document are aspirations of ERYC- I think it would be hard to
say that the other RMAs have to legally support these aspirations. This could
be the interpretation of the reader. The benefits of RMAs working in
partnership and having regard to the work of others needs to be clear, but at
the moment I don't think this paragraph gives the correct impression to the
reader as to how FCRM activities are co-ordinated across RMAs.

Environment
Agency

S13

Figure 1

It is not clear if these are locally agreed objectives or more generic objectives
for LLFAs. It is not clear how this works with the Local Resilience Forum’s
activities and national priorities.
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No
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Officer Comment

Environment
Agency

S14

1.2

Did we see the Draft Scoping Report? It would be useful to include details on
who was consulted.

The Environment Agency was consulted on the Draft Scoping
Report for the SEA. Details are included in the Final Scoping
Report.

Environment
Agency

S15

Figure 2

the map doesn’t have a scale but uses different colours- what do these colours
represent?

Noted. Figure 2 will be amended to reflect this comment.

Environment
Agency

S16

2.1

from what source is this flood map showing? What magnitude of flooding?
Need some context.

Noted. Figure 2 will be amended to reflect this comment.

Environment
Agency
Environment
Agency

S17

2.2

Important to refer to coastal squeeze

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

S18

2.2

Environment
Agency

S19

2.2

Tunstall Drain does not outfall to the North Sea. It flows inland, from east to
west.
‘sits below the maximum anticipated high tide level’- not sure what this refers
to, astronomic tides, surge, what return period? The sentence beginning with
‘Tidal flooding occurs….’ details one scenario but there are many others in
which tidal flooding can occur- ie, waves can cause flooding even on average
tides’. Climate change will also have an impact. The sentence ‘in the Humber
estuary is further amplified as the river narrows’, this is the same with any
estuary but the comment gives the impression it is specific to the Humber. The
comment ‘most extensive and dangerous type of flood risk in the area’- need
to clarify this- most extensive in terms of area? Is it? Does danger refer to risk
to life? Need to clarify what evidence this statement is based on. Information
further in the document seems to contradict this- 73% of the areas residential
properties are at risk from groundwater flooding.

Environment
Agency

Environment
Agency
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S20

S21

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

2.2

‘thankfully tidal surges do not occur very often’. Surges can occur at low water
level and have little or no impact. Should probably refer to high water levels
rather than surge. Perhaps useful if 'very often' can be quantified- how many
times in last 50/100 years has there been serious flooding from high water
levels? Climate change means that high water levels will be experienced more
regularly in the future.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

2.2

‘ravaging this nationally important wildlife site’. Spurn is a feature of the estuary
and as such may naturally experience tidal inundation. Whilst this may impact
the local wildlife it is a natural evolution of the site. Rather than using words
such as ‘ravaging’ it would be better to quantify the environmental impact so it
can be better understood by readers.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.
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No
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Officer Comment

The methodology used to undertake the assessment of flood
risk for the purposes of the LFRMS is explained in Appendix
D of the document. This will be made clearer in the final
version of the LFRMS.

Environment
Agency

S22

2.2

Which analysis is used to make this suggestion? Don't think ERYC has the
correct licence to use Humber Strategy modelling if this statement on based
on this.. The statement should also clarify what ‘at risk’ means. From what
return period flood? The statement about Goole is also misleading. Waves
have very little impact on flooding in this area, due to Goole being situated on
a tidal river there is very minimal fetch to generate high waves. Therefore wind
direction or strength is not of much relevance to flooding in Goole, there are
probably better examples around the estuary.

Environment
Agency
Environment
Agency

S23

2.3

Last sentence - "inhabitable" should be "uninhabitable".

Noted.

S24

2.3

An explanation of "without defences" should be given in relation to the
Agency's flood map.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Environment
Agency

S25

2.3

A laden comment as it is misleading to state that vegetation growth causes
flood risk

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Environment
Agency

S26

2.3

It should be clear that the flooding in Burton Fleming in 2012 was a result of
high groundwater levels, rather than fluvial flooding.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Environment
Agency

S27

2.4

Better to avoid the term ‘flash flooding’, rapid onset of flooding would be
better. Flash flooding can be open to interpretation and can be used to refer to
a number of scenarios including fluvial flooding.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Environment
Agency

S28

2.6

A bit misleading- that essential safety work isn’t done for flood defence
structures. Need to check with legal dept but I believe we will have a statutory
duty to comply with public safety regulations.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Environment
Agency

S29

2.7

Should reference which model is being referred to. This paragraph needs
updating to better describe the modelling undertaken and the results. EA can
provide assistance if required.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Environment
Agency

S30

2.7

Instead of "rising sea levels are", suggest "the rise in sea levels is".

Noted.

Environment
Agency

S31

2.8

statement about Goole, at risk during from what return period flood? Should
probably also note it is an area benefitting from defences.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Environment
Agency

S32

Table 1

Should references sources of information. Where has the tidal data come
from?

The methodology used to undertake the assessment of flood
risk for the purposes of the LFRMS is explained in Appendix
D of the document. This will be made clearer in the final
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version of the LFRMS.

Environment
Agency

Environment
Agency

S33

S34

Noted. A legend will be added to the picture comparing the
national and local surface water flood risk maps.
This paragraph describes the statutory duty assigned to
LLFAs by the F&WMA to maintain and publish a register of
significant flood risk assets and to formally designate any
natural or manmade feature that they consider affects flood
or coastal erosion risk. As explained in the text, the Council’s
methodology to determine whether an asset is to be
classified ‘significant’ is set out in Appendix B of the
document. This methodology also sets out the circumstances
in which the Council may exercise its power to designate an
asset. Once an asset has been designated, it cannot be
altered, removed or replaced by any parties without the
Council’s consent as LLFA.

3.2

Both maps should have a legend

3.2

‘significant’- should be defined. ‘Replaced without the Council’s consent’- flood
defence consents on main rivers are issued by the EA. It does feel that this is
replicating a lot of the information the EA already has. Perhaps the intention is
for ERYC to build on this information? Perhaps if this is the case it would be
good to make that clear- allow the reader to see that this is being done
efficiently.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Environment
Agency

S35

3.3

Another important activity undertaken by the EA in the area is issuing of flood
warnings. A number of communities along the east coast, Humber estuary and
in low-lying areas such as the River Hull valley and the town of Goole, are
within the EA’s flood warning areas which are issued if it is expected that
properties will be flooded. The EA are trying to increase take-up of the Flood
Warning Direct Service, where warnings are issued to people via automated
telephone calls or text messages, notifying people that flooding is expected and
to take immediate action. The EA also issues ‘flood alerts’ to wider areas to
notify people to prepare for possible flooding of low lying land and roads but
not property. However, as this is an 'opt in' service, only those who have
registered within these areas will be notified in this manner in the event of a
flood emergency, and it is a concern that the take up of this service in the East
Riding is understood to be relatively low.

Environment
Agency

S36

3.5

‘provides less than a 3% AEP (1 in 30) standard of protection’- this needs to be
clarified, less than a 3% AEP is a higher standard of protection, at the moment
the statement can be misread.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Environment
Agency

S37

3.7

Not all of the bulleted points are "duties".
responsibilities that are not statutory duties.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Environment
Agency

S38

3.7

First sentence - Living On The Edge is published by us, and this should say so in
precedence over the comment about the LGA.
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Riparian owners have some

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.
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This is not the approach detailed later in the Strategy- a 1 in 200 SoP would
increase flood risk to other authorities, including the neighbouring authorities
detailed.

Officer Comment
The LFRMS does not specify a 1 in 200 Standard of
Protection within its objectives and measures. Further
explanation regarding the rationale for the business case for
additional government funding to provide an estuary-wide
0.5% AEP (1 in 200 year) standard of protection will be
included in the final version of the document.
The purpose of Figure 8 (Figure 5 in final LFRMS) is to
illustrate the democratic, publicly accountable structure in
relation to decision-making on flood and coastal erosion risk
management. NPAS and LPRG are internal EA processes and
therefore not relevant to this diagram.

Environment
Agency

S39

3.8

Environment
Agency

S40

Figure 8

Environment
Agency

S41

4.2

‘Did not consult directly’- this should be clarified. Was there any consultation
or engagement at all? Think the reader will be wondering what 'consult
directly' means.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Environment
Agency

S42

4.3

The project approval process has recently been reviewed and the National
Audit Office has recently commended this process.

Noted.

4.3

We discussed this in detail in the meeting. Whilst different authorities have
different decision making structures around the estuary the EMF is a forum for
these decisions to be agreed collectively or otherwise. ERYC and EA to discuss
appropriate wording to reflect the role of the EMF.

The EA have been re-consulted on amended text and this will
be included in the final version of the LFRMS.
Noted, however the Humber Growth Deal does say that a
new partnership approach will enable the Local Enterprise
Partnership to contribute to local risk management
authorities’ decisions on local priorities and the use of
nationally and locally raised funding allocated to their area.

Environment
Agency

S43

Doesn’t include the project approval process- NPAS or LPRG.

Environment
Agency

S44

4.3

It is right that there is a robust approval process in place and that public funds
are allocated with sufficient scrutiny. Again, the National Audit Office has
recently reviewed the project approval process and commended it. The
statement from Defra does not suggest that projects will not need to go
through this approval process.

Environment
Agency

S45

4.3

This statement needs clarity. What are the new arrangements?

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Environment
Agency

S46

4.4

Please mention the Catchment Hosts (Hull and East Riding Catchment
Partnership and the Derwent Catchment Partnerships) and the Waterways
Partnership.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Environment
Agency

S47

5.3

refers to a ‘revised draft’ of the RBMP. I think probably better to refer to it as
the second cycle of RBMPs.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.
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Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Environment
Agency

S48

5.3

I think this statement is incorrect and also uses lobbying/emotive language- not
really appropriate in this kind of document. I don’t think the plan includes
measures which would destroy large areas of agricultural land. WFD does take
account of cost benefit analysis and social and economic concerns. Probably
best that they discuss with the catchment co-ordinator to provide a more
accurate description of what the RBMP suggests for the Hull and East Riding
catchment.

Environment
Agency

S49

5.3

Should mention Strategy is approved by Defra. Don’t refer to ‘revised
Strategy’, it will be an updated Strategy. I think this needs to be agreed with the
EA’s Humber team. ERYC and EA to agree wording for this section.

The EA have been re-consulted on amended text and this will
be included in the final version of the LFRMS.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Environment
Agency

S50

5.3

The EA would not be able to support a 0.5%AEP estuary-wide, it would simply
transfer large amounts of water further upstream. It is not a strategic or
sustainable approach to managing flood risk. I’m not sure this approach would
be legally acceptable. It is unclear how this fits with the current ERYC coastal
change policy in locations such as Kilnsea. Clarification is required to avoid
ambiguity.

Environment
Agency

S51

Figure 11

think this diagram is a bit confusing, perhaps could do with additional
explanation.

Environment
Agency

S52

6.3

Does the allocation also follow the Chancellor’s Autumn Statement?

6.3

The partnership funding system does take account other factors so that other
depts., organisations can contribute to flood risk management works based on
these priorities. Defra’s responsibility is to fund flood defence works, but the
funding arrangement in place does allow other priorities to be taken into
account, and for others to contribute based on their priorities. It is not the
role of Defra to make decisions on priorities of economic growth, housing
growth and inward investment, this is not within their remit.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

6.3

The system isn’t weighted towards high concentrations of residential
properties. This makes it sound like additional money is provided for having a
high density of residential properties- this isn’t the case, funding is allocated
based on number of residential properties regardless of property density.
Should be reworded to reflect this.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Environment
Agency

Environment
Agency
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S53

S54

Noted. Figure 11 and the text referring to it will be amended
to reflect this comment.
The current allocation for flood and coastal defence funding
(2015 – 2021) was announced in the 2014 Autumn
Statement.
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Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Environment
Agency

S55

6.3

A very vague statement regarding a complex issue which isn’t described very
well. Benefits can be apportioned and the time benefits are taken for can be
optimised to allow the delivery of schemes. Appreciate this is a complex issue
but it does need a better explanation.

Environment
Agency

S56

6.4

Need to define ‘maintenance required’

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Environment
Agency

S57

Figure 12

Also needs to clarify ‘unfunded’ to achieve what. Unfunded to maintain a 1 in
100/200 year SoP?

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Environment
Agency

S58

6.7

Should this include direct contributions to schemes via developers. It reads as
though the only mechanism is the CIL but developers and other parties are
able to contribute directly to defence improvements and maintenance.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Environment
Agency

S59

Objective 1

It is not clear why this objective is required, or how it is an improvement on
the existing system. It does not take into account the existing governance
structure for the Humber Strategy, which is a Defra approved strategy. Needs
further clarification.

Further explanation as to the rationale for each of the
objectives and their associated measures will be included in
the final version of the LFRMS.

Environment
Agency

S60

Objective 2

It is not clear how this fits with existing datasets, eg, Nafra.

Further explanation as to the rationale for each of the
objectives and their associated measures will be included in
the final version of the LFRMS.

S61

Objective 3
– Measure
16

Does the document mean to refer to the update or review of the Strategy?
The strategy is currently being updated, it will be reviewed in the future. Point
16 needs changing- it is not ERYC’s job to ‘ensure’ this, they are a supporting
partner in the Strategy update. Objective 3 needs re-looking at. ERYC need to
be clear of their role as a supporting partner in certain tasks. Strategies need
to align with national policy as well as local strategies.

Noted. Objective 3 and Measure 16 will be amended to
reflect this comment.

Environment
Agency

S62

Objective 3
– Measure
23

It is not clear how the need for the Humber Estuary Flood Risk Management
Strategy and Shoreline Management Plan can always align with this Local FRM
Strategy when these involve participation and agreement of other RMA's.
Perhaps this should be re-worded to have regard to?

The intention of this measure is that the Council, in
developing its own strategies and in contributing to those of
others, will ensure any potential conflicting objectives /
policies are identified in the interests of achieving greater
alignment and coordination across plans that direct flood risk
management in the East Riding.

Environment
Agency

S63

Objective 3

Need to talk about water resource management - which is more holistic. This
will be achieved through liaising with other interest groups such as CaBA and
Waterways Partnership.

Greater reference to water resource management will be
added to the explanatory text for Objective 10, including that
local groups and partnerships can assist with implementing
more holistic approaches.

Environment
Agency
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S64

S65

S66

S67

S68

Reference

Response

Officer Comment

Objective 4

We would encourage that flood resilience and the preparation for flooding
such as preparation of Personal Flood Plans is generally supported. Potentially
this could be included in a separate point relating to encouraging the
preparation and awareness of flooding rather than including it in an objective
about riparian ownership and introducing property level protection.

Noted. Measure 30 will be amended to refer to personal
flood plans as well as property level protection as a means of
preparing for flooding.

Objective 5

We support the objective to increase in the number of properties registered
to receive EA flood warnings. We would welcome that this was a joint
commitment across all organisations. We would be grateful for clarification on
the objective to develop a telemetry network in relation to what sources of
flooding this is for, who would using and leading on the objective.
Consideration should be given to the compatibility of the systems used by
different organisations whilst developing any system.

Noted. Further explanation as to the rationale for each of the
objectives and their associated measures will be included in
the final version of the LFRMS.

Objective 5

There are a number of systems in place ie, LRF, National Flood Forecasting
Centre which already provide data. Not disagreeing with the general approach
to make improvements in this area but it should be clearer what is already in
place and how this can be improved to demonstrate this is value for money
investment. ‘Real-time tidal prediction systems’- what is this? Clarification
needed.

Noted. Further explanation as to the rationale for each of the
objectives and their associated measures will be included in
the final version of the LFRMS.

Objective 6

Point 37- it may not be possible to adhere to a 2 hour on site response due to
safety of staff. Also needs to be considered the role of staff on site- who is
required? For what purpose? This would be a decision discussed by strategic
command centres and between those managing the incident response. It is not
for ERYC to set response times for other organisations.

Noted. Measure 37 and the explanatory text for Objective 6
(to which this measure relates) will be amended to address
this comment.

Objective 6

We support the preparation of flood emergency plans. In relation to point
three we consider that in the case of failure of a flood risk management asset
that poses a risk to life, health or property, the responsible RMA(s) to adhere
to a standard 2 hour on site response where this is possible.

Noted. Measure 37 and the explanatory text for Objective 6
(to which this measure relates) will be amended to address
this comment.
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Officer Comment
It is not the intention to duplicate activities being undertaken
by other organisations. Further explanation as to the
rationale for each of the objectives and their associated
measures will be included in the final version of the LFRMS.
Measure 45 will be amended to clarify that a 1 in 75 SoP is
the minimum benchmark that the Council will seek for
improvements or upgrades to flood risk management
infrastructure.
The EA have been re-consulted on amended text and this will
be included in the final version of the LFRMS.

Environment
Agency

S69

Objective 7

Includes duplication of processes- work that the EA already do. Recommends a
1 in 75 year SoP for flood risk and drainage assets- how is this defined? How is
this cost assessed? It is not clear how this will fit with the updated Humber
flood risk management strategy or how it fits with ERYC coastal change policy
in locations such as Kilnsea where schemes have recently been delivered that
don't necessarily fit this objective.

Environment
Agency

S70

Objective 8

Further discussions with EA over wording of this objective.

Environment
Agency

S71

Objective 8

The EA are unable to support this to be limited to the Kingston upon Hill and
Haltemprice Flood Risk Area. We would welcome a discussion to agree
alternative wording.

The EA have been re-consulted on amended text and this will
be included in the final version of the LFRMS.
Noted. Greater reference to how WFD objectives can be
realised through the LFRMS’s implementation will be included
in the explanatory text for Objective 10 and reflected in the
associated measures in the final version of the document.

Environment
Agency

S72

Objective 10

Flood risk management activities need to consider wider considerations. FRM
activities should be sympathetic and also consider WFD. The council should
adopt a catchment based approach. Links to CaBA

Environment
Agency

S73

7.2

This could be confusing when considering alongside WFD terminology, it
appears to be conflicting with WFD. Perhaps 'man made' would be preferable
to avoid the potential confusion.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Environment
Agency

S74

Appendix A

WFD - send ERYC a copy of the WFD guide for local authorities.

N/a

We note that Kingston upon Hull City Council (KuHCC) are named as joint
lead organisation for 7 of the measures and as supporting organisation for 11
of the measures. We have not seen or discussed these measures been
included within the LFRMS prior so this is our first opportunity to comment
on these.

The draft objectives and measures of the LFRMS were
provided informally to KuHCC and the Environment Agency
in the summer of 2014 along with regular updates at our
partnership meetings. We are happy to discuss if there are
opportunities to better formalise our involvement of KuHCC
as we take forward the development of our plans and
strategies in the future.
KuHCC is identified as a joint lead organisation together with
other flood risk management authorities for 7 measures, for
what we consider to be common goals for both authorities,
such as developing a common single dataset for assessing
flood risk from all sources, ensuring that flood risk
management strategies and plans, such as those for the River

Kingston upon
Hull City
Council

36

S75

Appendix E

Table 2 - Consultation responses to the draft Local Flood Risk Management Strategy
Consultee

Kingston upon
Hull City
Council

Kingston upon
Hull City
Council

Kingston upon
Hull City
Council

No

S76

S77

S78

Reference

Response

Objective 1

Measure 1- It is unclear from this measure what the East Riding Lead Local
Flood Authority is and how it fits in with existing boards such as the Flood
Resilience, Integrated Strategic Drainage Board, what existing forums will be
reconfigured and how it will fit in with the Strategic Partnership.

Objective 1

Measure 5 - The investment plan for the Humber is already in existence as the
Humber Flood Risk Strategy led by the EA and shaped by the Humber LLFAs.
We would not support the creation of another Humber Strategy led by ERYC
therefore if this is what this measure seeks to achieve we would wish to see it
deleted.

Objective 2

Measure 11- strongly support the creation of 1 shared dataset for the
combined flood risk but we must ensure we establish what it is to be used for,
who are the “customers” and how do they want the information presented.
For example if it’s for insurance, then what does the insurance industry need?

Kingston upon
Hull City
Council

S79

Objective 5

Measures 31, 32, and 33 – unclear why telemetry for all other sources of flood
risk when there is a process in place. The preference would be to concentrate
on warning for surface water flooding and work with the Environment Agency
on improving the quality and reliability of tidal monitoring. There is already a
large amount of confusion as to who warns for what which we feel we are
managing to address.

Kingston upon
Hull City
Council

S80

Objective 7

We would like to ensure that there is a measure around appropriate revenue
budgets are set for now and into the future for all new flood defence schemes
proposed which impact on the city. For example the Willerby and Derringham
scheme.

37

Officer Comment
Hull, Humber Estuary and Humber River Basin align with the
objectives and governance arrangements agreed by the key
partners, ensuring that reviews of these plans align with the
LFRMS and associated FRMPs, and utilising an agreed
approach to apportioning the national flood defence grant
amongst tidal and inland flood risk management schemes that
benefit Hull and the East Riding. We consider KuHCC’s
involvement to be crucial to the success of these measures
and hope that KuHCC will support their implementation.
The East Riding Lead Local Flood Authority Board will be the
new name for the existing Flood Protection and Resilience
Board and the status of the board will be formalised via an
amendment to the Council’s constitution. The relationship of
this board with existing forums will remain unchanged.
The measure is about developing an investment plan to
implement the Humber Flood Risk Management Strategy
(FRMS), hence focusing on delivering the investment
priorities identified in the FRMS. It is not to create another
FRMS led by this authority.
Noted. Text to this effect will be included within the
narrative for the relevant objective (2), acknowledging the
need to work with those identified as joint lead organisations
in implementing this measure to establish how best to
present the information for different purposes / customers.
These measures are concerned with developing further the
telemetry system that ERYC has and continues to invest in,
producing ‘live hydrometric data’ which adds value to the
interpretation of flood warnings. Certainly the current
system for warning and informing is a matter for the EA and
Humber Emergency Planning Service, although ERYC is keen
to work with KuHCC and the EA in any future R&D projects
for surface water flood warnings where there is currently no
precedent.
Measure 44 addresses the need to secure revenue to fund
maintenance of assets such as those planned in the
Haltemprice area. ERYC has set up a revenue allocation for
these and is keen to explore a joint revenue allocation with
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Officer Comment
KuHCC given the majority of benefit from these activities are
within the city.

Kingston upon
Hull City
Council

Kingston upon
Hull City
Council

Kingston upon
Hull City
Council

38

S81

S82

S83

We feel that measures in this section are no consistent with the National
Strategy for Flood and Coastal Erosion in England. In particular measure 50
which suggest setting up a local assurance and delivery framework and
devolving Defra funding. This is something Hull City Council would not
support. The existing Environment Agency approval process ensures that
projects are technically feasible prior to funding been granted. ERYC are yet
to suggest a viable alternative that does not have resource implications on the
council.
We feel we could also not support measure 51. This refers to the principle of
benefit apportionment. ERYC need to work with all the Risk Management
Authorities to agree a strategic approach to this issue. This has not yet been
agreed.

Measure 50 is based on the Humber Growth Deal in which
the government has given leave for the Humber Local
Enterprise Partnership to contribute to local risk
management authorities’ decisions on local priorities and the
use of national and locally raised funding allocated to their
area so as to give greater certainty and flexibility, the ultimate
aim being to secure partnership funding as advocated in the
government’s partnership funding policy for flood risk
management projects and in the National Strategy for Flood
and Coastal Erosion in England. At the time of writing, as
recently agreed between officers of the Humber local
authorities, an alternative approach is being developed for
presentation to the Humber Joint Strategy Group.

Objective 9

We feel this is missing a measure around working in partnership with
Yorkshire Water’s Development Planning Team and KuHCC to develop joint
consistent guidance for developers in relation to sustainable drainage.
Particularly for the Haltemprice area where all the foul and surface water from
new developments will discharge into the existing combined sewers which
have existing capacity problems.
We would have also expected a measure around the production of a level 2
SFRA to enable consistent responses to development in East Yorkshire.

Noted. Text to this effect will be incorporated within the
measures for this objective. We are about to issue Interim
Standing Advice to support developers and case officers in
complying with the recent changes to the planning system
and the national standards for SuDS. We intend to develop
more detailed guidance in the next 6 months and shall
consult with Yorkshire Water’s Development Planning Team
and KuHCC in the interests of consistency. The update of
the SFRA is due to commence later this year. As set out in
Measure 11, we are keen to establish a common dataset to
ensure consistent baselines and responses for development in
the area.

Objective 10

The measures in this objective could have also included the opportunity to
look at the principle of “slowing the flow” where natural, sustainable ways of
managing flood risk are considered using a catchment based approach. ERYC
officers sit on the Defra funded Catchment Based Approach group and funding
for Catchment Partnership Action can be bid for to look at projects which
address flooding and look at alternative land management. Stewardships are
also available for wet woodlands or grassland, different farming practices for
managing the loss of top soil, preventing poaching of river banks and
fundamentally reducing the amount of silt into watercourses which is a factor

Noted. We will include greater reference to this within the
final version of the LFRMS.

Objective 8
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of failure for the Water Framework Directive. Land management and
practices upstream on the River Hull and Holderness Drain have a big impact
on the amount of water and silt which then flows into the city.
Natural England

S84

Figure 1

Drivers for the local FRMS should include not only existing flood risk but
future flood risk due to sea level rise and climate change.

Noted. Figure 1 will be amended to reflect this comment.

Natural England

S85

Figure 1

Include Opportunities for Payments for Ecosystem Services.

Noted. Figure 1 will be amended to reflect this comment.

Natural England

S86

Figure 2

Flood risk, this map needs a key, what do the different shades of purple mean?

Noted. Figure 2 (Figure 7 in the final LFRMS) will be amended
to reflect this comment.

Natural England

S87

Exec Sum –
Funding
Streams

Consider the new Countryside Stewardship scheme as a means to help local
communities adapt to flood risk eg creation of wet grassland, slowing the flow
projects etc. (Also add to 6.7)

Noted. Reference to the Countryside Stewardship Scheme
will be included in the final version of the LFRMS.

Page 16

Natural England does not consider that Spurn was ‘ravaged’ by the tidal surge
of December 2013. It would better to say that there were significant changes
to the landform as a result of the tidal surge. The tidal surge created the
conditions to allow the site to revert to a more natural profile after decades of
attempts to stabilise the spit. It is now in a condition which can more
effectively respond to coastal processes and tidal conditions. We do however
recognise that the evolution of Spurn has resulted in site management and
logistical challenges.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Natural England

Natural England

Natural England

39

S88

S89

S90

Page 18

Page 26 and
Table 1

The comments about ‘inhospitable saltmarsh and carr(swamp) incapable of
sustaining agriculture…’ Creation of habitats such as grazing saltmarsh and wet
grassland has been identified as a priority in the Biodiversity 2020 Action Plan
and appropriate management such as grazing or hay-cutting is part of the
management of such habitats.
‘60% of SSSIs are at risk of flooding’. Is this 60% by number or area? Not all
SSSIs will be ‘at risk of flooding’, some sites such as geological sites or lakes will
not be affected by flooding, some SSSIs will not suffer long term problems if
they are flooded for brief periods (eg some grasslands or fens) and some will
benefit from flooding, for instance reedbeds. We advise that there should be
an assessment of the impact of flooding on SSSIs and the 60% figure adjusted as
necessary.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

The assessment of wildlife designations at risk of flooding
including the SSSIs has quantified these by area (hectares)
rather than number. This is specified in the table. It is noted
that such sites are not necessarily adversely affected by
flooding and text to this effect will be included in the final
version of the LFRMS.
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Natural England

No
S91

Reference

Response

3.11

Natural England - mention Catchment Sensitive Farming (CSF) and Natural
England’s role in trying to reduce silt entering the water course in the first
place (to reduce the demand for dredging). There is little mention of this issue
within the strategy.

Natural England

S92

Page 63

Natural England

S93

Page 63

Natural England

S94

Page 64

Natural England

S95

Page 64

Comments on Water Framework Directive measures are overly negative, in
particular the use of words such as ‘abandoned’ and ‘destroyed’ are not helpful
when applied to landscape change. We advise that a more objective view is
presented. Reconnecting rivers to their flood plains would deliver significant
benefits for biodiversity and deliver ecosystem services in terms of flood risk
management and carbon storage, the challenge is to deliver this in a managed
way. The strategy should identify the WFD measures that have been identified
for East Riding and using cost benefit analysis, assess whether it is feasible to
deliver any of the measures within the LFRMS.
The Humber FRMS also identifies flood storage areas (eg the Sandhall estate
area opposite Goole) as well as managed realignment sites for habitat
compensation, which are mentioned.
The Humber FRMS is in the process of being updated and Natural England
supports the development of a reviewed strategy which is environmentally
acceptable and sustainable in the long term. A standard of protection of 1:200
around the whole of the estuary may not be economically affordable or
feasible in terms of the adverse impacts to the natural environment.
River Hull Integrated Catchment Strategy: the final preferred approach will also
have to be environmentally acceptable taking into consideration issues such as
the delivery of WFD measures and the protection of European designated sites
such as the Humber Estuary.

Natural England

S96

Objective 4

Current wording ‘improve awareness…’ but this objective includes action (not
just awareness raising) in measures 29 and 30. Possibly change wording to
‘Improve awareness ….and encourage maintenance and implementation of
private flood protection assets.’

Natural England

S97

Objective 8

Mentions capital investment of flood and coastal erosion risk management,
what is relevance of coastal erosion to this plan?

40

Officer Comment

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

These issues are part of the project acceptance criteria for
the River Hull Integrated Catchment Strategy, against which
its final sign off by the River Hull Advisory Board, on which a
Natural England representative sits, will be considered.
Noted. Measures 29 and 30 under Objective 4 will be
amended so that they relate to awareness raising activities
only. Measure 46 under Objective 7 will be amended to refer
to encouraging proactive maintenance of privately owned
assets.
The LFRMS supports the Council’s funding applications for
national flood defence grant for coastal schemes, in its
capacity as a Coastal Erosion Risk Management Authority,
together with the Shoreline Management Plan and other
relevant coastal strategies.
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Natural England

S98

Objective 9

Mentions local plan policy ENV 6, it would be useful to describe what this
relates to (or explain within the appendices/ glossary).

Noted. The relevant text will be amended to reflect this
comment.

We suggest the following changes in the wording to make the measures
clearer including having separate measures that relate to SEA and HRA:
Measure 59: Comply with recommendations and requirements of the Strategic
Environmental Assessment and Habitats Regulations Assessment during
implementation of the local FRMS.

Natural England

S99

Objective 10

Measure 60: Undertake Strategic Environmental Assessment for all FRMS and
identify potential options which have environmental enhancements. (Note, SEA
does not apply to plans/schemes, EIA may apply depending on the scale/ nature
of the proposal).
Additional measure x: Undertake Habitats Regulations Assessment of schemes
and strategies, where relevant, to identify any adverse effects on internationally
designated sites and deliver the mitigation or compensation measures that are
required.

The measures under Objective 10 have been amended based
on these suggestions and subsequent discussions and liaison
between the Council, Natural England and other
organisations including RSPB and Yorkshire Wildlife Trust.

Measure 61: In the preparation of flood risk management plans identify and
appraise options that restore natural processes as well as those that rely on
engineering solutions.
Additional measures needed:

Natural England

S100

Section 7.2

Additional measure y: Deliver Water Framework Directive objectives and
measures where it is reasonable to do so (based on cost benefit analysis).
Additional measure z: Identify and deliver opportunities to reduce silt entering
water courses as run-off from agricultural land to reduce the demand for
dredging of water courses.

Natural England

S101

Objective 10

Natural England

S102

Appendix D

Ouse and
Humber
Drainage Board

S103

4.2

41

The measures under Objective 10 have been amended based
on these suggestions and subsequent discussions and liaison
between the Council, Natural England and other
organisations including RSPB and Yorkshire Wildlife Trust.

We also recommend that environmental assessments should refer to the ecosystem services that can be delivered through flood risk management plans.

Noted. Reference to eco-system services will be added to
the supporting text for Objective 10.

Approach to assessing flood risk: receptor data sets. As previously mentioned
not all SSSIs will be adversely affected by flooding, more work is needed on this
to provide meaningful data.
The Ouse and Humber Drainage Board support and actively promote diverse
and inclusive representation amongst its Board Membership. This includes
representation from ERYC, local business, conservation groups and parish

It is noted that wildlife sites are not necessarily adversely
affected by flooding and text to this effect will be included in
the final version of the LFRMS.
Support noted.
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councils within its drainage district. This could also include co-opted members
with specific skills relevant to particular activities, with these co-opted
members serving until that need is no longer required.
Ouse and
Humber
Drainage Board

Ouse and
Humber
Drainage Board

S104

S105

4.3

6.3

The Ouse and Humber Drainage Board support the rationalisation of the
various flood forums within East Yorkshire and would welcome the
opportunity to participate in the finalised arrangements.
The Ouse and Humber Drainage Board support the East Riding of Yorkshire
Council’s position on this issue. It is essential that Risk Management
Authorities in less populated regions are able to deliver sustainable Flood Risk
Management programmes in order to ensure continued economic growth,
inward investment and regional prosperity.

Support noted.

Support noted.

Appropriate levels of investment are essential to facilitate business
diversification and protect essential infrastructure.

Ouse and
Humber
Drainage Board

S106

6.4

The Ouse and Humber Drainage Board support this strategies concern
regarding the ongoing shortfall in revenue funding for the maintenance of
existing flood risk assets. The level of capital investment expected in coming
years will further exacerbate existing revenue budget concerns. It is essential
that revenue maintenance is properly prioritised and funded to ensure the
benefits of new capital investment is not undermined.
The Ouse and Humber Drainage Board requests clarification as to how the
stated rise in Special Levy contribution was determined, as the stated figure
appears to be high given known increases in IDB levies for the period.

Ouse and
Humber
Drainage Board

42

S107

6.5

It should be acknowledged that increases in Special Levy contributions also
occur as a result of development taking place within an IDB drainage district.
The construction of any properties or developments that attract domestic or
business rates are transferred to Special Levy under a predetermined national
formula based upon average area value/ha. Therefore the portion of any
increase resulting from land transferring to Special Levy should be offset
against the additional revenue ERYC receive in rate income. For example, the
transfer to Special Levy of 1ha of former agricultural land increases Special
Levy in the OHDB drainage district by between: £1,052 to £1,384 per ha. If

Support noted.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect the points raised
in this comment. The Council’s finance department has
confirmed that the statistics referenced in section 6.5 are
accurate; the £1.2m total drainage board levies paid in 201314 was an increase of over 9% on the total paid in 2012-13,
while the overall cut in government funding to local
authorities in 2013-14 necessitated reductions across all
Council departments (4.1% overall). The finance department
commented that any changes to the numerous factors that
influence the distribution of government funding to individual
local authorities are negligible when this significant overall
reduction in funding is taken into account.
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this land is subject to residential development, then ERYC can reasonably
expect an estimated domestic rate income of over £60,000 per ha.
IDB’s have a history of working within limited revenue budgets. Events such as
those experienced in 2013 significantly increase their ‘in year’ operating costs,
particularly in relation to additional pumping costs as the majority of land is
subject to minimal gradients or requires water to lifting over major flood
embankments. It should also be remembered that higher levels of run off from
urban or developed areas are a major component of these costs.
This problem was further exacerbated by the move to Partnership Funding as
under the previous system the refurbishment of existing or the construction of
new IDB assets attracted a 45% grant aid contribution. The current
Partnership Funding mechanism has dramatically reduced the level of grant aid
IDB’s are now able to access, thereby placing a significant additional burden on
their capital reserves. In turn this limits their ability to absorb the financial
impacts of extreme weather events.
Local Authorities also receive monies from Central Government as part of
their annual Relative Needs Assessment. Whilst acknowledging that this
contribution is no longer ring fenced, it should be noted that circa 60% of the
Special Levy contribution made by local authorities is included in this
assessment. It is also worthy of note that ERYC’s Relative Needs Assessment
for 2013/14 included a 3.8% increase in IDB contribution. This information is
available via the DGLG website archives.
Therefore, whilst fully acknowledging the need to ensure all RMA’s deliver a
cost effective and robust service, it is felt that this section of the draft
document does not accurately reflect the structure and nature of IDB funding.

Ouse and
Humber
Drainage Board

43

Measure 6: The Ouse and Humber Drainage Board have recently undergone
amalgamation and are happy to provide support and advice to East Riding of
Yorkshire Council or other IDB’s considering/undergoing amalgamation.
S108

Objective 1

The Ouse and Humber Drainage Board would welcome a review of Measure
7. Widening Council representation to include officers with appropriate
experience would strengthen partnership working and bring East Riding of
Yorkshire Council into line with other LLFA’s

Support noted.
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Ouse and
Humber
Drainage Board

S109

Objective 2

The Ouse and Humber Drainage Board supports this objective. A greater
understanding of Flood Risk and dissemination of this information will assist in
the prioritisation of other RMA’s risk strategies.

Support noted.

Ouse and
Humber
Drainage Board

S110

Objective 4

The Ouse and Humber Drainage Board supports this objective and look
forward to working in partnership with East Riding of Yorkshire Council in its
delivery.

Support noted.

Support noted.

Noted.

Ouse and
Humber
Drainage Board

S111

Objective 5

The Ouse and Humber Drainage Board supports this objective. IDB’s are
ideally placed to facilitate/aid the addition of new telemetry monitoring sites
that can be of benefit to their own operational activities and the wider
understanding of flood risk. The Ouse and Humber Drainage Board look
forward to expanding of existing partnership working in this area.

Ouse and
Humber
Drainage Board

S112

Objective 6

The Ouse and Humber Drainage Board’s Emergency Flood Plan is reviewed
annually.

Ouse and
Humber
Drainage Board

Officer Comment

The Ouse and Humber Drainage Board supports this objective and is currently
working with the Environment Agency to develop a cost effective joint
maintenance programme for the River Foulness and Market Weighton Canal.
The aim of this programme is to deliver maintenance works that compliment
both RMA’s operational needs in a more integrated and cost effective manner.
S113

Objective 7

This work builds on previous Tidal Surge Recovery works delivered by the
Ouse and Humber Drainage Board on behalf of the Environment Agency.
These works were delivered at a significant saving to the public purse.

Support noted.

Any works delivering this objective must not limit or restrict the ability of
IDB’s to deliver a cost effective service, as defined in the LDA1991, to the
communities and stakeholders they serve.

Ouse and
Humber
Drainage Board

44

S114

Objective 8

Measure 51, the Ouse and Humber Drainage Board support the idea of a more
equitable and appropriate approach to benefits apportionment for areas
outside nationally designate Flood Risk Areas.

Support noted. Since the Draft LFRMS was published, a draft
alternative approach to benefits apportionment has been
developed by the Council, Kingston upon Hull City Council
and the Environment Agency, for an area to the west of the
Humber Bridge. If this proves successful, it is the intention to
expand this to the wider Humber area subject to the
agreement of other RMAs.
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Humber
Drainage Board

Ouse and
Humber
Drainage Board

No
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S116
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Objective 9

The Ouse and Humber Drainage Board support this objective, and seek to
minimise flood risk through its existing consenting process and its published
Byelaws and Planning Policy. The Ouse and Humber Drainage Board would
welcome the opportunity to work more closely with East Riding of Yorkshire
Council, either by supporting or undertaking work on their behalf.

Support noted.

Objective 10

The Ouse and Humber Drainage Board support this objective. By working
closely with riparian owners and bodies such as; Yorkshire Wildlife Trust,
Humberhead Levels Partnership, River Derwent Restoration Group,
Waterways Partnership, etc. it should be possible to identify synergous
projects that deliver complimentary flood risk, habitat and WFD
improvements.

Support noted.

RSPB

S117

Pages 6 and
18

RSPB

S118

Page 7

RSPB

S119

Page 16

45

Both these sections refer to intertidal saltmarsh and swamp being incapable of
sustaining agriculture, industry or population. This is a misleading statement as,
for example, such environments can be used to produce high quality livestock.
It also fails to account for a number of the potentially positive features of such
habitat, for example:
- Flood risk management benefits associated with saltmarsh and carr
habitats reducing energy of tidal flows
- Water storage properties of wetland habitats
- Carbon sequestration benefits
- Creation of wildlife habitats, assisting with meeting Biodiversity 2020
targets.
This is not to suggest that wholesale cessation of management and
improvement should be implemented, but that strategic consideration should
be given to where the benefits of controlled changes could provide net gains.
The policy context section would benefit from identifying the Humber Estuary
European Marine Site (EMS) Management Plan (available here:
http://www.humbernature.co.uk/humber-naturepartnership/humbermanagementscheme.php), reflecting East Riding of Yorkshire Council’s
(ERYC) duties as a Relevant Authority and the potential for the LFRMS to
support delivery of the EMS Management Plan objectives and actions.
This section refers to the 2013 tidal surge “ravaging” the nationally important
wildlife site. While the surge undoubtedly had an impact on Spurn and the rest
of the Humber’s important wildlife sites, it was a natural event that forms part

Officer Comment

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.
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RSPB

S120

Page 57

RSPB

S121

Figure 10

Response
of the dynamic environment that creates the internationally important habitats
underpinning these sites. Use of such overly negative and emotive language is
therefore not helpful in this context.
The history of the Humberhead Levels NIA provided here is inaccurate. The
NIA was formed through the Humberhead Levels Partnership, which is a
separate body to the Humber Local Nature Partnership.
As for p7, it would be beneficial if the EMS Management Plan was explicitly
listed here as a relevant plan.
The second paragraph of the Humber River Basin Management Plan (HRBMP)
section provides a very negative and somewhat inaccurate summary of the
impacts of realising the aims of WFD and the HRBMP. To say that
naturalisation of artificial or modified waterways in the East Riding would entail
abandonment and increases in flood risk is both inaccurate and misleading.
Critically, it appears to rule out a number of the key measures proposed in the
Hull and East Riding Catchment under the draft HRBMP. Like other public
bodies, ERYC must have regard to the RBMP and any supplementary plans in
exercising their functions and must not compromise achievement of
compliance with the WFD. This section suggests that this is a very real risk and
therefore needs reconsidering.
While the commitment in Measure 61 to consider options that restore natural
processes is positive and welcomed, Measures 59 and 60 appear to treat
Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA) as checks at the end of developing flood risk management
options. These assessments should form part of the iterative process of
developing options to ensure that all impacts and opportunities are properly
identified and considered, leading to the development of truly sustainable
solutions.

Officer Comment

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.
Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

RSPB

S122

Page 63

RSPB

S123

Objective 10

S124

P6 Line 33

Should read “revert back to uninhabitable intertidal salt marsh”

Noted.

S125

P17 Line 2

From the bottom there is no outfall

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

South
Holderness
Internal
Drainage Board
South
Holderness
Internal
Drainage Board

46

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

The measures under Objective 10 have been amended based
on these suggestions and subsequent discussions and liaison
between the Council, Natural England and other
organisations including RSPB and Yorkshire Wildlife Trust.
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South
Holderness
Internal
Drainage Board

S126

Figure 3

South
Holderness
Internal
Drainage Board

S127

Sustainable
Development
Team (ERYC)

Sustainable
Development
Team (ERYC)
Sustainable
Development
Team (ERYC)
Sustainable
Development
Team (ERYC)
Sustainable
Development
Team (ERYC)
Sustainable
Development
Team (ERYC)
Sustainable
Development
Team (ERYC)

47

Response

Officer Comment

There is marked “Patrington Canal “This should be Winestead Drain”

Noted. Figure 3 will be amended to reflect this comment.

Objective 1

We suggest you put in a future clause or amend 6) “To Support the Review of
Historical DB Boundaries where they are necessary.

Noted. Measure 6 has been amended to reflect this
comment.

S128

Exec Sum

Putting flood risk into context - We welcome the importance given to climate
change as a cause of placing additional pressure on drains, sewers and water
quality and increasing risk of tidal inundation, coastal erosion and flooding from
inland water courses. However it should also be mentioned that increased
storminess and higher sea levels will most likely lead to a higher risk of tidal
and coastal flooding. This relates to objective CC4 of the Council's corporate
Environmental Policy.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

S129

Exec Sum

Putting flood risk into context - Use of language: In the 4th line on page 6, it
would be worth clarifying what is meant by 'adaptation'.

Noted. The text will be amended to improve clarity and no
longer include the word ‘adaptation’.

S130

Exec Sum

Roles and Responsibilities for FRM - The 10th line of the 3rd paragraph should
read 'would revert back to uninhabitable intertidal saltmarsh'.

Noted.

S131

Exec Sum

Roles and Responsibilities for FRM - Use of language (swamp): a carr is a wet
woodland and a fen is a wet grassland. Carr woodland and fen can both soak
up water and help to alleviate flooding.

Noted.

S132

Exec Sum

Decision making on flood risk management - Remove 'of' in the 3rd line of the
2nd paragraph.

Noted.

S133

Exec Sum

S134

2.2

Policy context - We would suggest adding the Shoreline Management Plan to
this list of policies because its boundaries and remit both overlap with the
Local Flood Risk Management Strategy.
Tidal flooding - The last paragraph on page 16 refers to Spurn being ravaged by
tidal flooding. Spurn is a dynamic feature and the breach might have a positive
effect on the wildlife as there will be less disturbance from people, allowing
ground nesting birds such as the rare little tern to breed successfully.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.
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Response
Tidal flooding - In the last paragraph on page 17, "the east coast is also subject
to coastal erosion, where the sea gradually wears away the coastline through
wave action and tidal currents, causing loss of land" should be replaced with:
"the east coast is also subject to coastal erosion, where waves, tides or
currents strike the shore, causing the coastline to retreat inland."
Tidal flooding - After "...20 metres" in the last paragraph of page 17, replace
existing text with: "The Flamborough Head to Gibraltar Point Shoreline
Management Plan (SMP) sets out the policy for managing the coastline and
responding to the risk of coastal erosion and flooding over the next 100 years.
For the majority of the coastline, the policy within the SMP is No Active
Intervention, meaning that natural processes will be allowed to continue.
However, for the main coastal towns of Bridlington, Hornsea and Withernsea,
the village of Mappleton, Easington gas terminal, and the outfall structures at
Barmston Drain and Tunstall Drain, the policy is Hold The Line, meaning that
the intention is to maintain defences to protect against coastal erosion and
flooding. In these areas, the December 2013 surge event resulted in around
£0.8m worth of damage to coastal structures, with substantial isolated cliff
losses experienced in undefended areas."
Tidal flooding - Does the £0.8m worth of damage to coastal structures stated
in the last line on page 17 include the cost of clearing the debris from collapsed
coastal defences at Ulrome?
Future risk - The significance given to climate change in relation to future risks
is welcome, however please add "and increased storminess" after "Higher sea
levels" in line 3 of the paragraph (starting "These changes").

Sustainable
Development
Team (ERYC)

S135

2.2

Sustainable
Development
Team (ERYC)

S136

2.2

S137

2.2

S138

2.7

S139

Table 1

The figures at the end combine those assets which are at risk from more than
one type of flooding. Is this effectively double-counting?

3.2

Local arrangements for SuDS provision and long-term maintenance need to be
clarified. Local Plan policy ENV6 should be enforced and supported by this
LFRM Strategy. In relation to objective 9 and 'guidance for developers on
SuDS and new sewers', this work will be very important and it should be
adopted by ERYC as an SPG (or similar) so it can be enforced. It should
include 1) arrangements for the provision and design of SuDS by developers; 2)
a system for approving SuDS as part of planning process; and 3) long-term
maintenance arrangements.

Sustainable
Development
Team (ERYC)
Sustainable
Development
Team (ERYC)
Sustainable
Development
Team (ERYC)

Sustainable
Development
Team (ERYC)

48

S140

Officer Comment

Noted. The text will be amended as suggested.

Noted. The text will be amended as suggested.

This does not include the cost of clearing the debris from the
collapsed defences at Ulrome.
Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.
The statistics under the heading ‘Combined’ in Table 1 are
the amount of receptors that are at risk of one or more
sources of flooding. Hence they are not counted twice. The
explanatory text will be amended to make this clearer.
DCLG’s
statement
‘Sustainable
Drainage
Systems’
(HCWS161) published on 18/12/14 confirmed that the Local
Planning Authority is responsible for ensuring there are clear
arrangements in place for ongoing maintenance over the
lifetime of the development. The Forward Planning Team are
developing an interim guide on this issue that will be
incorporated into a Supplementary Planning Document on
flood risk that will be produced following adoption of the
Local Plan. The Flood Risk Strategy Team has produced
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No

Reference
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Officer Comment
interim standing advice (April 2015) for developers and case
officers to refer to in designing/determining suitable SuDS
schemes, to be reviewed after six months.

Sustainable
Development
Team (ERYC)
Sustainable
Development
Team (ERYC)
Sustainable
Development
Team (ERYC)
Sustainable
Development
Team (ERYC)
Sustainable
Development
Team (ERYC)

S141

3.2

Integrating SuDS and green space should be referred to as creating
comprehensive Green Infrastructure on new housing developments

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

S142

3.4

We agree that the amalgamation of IDBs would be beneficial

Noted.

S143

3.11

It is worth clarifying that the construction of any tidal flooding / sea defences
below mean high water will count as a deposit and will require permission
from the MMO.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

S144

3.12

Can this include reference to the Business Resilience Health Check online tool
(also see comment relating to objective 4)?

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

S145

Table 2

Remove 'of' in second bullet point under 'Duties'.

Noted.

Sustainable
Development
Team (ERYC)

S146

Table 2

The reference to the SAB, in the sixth bullet point under 'Duties', needs to be
removed as clearly the Government's option is for SuDS on new developments
to be approved through the planning process. Lead Flood Risk Authorities will
be statutory consultees on planning applications that require SuDS.

Sustainable
Development
Team (ERYC)

S147

Table 2

Under the ninth bullet point under 'Duties', the EA's role is given as 'to be a
statutory consultee to the SuDS approving body'. Will it not be a statutory
consultee for planning applications that require SuDs?

Sustainable
Development
Team (ERYC)

S148

4.4

The NIA (Nature Improvement Area) status for the Humberhead Levels was
achieved by a successful bid by the Humberhead Levels Partnerships, not the
Humber LNP.

49

Table 2 lists relevant duties and powers of RMAs as set out in
the F&WMA and other legislation. However, as the SAB duty
is no longer to be brought in, the text will be amended to
reflect the fact that the LLFA is now a statutory consultee for
major developments with surface water drainage, rather than
a SAB.
The EA is a statutory consultee for planning applications on
sites located in Flood Zones 2 and 3, which denote medium
and high risk respectively of flooding from rivers and the sea.
It is understood that the EA may continue to comment of
surface water risk and drainage aspects of applications that
do not constitute major development and thus not currently
within the remit of the LLFA’s statutory consultee role.
Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Table 2 - Consultation responses to the draft Local Flood Risk Management Strategy
Consultee

No

Reference

Response

Officer Comment

Sustainable
Development
Team (ERYC)

S149

Figure 10

Under 'Relevant sub-national strategies and plans', the 'North East Marine Plan'
should be replaced by the 'East Inshore and East Offshore Marine Plans'.

Noted. Figure 10 (Figure 2 in the final LFRMS) will be
amended to reflect this comment.

Whilst we fully agree that the aim of the HFRMS should be for a Hold The Line
policy around the Estuary, with a preferred 0.5% AEP standard of protection,
does it need to be recognised that this may not be a sustainable approach in
some areas, particularly when multiple sources of risk come into play (i.e.
coastal flooding)? Does it also need to be recognised that in some areas,
where local agreements have been made for the provision of defences at a
lower standard of protection, a 0.5% AEP defence may not be a sustainable
approach?

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Sustainable
Development
Team (ERYC)

S150

5.3

Sustainable
Development
Team (ERYC)

S151

5.3

Sustainable
Development
Team (ERYC)

S152

5.3

Sustainable
Development
Team (ERYC)

S153

5.3

Sustainable
Development
Team (ERYC)

S154

5.3
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Replace "This is another non-statutory plan setting out…" with 'Whilst a nonstatutory document, the SMP is a pre-requisite for accessing FDGiA funding for
coastal and flood defence schemes. Adopted by the Council and signed off by
the Secretary of State in 2011, it sets out…"
Replace 'The SMP proposes to continue to improve/maintain the defences at
the towns of Bridlington, Hornsea and Withernsea, and also the village of
Mappleton, where defences may also be needed to protect the B1242 northsouth coastal road in the medium term. It also proposes to continue the
provision of defences at Easington gas terminal for as long as there is a
strategic need for this facility, and acknowledges the need to maintain the
outfalls of the Barmston Drain and Tunstall Drain.' with: 'The SMP proposes to
maintain or improve the current standard of protection for the towns of
Bridlington, Hornsea and Withernsea. At Mappleton, the current defence line
will be held in the short- and medium-term with an assessment of options
undertaken for maintaining the B1242 north-south coast road in the long-term.
The SMP also proposes to continue the provision of defences at Easington Gas
Terminal for as long as there is a strategic need for this facility. It is also
recognised that additional works may be required to maintain the functionality
of Barmston Drain and Tunstall Drain'.
SMP - Replace 'to not intervene, thus allowing natural processes to continue'
with 'No Active Intervention, meaning that natural processes will be allowed to
continue'.
SMP - Replace the first paragraph on page 65 with: "The Council continues to
be at the forefront of national best practice by engaging with those
communities at risk from coastal erosion to investigate and promote
adaptation options. This includes implementing the lessons learnt during the

Noted. The text will be amended based on this suggested
wording.

Noted. The text will be amended as suggested.

Noted. The text will be amended as suggested.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.
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East Riding Coastal Change Pathfinder, which used £1.2m of Defra funding to
test new and innovative approaches to managing coastal change. The Council
used the funds to offer support for relocation (including property demolition)
and adaptation (roll back and buy to lease back). Although the Pathfinder
ended in 2012, the remaining funds are available via the East Riding Coastal
Change Fund to eligible homeowners at risk from erosion between present
day and 2055. The Council also continues to evidence the need for an ongoing
fund for coastal change adaptation in areas without coastal defences."
Sustainable
Development
Team (ERYC)
Sustainable
Development
Team (ERYC)

Sustainable
Development
Team (ERYC)

Sustainable
Development
Team (ERYC)

Sustainable
Development
Team (ERYC)
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S155

S156

S157

S158

S159

5.3

Add a 'y' to the end of 'propert' in line 7 and a space into 'theremaining' on line
9.

Noted.

5.4

There seems to be confusion between the Environmental Policy and
Environment Statement. The Environmental Policy is the lead document
whereas the Statement is the annual progress report. Reference to the
Council's 'Environmental Statement' on p.67 should be amended to
'Environmental Policy'.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Objective 3

Measure 30: Can this include reference to the Business Resilience Health
Check
online
tool?
Measure 31: Recommend adding a new measure (no.31) on the proactive use
of Green Infrastructure and reference to emerging Hull and ER Green
Infrastructure Strategy.

Reference to the Business Resilience Health Check online
tool will be added to Section 4.12. To include greater
reference to the proactive use of green infrastructure, text to
this effect will be added to Measure 61 and reference to the
emerging Hull and East Riding Green Infrastructure Strategy
will be added to the supporting text.

Objective 4

Good to see a number of measures for improving awareness amongst local
communities. It is not clear whose responsibility this will be. Looking at the
governance structure, especially "ERYC Lead Local Flood Authority", it seems
to be more represented by technical teams such as Flood Risk Strategy and
Flood and Coastal Risk Management. Should other services/teams from the
Council whose role it is to actively communicate with residents be mentioned
in the governance structure as well?

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Measure 56. see comment 8: 'guidance for developers on SuDS and new
sewers' this work will be very important and it should be adopted by ERYC as
an SPG (or similar) so it can be enforced. It should include 1) arrangements
for the provision and design of SuDS by developers; 2) a system for approving
SUDS as part of planning process; and 3) long-term maintenance arrangements.

DCLG’s
statement
‘Sustainable
Drainage
Systems’
(HCWS161) published on 18/12/14 confirmed that the Local
Planning Authority is responsible for ensuring there are clear
arrangements in place for ongoing maintenance over the
lifetime of the development. The Forward Planning Team are
developing an interim guide on this issue that will be
incorporated into a Supplementary Planning Document on
flood risk that will be produced following adoption of the

Objective 9
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No
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Officer Comment
Local Plan. The Flood Risk Strategy Team has produced
interim standing advice (April 2015) for developers and case
officers to refer to in designing/determining suitable SuDS
schemes, to be reviewed after six months.

Sustainable
Development
Team (ERYC)

Sustainable
Development
Team (ERYC)

York
Consortium of
Internal
Drainage
Boards

York
Consortium of
Internal
Drainage
Boards
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S160

S161

S162

S163

Objective 10

Objective 10

Section 3.8
P43

Measure 59. The purpose of HRA is to assess the impacts of a plan or project
on a European Site (SAC/SPA), in particular whether it would have an adverse
effect on the integrity of the site. It does not make recommendations.
Measure 60. As above HRA does not identify environmental benefits of
potential options. That could be undertaken as part of the SEA, but not the
HRA. Objective 10 should state that opportunities for environmental benefits
will be considered when designing projects.
Measure 64. This measure should be reworded to say: "Apply corporate
procedures promoted by the Council’s Environmental Policy and
Environmental Management System when delivering flood risk management
activities, identifying how best to meet statutory environmental requirements,
and where technically and economically viable, exceed them".
It is noted that two of the five York Consortium Drainage Boards have
drainage districts in the ERYC area. These are Beverley and North Holderness
IDB and Foss (2008) IDB. These two IDBs are slightly different in that with
Beverley and North Holderness IDB, the Board’s drainage district is entirely
within the Council’s area in which the Council is also the lead local flood
authority. The Foss (2008) IDB drainage district spans a number of Council
areas and the overall district is in three lead local flood authority areas. In view
of this the Council as the lead local flood authority does not have an overview
of the entire catchment. The area of the Foss (2008) IDB district relates to the
old Wilberfoss and Thornton Level IDB; the area being reliant on the drainage
systems of the River Derwent. The Board is concerned in developing flood risk
management strategies that continuity can be sustained across political
boundaries to find catchment solutions in the individual plans. This along with a
coordinated approach with the Environment Agency in regard to operations
and maintenance on ‘main river’.
The Boards recognise that development overall is increasing peak run off. This
is both in the rural communities along with the developing towns. In view of
this, developments both large and small require solutions to attenuate flow to
ensure the overall surface water drainage network is not overwhelmed with
peak flows and consequential flooding. The approach taken by the Board in its
consenting and planning advisory responses within and immediately adjacent to

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Noted. The text will be amended as suggested.

Noted. In developing the Flood Risk Management Plans for
the hydraulic catchments in the East Riding, which
supplement the LFRMS, the Council is liaising with
neighbouring local authorities to ensure that approaches to
flood risk management do not conflict with or undermine
one another. The Council may also prepare joint FRMPs with
neighbouring LLFAs such as North Yorkshire County Council
where catchments sit within both authority areas.

The Council encourages a strategic approach to flood risk
management such as in the emerging Local Plan and has
recently set out ‘standing advice’ as the LLFA on surface
water drainage systems. We would expect this guidance to
be given sufficient weighting in planning decisions.
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Officer Comment

our drainage district is to seek flow attenuation. The Board’s policy is to
control peak flows so that they are the same or lower from the site prior to
development; the control of flows then being used to establish the storage
required. The Board however recognises with small scale development it is not
always technically practical to attenuate flows at low discharge; the low
discharge being required for the attenuation storage to function as required.
The Board seeks in areas where on-going small scale development is being
advanced for developments to be progressed in a more strategic way. That is
to have the technical benefits of larger flow attenuation systems which do not
appear practical in small scale situations. This however needs to be put in place
more strategically and is in many cases not practical for all individual small scale
developers. It is also being noted that this issue can also be hindering
development and future adoption of the systems being advanced. In view of
this the Board considers that flood risk management authorities, water utilities
and developers should be working together to try to deliver the strategic
benefits of larger surface water attenuation schemes; this being intended to
create more sustainable systems in areas where multiple small scale
developments are likely or are being progressed. This possibly along with
strategically retro-fitting attenuation in areas which have been developed which
are contributing towards flooding. The Board would like to see this sort of
approach included in the Council’s Local Flood Risk Management Strategy.
York
Consortium of
Internal
Drainage
Boards

S164

York
Consortium of
Internal
Drainage
Boards

S165

York
Consortium of
Internal
Drainage
Boards

S166
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Section 3.2
P35

‘Regulating works on ordinary watercourses’ – on the role of an IDB and, I
guess also the LDA, we are the discharge consenting authority on all ordinary
watercourses in our drainage district which then includes the ones we also
maintain.

The text has been amended to clarify this.

Section 3.4
P38

I think although it is in other parts of the document you need to say the IDB is
the Land Drainage Authority and this role entails…Interestingly we are not a
statutory consultee in the planning process. However York Consortium (not
sure about others) respond to planning consultations to inform at the earliest
stage of our requirements so we input to the planning process so that surface
water issues are addressed.

The text has been amended to clarify this.

In regard to Defra’s encouragement and the Council’s view regarding aligning
IDB districts is this point formally substantiated?

The merits associated with amalgamation of those IDBs that
are yet to pursue this would be examined as part of the
process of determining whether this should occur.

Section 3.4
P39
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York
Consortium of
Internal
Drainage
Boards
York
Consortium of
Internal
Drainage
Boards
York
Consortium of
Internal
Drainage
Boards

York
Consortium of
Internal
Drainage
Boards
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S167

S168

S169

S170

Reference

Response

Section 3.4

I am a little unsure why advice is given on PSAs as they can also be entered
into to facilitate works to be carried out which otherwise might not be done
but could be necessary to achieve flood risk reduction.

Noted. The text has been amended to reflect this comment.

This could be more focused; some things are slightly out of date, as an example
the Environment Agency Regional Flood Defence Committees have gone. In
the IDB section the table creates more questions than answers with the duties
and permissive powers.

The table has been amended so that it no longer lists
statutory duties that refer to a specific ‘one-off’ undertaking
that has since been fulfilled.

I would question the content of 6.5 IDB funding. It also would be more useful
to provide information on how much Boards, which have areas in the Council’s
district, are contributing in Precept as it is a significant sum. The figure
currently quoted is the Environment Agency Regional sum.

Noted. Information about the amount of precept paid by the
IDBs operating within the East Riding specifically will be
sought for inclusion in the final version of the LFRMS.

In regard to the strategic objectives which are ten in total along with sixty four
measures is it practical to advance on this basis? In view of the magnitude
would it not perhaps be better to establish a handful of perhaps some key
success factors to track and deliver which would be indicative of delivering
multiple objectives?

The objectives and associated measures in the draft LFRMS
are largely procedural, stating how the Council will organise
itself in and go about implementing its legal responsibilities in
respect of flood risk management, and contribute to the aims
and aspirations of relevant policies and strategies, from
national to local level. The timeframes for delivering these
will be set out in Section 7 and they will also be subject to
annual progress reporting and periodic review through the
Overview and Scrutiny function.

P40

Table 2

Section 6.5
P72

Section 7

Yorkshire
Water

S171

Executive
Summary

Yorkshire
Water

S172

Executive
Summary
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Suggest the following alternative wording:
In the urban areas, Yorkshire Water also play a critical part in managing the
risk of flooding by maintaining the public sewer network. This is particularly
the case within the Haltemprice settlements and the town of Goole, where its
effectiveness is reliant on the capacity of the sewerage system and also on the
operation of terminal public sewerage pumping stations.
Suggest the following alternative wording:
For water companies, the business planning process is currently based on
customer willingness to pay and water company regulator Ofwat agreeing to
the plan and is based on prioritising the risk across the Yorkshire region.
Although Yorkshire Water has embarked on a number of Drainage Area
Studies that identify areas of risk within the public sewer network and appraise
potential measures to address them. Currently there are no plans for

Officer Comment

Noted. The text will be amended as suggested subject to
minor alterations as subsequently agreed.

Noted. The text will be amended as suggested subject to
minor alterations as subsequently agreed.
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significant schemes within the company’s five year business plan beyond any
that are identified through regulatory requirements.

Yorkshire
Water

S173

2.4

Yorkshire
Water

S174

3.5

Yorkshire
Water

S175

3.5

2

Suggest the following alternative wording:
Therefore, surface water flooding occurs when the capacity of drainage
systems, including public sewerage systems, is exceeded. It also occurs when
the condition of the systems are impacted by restrictions or blockages caused
by fat, oils or grease or inappropriate materials being put down sewer systems,
such as nappies and wet wipes. In some cases failure of mechanical or electrical
equipment such as pumping stations which normally move the water through
the system can contribute to flooding. In the East Riding, the drainage systems
are of varying standards, according to their age and location. Although the
commonly recognised design standard for new sewers is to accommodate
quantities of rainfall that have a 3.3% annual probability of occurring (1 in 30
years), many of the systems in the East Riding are older and could be less.
Some are known to be in poor serviceable and structural condition and subject
to relatively frequent surcharging. The majority of them are ‘combined’, which
means that rainfall gathered from roofs and gardens and also highway drainage
enters the sewer system which leads to contaminated waters flooding the area.
Suggest the following alternative wording:
As sewerage undertaker, the company is legally obliged to ensure that the area
is effectually drained2, and must maintain a register of properties that have
suffered internal flooding from the public sewer due to capacity issues, in order
to identify and prioritise where capacity improvements are needed.
Suggest the following alternative wording:
The study for the Kingston upon Hull and Haltemprice catchment found that
some areas of the network provides less than a 3% AEP (1 in 30 year) standard
of protection, which means there is a risk of sewers surcharging in these types
of flood events. A study commissioned by Yorkshire Water in 2012 estimated
that the indicative cost of upgrading the whole public sewer network in the
area to a 1 in 30 year standard was approximately £151 million, and for an
increased level of protection for all drainage infrastructure to 1 in 75 would

Noted. The text will be amended as suggested subject to
minor alterations as subsequently agreed.

Noted. The text will be amended as suggested subject to
minor alterations as subsequently agreed.

Noted. The text will be amended as suggested subject to
minor alterations as subsequently agreed.

Section 94 of the Water Industry Act 1991 states: “It shall be the duty of every sewerage undertaker to provide, improve and extend a system of public sewers (whether inside its area or elsewhere) and so to maintain and

cleanse those sewers as to ensure that the area is and continues to be effectually drained.”
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cost all RMAs approximately £362 million.

Yorkshire
Water

S176

3.5

Yorkshire
Water

S177

Table 2

Yorkshire
Water

S178

4.2

Yorkshire
Water

S179

6.6

Yorkshire
Water

S180

6.6

Yorkshire
Water

S181

Measure 45

Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust

S182

P16
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Suggest the following alternative wording:
The company’s five year plan for AMP6 is to maintain the current level of
service throughout the asset base. As described in Section 2.4, the capacity of
the sewerage network has been exceeded more frequently in recent years as a
result of the changing weather patterns. Regulations for WSCs make no
specific requirements in respect of flooding outside of a property despite the
public health risk posed by contaminated flood waters.
Suggest the following alternative wording:
 assess the vulnerability of assets to flooding and to plan accordingly;


maintain the sewer system in accordance with asset management plans
approved by Ofwat;

Suggest the following alternative wording:
This process determines how much investment in sewerage infrastructure
takes place in the East Riding and the whole Yorkshire region.
Suggest the following alternative wording:
As part of the price determination process, Ofwat reviews draft business plans
produced by water companies for the next five year cycle, ultimately
determining how much they will spend on activities that will include managing
flood risk during that period.
Suggest the following alternative wording:
This system is currently based principally on financial assessment and customer
based surveys. The investment period is prioritised by risk across the region
and historic sewer flooding records. It does not make provision for modelled
risks that are identified in Drainage Area Studies.
Suggest the following alternative wording:
Work towards ensuring that improvements or upgrades to flood risk and
drainage assets are designed to protect against a 1 in 75 year flood event, if a
sound businesses case demonstrates this is appropriate.
Yorkshire Wildlife Trust has also noted the use of unnecessarily emotive
language in relation to natural processes and habitats in several sections of the
document, such as on page 16 where the 2013 tidal surge was described as
‘ravaging’ Spurn Point. We are concerned that the use of such language
portrays natural processes in a negative light and does not represent a

Noted. The text will be amended as suggested subject to
minor alterations as subsequently agreed.

Noted. The text will be amended as suggested subject to
minor alterations as subsequently agreed.

Noted. The text will be amended as suggested subject to
minor alterations as subsequently agreed.

Noted. The text will be amended as suggested subject to
minor alterations as subsequently agreed.

Noted. The text will be amended as suggested subject to
minor alterations as subsequently agreed.

Noted. The text will be amended as suggested subject to
minor alterations as subsequently agreed.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Table 2 - Consultation responses to the draft Local Flood Risk Management Strategy
Consultee

No

Reference

Response

Officer Comment

balanced viewpoint. We therefore advise that these sections are re-worded.

Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust

57

S183

P6 & 18

Pages 6 and 18 refer to intertidal saltmarsh and swamp as being incapable of
sustaining agriculture, industry or population. This statement is incorrect as
there are a number of businesses producing high quality premium livestock in
the county. We would be happy to advise East Riding of Council on projects
which could be used as case studies in the LFRMS.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

2.4 Responses to the draft Kingston upon Hull and Haltemprice Flood Risk Management Plan
Table 3 - Consultation responses to the draft Kingston upon Hull and Haltemprice Flood Risk Management Plan
Consultee

No

Section

Response

Officer Comment

Environment
Agency

P1

Executive
Summary

This could be confusing when considering alongside WFD terminology, it
appears to be conflicting with WFD. Perhaps ‘man made’ would be preferable
to avoid the potential confusion.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Environment
Agency

P2

Executive
Summary

water bodies are failing to achieve good ecological status OR potential

Noted. The text will be amended as suggested.

Environment
Agency

P3

2.2

use of term AOD without explanation may not be understood by everyone

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.
The text will be amended to reflect that land drainage
interventions have had an impact on natural habitats and
ecology. The WFD water bodies and their classifications will
be included on Figure 6 – Environmental Designations.

Environment
Agency

P4

2.5

The natural habitats and ecology in the FRMP area have declined over time as
urban expansion and agricultural intensification have and as water courses have
been over managed for flood risk and land drainage. Also how about a WFD
ecological status map here? Would be useful.

Environment
Agency

P5

3.1

Definition of tidal flooding could be improved. At present this is not a clear
definition and does have some ambiguous/ laden language

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Environment
Agency

P6

3.1

The scope of the EA Humber Hull Frontages project had been extended to the
Humber Bridge prior to the December 2013 surge. Needs amending.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Definition of “Humber Hull Frontages” appears to have been formalised in this
document with no consultation. It is not an agreed naming convention for the
Humber Bridge to Paull Battery. Perhaps better just to describe the start and
end point of the stretch.
bullet 2 – should also mention our “water storage lagoon” (using terminology
from first bullet) on Western Drain

Environment
Agency

P7

3.3

Environment
Agency

P8

3.6

Environment
Agency

P9

3.7

paragraph 2 - £9.7m is a very high figure. The Environment Agency 2014/15
maintenance budget for the whole of Yorkshire was 58approx. £8.5m

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Environment
Agency

P10

3.7

Reference to a “current recognised design threshold of 0.5% AEP (1 in 200) for
tidal flooding”. This needs to be defined as to where this is the recognised
threshold, and referenced.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Environment
Agency

P11

3.11

bullet 3 – is the current risk of flooding “significant”?

The word “significant” will be replaced with “residual” to
improve the clarity of this sentence.
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Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Table 3 - Consultation responses to the draft Kingston upon Hull and Haltemprice Flood Risk Management Plan
Consultee

No

Section

Response

Officer Comment

Environment
Agency

P12

4.2

H4 - It is our understanding that the tidal flood risk modelling for the Hessle
foreshore is not complete, as such it is unclear how a specific number of
properties can be defined in this plan. Suggest amend wording of this to reflect
ongoing work.

Environment
Agency

P13

4.2

H4 – has this scheme secured compensation habitat? Or is this achieved via
measure H8?

Environment
Agency

P14

4.2

H10 – consider options for improved channel and riparian maintenance
activities that will benefit ecology and flood risk.

Statutory obligations in respect of complying with the
Habitats Regulations and WFD in undertaking channel
maintenance will be adhered to and text to this effect will be
added to Appendix A, including reference to best practice
guidance published by Natural England / ADA.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.
Requirements concerning compensatory habitat are to be
considered as part of the design and planning phase of this
scheme.
It is assumed this comment relates to Measure H20 rather
than H10; text to this effect has been included as part of
amendments to the LFRMS (Measure 46) and to Measure
H20 in the FRMP.

Environment
Agency

P15

Appendix A

It is concerning to see a lot of reference to channel and weed clearance here
without reference to not compromising ecology. Dredging should not be seen
as a default. Habitat and channel improvements should be sought in a more
holistic approach. Appropriate timing and methodology of weed and vegetation
clearance is required and is a WFD action. Best practice should be adhered to.

Natural England

P16

Figure 6

Labelling on this map needs to be corrected. The Humber Estuary N2K/ SSSI
also includes the blue area. Is the red area the section of the Humber Estuary
N2K within the FRMP area?

Figure 6 will be amended to show that these designations
apply to a wider area beyond the FRMP boundary.

Natural England

P17

Table 7

We propose an additional measure: ‘deliver biodiversity enhancements (for
species and habitats) as part of Flood Alleviation Schemes where appropriate.’

Noted. Measure 20 will be amended to reflect this comment.

Area of wildlife habitat enhanced/ created.
We have suggested this additional measure and indicator as it may be possible
to incorporate enhancements or creation wildlife habitats at the design stage of
flood alleviation schemes and relatively little additional cost.

Natural England

P18

Table 8

Natural England

P19

Appendix D

It would be useful to provide details of the Flood Alleviation Schemes that are
proposed, such as plans of storage lagoons etc.

This level of detail is not yet available for all of these schemes
as they are still at the design stage and yet to be submitted
for planning permission.

RSPB

P20

Figure 6

This figure is slightly misleading, as the whole of the Humber Estuary in this
area is designated as SSSI, SAC, SPA and Ramsar.

Figure 6 will be amended to show that these designations
apply to a wider area beyond the FRMP boundary.
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Noted. Table 8 will be amended to reflect this comment.

Table 3 - Consultation responses to the draft Kingston upon Hull and Haltemprice Flood Risk Management Plan
Consultee

No

Section

Response

Officer Comment

Suggest the following alternative wording:
Yorkshire
Water

P21

Executive
Summary

There are recurrent flooding incidents associated with intense storms and
limitations in the capacity of the sewerage network in the FRMP area,
particularly in Cottingham.

Noted. The text will be amended as suggested subject to
minor alterations as subsequently agreed.

Suggest the following alternative wording:

Yorkshire
Water

P22

Executive
Summary

Through feasibility studies Yorkshire Water have identified high level notional
solutions to increase the level of protection from the drainage system and this
will need significant investment. All RMAs will continue to develop these
notional solutions further to enhance business cases for investment both
independently and jointly. However at present Yorkshire Water have stated
that capital investment to improve the capacity of the public sewer network in
the Kingston upon Hull and Haltemprice catchment will only take place in the
next 5 years where there is an investment case, based on prioritised risk
across the region. Currently Yorkshire Water’s highest priority is to invest in
the sewer network where customers have previously suffered internal flooding
at their property in less than a 1 in 10 year event. In these cases Yorkshire
Water will look to implement a solution that increases the level of protection
to the affected properties and/or mitigate the flood risk where possible.

Noted. The text will be amended as suggested subject to
minor alterations as subsequently agreed.

Suggest the following alternative wording:
Yorkshire
Water

P23

3.6

Yorkshire Water – owns and operates the public sewer network and key
pumping stations including ‘East Hull’ and ‘West Hull’; owns and operates
Keldgate reservoir and several large potable water distribution mains that may
cause flooding due to failure.

Noted. The text will be amended as suggested subject to
minor alterations as subsequently agreed.

Suggest the following alternative wording:
Yorkshire
Water

60

P24

3.8

Since 2007, Yorkshire Water have invested over £40m in improving the
robustness of terminal pumping stations at west Hull, east Hull and
Bransholme, and increasing their pumping capacity. A further £16m is being
invested at Bransholme.

Noted. The text will be amended as suggested subject to
minor alterations as subsequently agreed.

Table 3 - Consultation responses to the draft Kingston upon Hull and Haltemprice Flood Risk Management Plan
Consultee

No

Section

Response

Officer Comment

Suggest the following alternative wording:
Yorkshire
Water

P25

3.8

Yorkshire
Water

P26

Table 5

Yorkshire
Water

Yorkshire Water commissioned a study for the catchment area using the ICM.
Analysis of this study indicates the investment required in the catchment to
increase the level of protection in the public sewer network to reduce risk of
flooding from a less than 3.33% AEP (1 in 30 year) standard of protection to a
standard of protection between 3.33%AEP and 1% AEP (1 in 100 year).
Suggest the following alternative wording:
Investment needs to provide increased protection in the drainage network
Suggest the following alternative wording:

P27

3.8

There are a number of opportunities of this type within the FRMP area that
will be explored.

Noted. The text will be amended as suggested subject to
minor alterations as subsequently agreed.

Noted. The text will be amended as suggested subject to
minor alterations as subsequently agreed.
Noted. The text will be amended as suggested subject to
minor alterations as subsequently agreed.

Suggest the following alternative wording:

Yorkshire
Water

P28

3.8

The conclusion of this work is that large scale investment is required to
increase the level of protection across the drainage network. Yorkshire Water
have committed £400,000 in funding to continue to build on the initial study.
This work will include more detailed modelling and feasibility work and some
minor groundworks to fully understand the level of investment and works
required. The Council is seeking a response from OFWAT around the lack of
consultation for the 2015 to 2020 investment period (at the time of writing it
is unclear if OFWAT has indicated if funding should be set aside for these
works during this period).

Noted. The text will be amended as suggested subject to
minor alterations as subsequently agreed.

Suggest the following alternative wording:

Yorkshire
Water

61

P29

3.10

Although the Drainage Area Study completed for the Hull and Haltemprice
catchment found that areas of the sewerage network provides less than a
3%AEP (1 in 30 year) standard of protection, the company has stated that the
£151 million cost to bring it up to this standard, and £362 million to a 1.3%AEP
(1 in 75) year standard, is unlikely within the current five year plan, however
further investment will take place to further investigate what is required to
increase the level of protection in the area.

Noted. The text will be amended as suggested subject to
minor alterations as subsequently agreed.

Table 3 - Consultation responses to the draft Kingston upon Hull and Haltemprice Flood Risk Management Plan
Consultee

No

Section

Response

Officer Comment

Suggest the following alternative wording:
Yorkshire
Water

P30

3.11

The review of flood risk management assets in the FRMP area has identified
defects with some assets, although the condition of others, including much of
the public sewer network, is currently unknown. Yorkshire Water have stated
that the level of contacts received in the FRMP area would indicate that there
are not significant structural or operational issues.

Noted. The text will be amended as suggested subject to
minor alterations as subsequently agreed.

Suggest the following alternative wording:

Yorkshire
Water

P31

3.11

Yorkshire Water have stated that capital investment to improve the capacity of
the public sewer network in the Kingston upon Hull and Haltemprice
catchment will only take place in the next five years where there is an
investment case, based on prioritised risk across the Yorkshire region.
Currently Yorkshire Water’s highest priority is to invest in the sewer network
where customers have previously suffered internal flooding at their property in
less than a 1 in 10 year event. In these cases Yorkshire Water will look to
implement a solution that increases the level of protection to the affected
properties and/or mitigate the flood risk where possible.

Noted. The text will be amended as suggested subject to
minor alterations as subsequently agreed.

Suggest the following alternative wording:
Yorkshire
Water

62

P32

Measure H11

The Council will work with other RMAs to pursue this measure, which is required
because the current regulatory framework bases the balance of investment priorities
on limited criteria and customer willingness to pay rather than engineering
requirements.

Noted. The text will be amended as suggested subject to
minor alterations as subsequently agreed.

2.5 Responses to the Strategic Environmental Assessment
Table 4 - Consultation responses to the draft Environmental Statement
Consultee

No.

Section

Environment
Agency

E1

Table 3.2

Environment
Agency

E2

Table 5.1

Environment
Agency

E3

Officer Comment

1 (b) Disagree with statement. The risks to WFD are incredibly high. 1 (d)
also has the potential to have a very negative impact

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Issue 5 - deterioration of WFD status is likely

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Issue 10 - inappropriate maintenance, weed clearing or management poses a
significant risk of deterioration

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Table 5.1

Issue no. 12 in Table 5.1 correctly identifies the need of the LFRMS to
contain polices and/or measures that protect the groundwater. However the
Draft LFRMS does not appear to contain such policies. We are keen to see
that policies for the protection of groundwater are included within the draft
LFRMS.

Issue 12 refers to the need to ensure that LFRMS measures
support protection of groundwater aquifers in the area. The
Draft Local FRM Strategy and Draft FRMP do not contain
any policies that would directly contradict existing policies
produced nationally and locally e.g. the Local Plan. Sitespecific schemes arising from the LFRMS / FRMP will be
assessed against these policies.

Issue 4 - WFD status is also an indicator

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

What about the RBMP and the CaBA partners? also talking about
catchments and catchment working could confuse people with the
catchment based approach and the work that the CaBA partners and
Waterways Partnership have been undertaking.

It is taken that this comment relates to Objective 3 of the
Draft LFRMS rather than to Objective 3 of the SEA
framework (the strategy objectives are listed in Table 7.2 of
the Draft Environmental Statement) and that ‘CaBA
partners’ is referring to Local Catchment Partnerships
(LCPs); greater reference to the LCPs of relevance to the
East Riding will be included in the final LFRMS.

Concerned about what this means? More dredging and scorched earth?

It is taken that this comment relates to Objective 7 of the

Environment
Agency

E4

5

Environment
Agency

E5

Table 6.1

Environment
Agency

E6

Objective 3

Environment

E7

Objective 7

63

Response

Table 4 - Consultation responses to the draft Environmental Statement
Consultee

No.

Section

Agency

Environment
Agency

Natural
England

E8

E9

Response

Officer Comment

Please clarify

Draft LFRMS rather than to Objective 7 of the SEA
framework (the strategy objectives are listed in Table 7.2 of
the Draft Environmental Statement); greater explanation of
the objectives will be included in the final LFRMS.

please also refer to WFD water body status (its not just SPZs)

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Should identify any particular issues/ problems that relate to biodiversity in
East Riding such as :
River Hull Headwaters: agricultural runoff and water level management
Humber Estuary: coastal squeeze, dissolved oxygen sag and bird populations
decline.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Table 7.4

4.2.3

Lower Derwent Valley: extended unseasonal flooding (in summer) as a result
of the deployment of Barmby Barrage preventing drainage from designated
sites.
Natural
England

E10

4.2.4

Natural
England

E11

4.2.7

Natural
England

E12

4.2.8

Natural
England
Natural
England

64

E13

E14

4.2.12

4.2.16

More detail is required, what LFRMS measures could be used to address the
issues identified above.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Water - Provide more detail on WFD measures that have been identified in
East Riding i.e. which measures are needed to bring the major water bodies
into Good Ecological Status/ Potential.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Identify the effect of the LFRMS on delivery of WFD measures.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

More detail is needed on ‘more sustainable flood management practices..’
give some examples of climate change adaptation measures that could be
included.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Landscape (see comments on Scoping report)

Noted. The reference to National Countryside Character
Areas will be amended to National Character Areas.

Table 4 - Consultation responses to the draft Environmental Statement
Consultee
Natural
England

No.
E15

Section
4.2.17

Natural
England

E16

5

Natural
England

E17

5

Natural
England

E18

5

Natural
England

E19

Table 6.1

Natural
England

E20

7.3

Natural
England

Natural
England –
follow up
comment
received

65

E21

E22

7.5

Response

Officer Comment

Landscape - Changes in landscape such as the managed creation of wetland
areas would not have a negative impact in our view, as they would introduce
diversity and ecological enhancements.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Issue 6 and 7 see comments on SuDS in the comments on the scoping
report.

Noted. The text will be amended to acknowledge that some
types of SuDS may be appropriate where there are
groundwater source protection zones.

Issue 8: we advise that this should be ‘deliver adaptation to climate change
impacts’ (rather than ‘assist adaptation…’). Climate change adaptation should
be a key driver in the strategy.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Issue 18. Landscape (see comments on the scoping report).

Noted. Greater explanation of ‘sensitive landscape’
referenced in Issue number 17 will be added to Section
4.2.16 for consistency.

SEA objectives, remove reference to National Indicators (out of date).

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

A list of environmental subjects is presented, there is no detail on the issues,
eg what are the issues related to biodiversity in East Riding?

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

It is difficult to comment on this assessment as it has not been carried out
against the individual indicators, leading to many of the assessments
identifying that there may be positive or negative effects. Based on the
information provided, it is only possible to identify where the SEA objective
is relevant to the LFRMS objective and where it is not. Natural England
cannot comment on whether implementation of the LFRMS objectives will
lead to positive or negative outcomes as assessed against the various SEA
objectives.
In order that the assessments can identify very positive impacts (in many
cases) this would require stronger wording around the promotion of
environmental benefits/ enhancements in the main strategy document. As it
stands, the strategy measures which cover the development of plans to
address flood management (such as objectives 1,3, 4, 7, 8 and 10) would be
heavily reliant on influence from environmental representatives (statutory

Noted. The approach to the assessment was discussed and
clarified at the 16/04/15 meeting.

The assessments within the SEA have been reconsidered
and re-scored where as appropriate based on this
comment. In addition, stronger wording has been included
in the LFRMS and FRMP regarding promotion of
environmental benefits/enhancements, in particular LFRMS

Table 4 - Consultation responses to the draft Environmental Statement
Consultee

No.

Section

7/04/15.

RSPB

RSPB

66

E23

E24

N/a

Table 5.1

Response
and NGO) to ensure that options which focus on the natural environment
are delivered, which has resource implications for these organisations.
Moreover, we recognise that there is significant political pressure in East
Riding to deliver more ‘traditional’ flood risk management measures
(dredging etc), therefore it needs to be clearer that the LFRMS will be
promoting the most up to date approaches to flood risk management
incorporating appropriate environmental protection/ enhancement measures
before the objectives can be assessed as ‘major positive’. The alternative
would be to reconsider the assessments within the SEA, identifying positive
impacts where there is reasonable likelihood that these will be delivered and
identify any specific actions that are required in the ‘conclusions’ section of
the SEA report. It would also be useful to check compatibility with the
strategy document, e.g. the mention of ‘reinstatement of the functional
floodplain’ on page 61 (which we would support), this should be in the main
strategy document if it is being considered within the SEA.
Overall, the RSPB is concerned that the SEA currently identifies positive or
major positive impacts in relation to conserving and enhancing biodiversity
(Environmental Objective 3) on the basis of very limited evidence. In many
cases, there is a reliance on the input of environmental bodies, both
statutory and non-statutory, to ensure positive outcomes. The RSPB’s view
is that, if such conclusions are to be supported, it will be necessary for ERYC
to identify specific actions, initiatives or approaches that will be put in place
to support delivery of positive impacts for biodiversity. Without such
information, the RSPB does not currently consider the conclusions of the
SEA to be justified. Further comments on detail are provided below.
Issue 4 identifies the requirement to maintain designated sites in favourable
condition; however, it does not mention the associated requirement to
restore those that do not currently hold such condition. The opportunity to
support the maintenance and restoration of favourable conditions should be
a requirement for relevant schemes, given ERYC’s status as a Relevant
Authority under the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010

Officer Comment
Measures 46, 49 and 59-62, and FRMP Measure H20.

The assessments within the SEA have been reconsidered
and re-scored where as appropriate based on this
comment. In addition, stronger wording has been included
in the LFRMS and FRMP regarding promotion of
environmental benefits/enhancements, in particular LFRMS
Measures 46, 49 and 59-62, and FRMP Measure H20.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Table 4 - Consultation responses to the draft Environmental Statement
Consultee

No.

Section

Response

Officer Comment

(as amended).

RSPB

RSPB

RSPB

Yorkshire
Wildlife
Trust

67

E25

E26

E27

E28

Table 5.1

Table 5.1

Table 6.1

N/a

In addition, this section only identifies the potentially positive impacts of the
LFRMS/FRMP on designated sites. Both also have the potential to negatively
impact on the area’s designated sites and this should be identified in this
table.
For Issue 10, as identified in our comments on the LFRMS, it is vital that the
LFRMS supports RBMP objectives and does not compromise attainment of
good status.

Noted. Greater reference to WFD/RBMP objectives will be
included in the final LFRMS, FRMP and Environmental
Statement Report.

Issue 15 should also identify the potential carbon sequestration benefits
associated with the development of natural flood risk management solutions
and associated habitats (E.g. ALONSO, I., WESTON, K., GREGG, R. &
MORECROFT, M. 2012. Carbon storage by habitat - Review of the evidence
of the impacts of management decisions and condition on carbon stores and
sources. Natural England Research Reports, Number NERR043).

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Environmental Objective 3 should also include consideration of areas of
priority habitat and populations of priority species, wider than those
identified in the ERYBAP, to ensure that the LFRMS/FRMP is fully delivering
towards Biodiversity 2020 targets.
Yorkshire Wildlife Trust is concerned that the evidence base for the SEA
does not support the positive or major positive impacts in relation to
conserving and enhancing biodiversity (Environmental Objective 3). There is
also a reliance for such positive outcomes to be secured by the work of
statutory and non-statutory environmental bodies, which will may have
resource implications for such organisations. We therefore advise that
ERYC identifies specific actions or projects which will achieve the delivery of
the positive impacts.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

The assessments within the SEA have been reconsidered
and re-scored where as appropriate based on this
comment. In addition, stronger wording has been included
in the LFRMS and FRMP regarding promotion of
environmental benefits/enhancements, in particular LFRMS
Measures 46, 49 and 59-62, and FRMP Measure H20.

Table 5 - Comments from Natural England on the Final Scoping Report
Section
Page 18

Page 24

Page 33 / Section 3.8

Page 46

Page 50

No.

Response

Officer Comment

ES1

Change name of MCZ to Holderness Inshore proposed Marine Conservation Zone
(not rMCZ).

Noted. This will be addressed in future updates to the
Scoping Report, when the LFRMS is reviewed.

ES2

Provide more information on the WFD measures that have been identified for East
Riding.

Noted. This will be addressed in future updates to the
Scoping Report, when the LFRMS is reviewed.

ES3

Reference to woody debris, please clarify, is this the removal of woody debris from
water courses or the use of woody debris to slow the flow?

The reference to woody debris is an example of a means of
slowing the flow of water to reduce flood impacts.

ES4

Landscape, change reference from National Countryside Character Areas to National
Character Areas.

Noted. This will be updated in the Environmental Statement.

ES5

SuDS , there may be measures that can be delivered such as balancing ponds or
reedbeds, SuDS don’t just involve soak-aways and should not be rejected at this stage.

Noted. This will be updated in the Environmental Statement.

ES6

Landscape, issue number 17 needs more explanation, what does ‘sensitive landscape’
refer to in this context? 3.17 does not refer to development pressure, so why is it
mentioned here, should be consistent.

Noted. This will be updated in the Environmental Statement.

Refs to National Indicators, these are no longer relevant and need to be removed.

Noted. This will be updated in the Environmental Statement.

Biodiversity: reference should be made to delivery against Biodiversity 2020 targets
(add indicators).

Noted. This will be updated in the Environmental Statement.

Water: add an indicator ‘WFD measures delivered’

Noted. This will be updated in the Environmental Statement.

ES10

Alternatives; it is usual to assess a ‘do minimum’ option as well as the ‘do nothing’
option.

Noted. This will be addressed in future updates to the
Scoping Report, when the LFRMS is reviewed.

ES11

It needs to be clear in the assessment how the LFRMS has been assessed against the
individual indicators (once the list is agreed) not just the overall objectives. It may be
that there is a positive effect on some indicators and not others within a single

Noted. The approach to the assessment was discussed and
clarified at the 16/04/15 meeting.

Page 51

SEA Objectives &
Framework

ES7

SEA Objectives &
Framework

ES8

SEA Objectives &
Framework

ES9

Page 57

Section 6.2

68

Table 5 - Comments from Natural England on the Final Scoping Report
Section

No.

Response

Officer Comment

objective and this needs to be clearly presented.
ES12

When presenting the information in table form, please include a description of the
objective/ indicators (not just the number) for ease of reference. We would welcome
the combination of Tables 6.1 and 6.2 (eg by presenting the table in landscape format).

Noted. This will be addressed in future updates to the
Scoping Report, when the LFRMS is reviewed.

ES13

Appendix B needs to refer to Marine Conservation Zones such as the Holderness
Inshore pMCZ.

Noted. This will be addressed in future updates to the
Scoping Report, when the LFRMS is reviewed.

Section 6.2

Appendix B

69

Table 6 - Comments from Environment Agency on the Final Scoping Report
Section

Response

Officer Comment

3.5

ES14

The groundwater Source Protection Zone (SPZ) map shown in Figure 3.6
is out of date. A map showing the current SPZ locations should be used.

Noted. This will be addressed in future updates to the Scoping
Report, when the LFRMS is reviewed.

3.3

ES15

The examples are habitat examples. please make clear. What about notable
species?

3.3

ES16

Add a bullet point - there are rare chalk streams on the Derwent too
which represent the most northerly chalk streams in Europe

Notable species are referred to in subsequent paragraphs
within Section 3.3.
Noted. Text to this effect will be included in the final
Environmental Statement and any future updates to the
Scoping Repot.

This statement is generic. The LFRMS presents a risk to the ecology of the
water environment Weed cutting, maintenance and dredging in particular,
it is important to recognise this and work with partners including CaBA
partnerships to reduce impacts.
Historic contaminated land also contributes to WFD failures in Holderness
Drain.

Noted. Text to this effect will be included in the final
Environmental Report.

3.3

ES17

3.5

ES18

3.5

ES19

3.5

ES20

3.5

ES21

3.5

ES22

Table
4.1

ES23

Has 2 Environmental Issues bother numbered 5

Noted. This was corrected in the Draft Environmental
Statement.

ES24

States conflict between compliance with WFD and health and wellbeing of
population via alleviation of concerns through flood risk management, and
Gley soils leading to more surface water run off amongst others. This
appears to be short sighted, there are flood alleviation measures that can
be taken that aid reducing flood risk and help reach WFD targets,
therefore being complementary not conflicting.

Noted. This will be addressed in future updates to the Scoping
Report, when the LFRMS is reviewed.

Table
5.1

70

this is not correct - some are heavily modified and some are artificial. The
heavily modified waterbodies having been designated as such for a reason
Refers to the availability of abstraction during dry periods (low flows) this
is misleading as it is the availability of water for abstraction once the
requirements of the environment are met.
when mentioning WFD it would be helpful to also refer to the actual RBMP
data - the reasons for failure (reasons for not achieving good) and the
measures needed.
The statement about bathing water failure being as a result of waste water
failures not really true. What about diffuse pollution from agriculture?

Noted. Text to this effect will be included in the final
Environmental Report.
Noted. Text to this effect will be included in the final
Environmental Report.
Noted. This will be addressed in future updates to the Scoping
Report, when the LFRMS is reviewed.
Noted. This will be addressed in future updates to the Scoping
Report, when the LFRMS is reviewed.
Noted. This will be addressed in future updates to the Scoping
Report, when the LFRMS is reviewed.

Table 7 - Comments from Natural England on amended (second draft) SEA Environmental Statement Report (received 25 June 2015)
Section

No.

Response

Officer Comment

3. SEA Process and stages

ES25

Table 3.1, stage B of the SEA process, indicates that alternatives will be
identified. Alternatives are not necessarily the same as options. Where
options are elements of the same plan (ie they could all be implemented), they
are not alternatives. Where a list of options is identified, from which the final
preferred option is identified, then the options can be considered to be
alternatives within the SEA process. In this strategy it would be useful to
assess the ‘do something’ options against both the ‘do nothing’ scenario and
the ‘do minimum’ option (ie maintain the existing situation), to identify
whether the ‘do something’ options will deliver the required benefits for the
extra cost.

We discussed this point in our telephone conversation on 25 June.
Based on the discussion it has been made clearer in the SEA Report
that the alternative scenario against which the LFRMS objectives are
being compared is in most cases a ‘do minimum’ scenario, based on
the minimum statutory duties the Council is required to undertake.
Where there are no statutory requirements, we have assessed a ‘do
nothing’ scenario. This approach was considered appropriate given
the high level nature of the LFRMS and is consistent with approaches
taken to SEAs of LFRMSs elsewhere in the country.

Table 5.1, Identification of
environmental issues and
problems.

ES26

Issue 4 and , refer to sections 4.2.3, where specific biodiversity issues are
described.

The table has been amended as suggested.

Table 5.1, Identification
of environmental issues
and problems.

ES27

Issue 6 and 7, is it possible to identify SuDS that would be suitable, as well as
focussing on the ones that are not suitable? The assessment section 7.5 refers
to the use of SuDS, is it technically feasible to deliver these measures?

The table has been amended as suggested.

Table 5.1, Identification
of environmental issues
and problems.

ES28

Issue 9, make it clear that the coastal erosion rate given is for the open coast,
not for the estuary.

The table has been amended as suggested.

ES29

SEA objective 3, conserve and enhance biodiversity. Indicator: ‘number of sites
where condition has been maintained or improved.’ Does this refer to SSSIs
only or other sites (such as Local Nature Reserves?). If it does refer to other
types of site are there programmes in place to monitor the condition?

It refers to SSSIs – the table has been amended to make this clear.

ES30

LFRMS Objective 1 Governance structures for flood risk management - Minor
positive in medium and long term: Relies heavily on influence of environmental
groups within governing bodies. The strategy itself should have sufficient

While the alternative would be to re-score this objective as neutral,
given that the associated measures do refer to including
representation from environmental organisations, to do so would
seem to disregard the positive contribution these organisations can

Table 6.1: SEA Objectives

Table 7.5 - assessment of
SEA objective 3: conserve
and enhance biodiversity
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Table 7 - Comments from Natural England on amended (second draft) SEA Environmental Statement Report (received 25 June 2015)
Section

No.

Response

Officer Comment

emphasis on protecting biodiversity.

make. Other objectives and measures within the LFRMS, such as
Objective 10 do place emphasis on the relationship of flood risk
management to wider environmental concerns, namely the
protection and enhancement of biodiversity and water quality.

ES31

LFRMS Objective 2 - minor positive in long term. Text refers to identification
of functional flood plain within the planning system. This needs to be reflected
in the strategy document if this is taken into account in this assessment.

The supporting text to Objective 2 in the LFRMS has been expanded
to explain that the catchment studies will include an assessment of
functional floodplain to inform updates to the Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment (the evidence base document produced by the Council
as Local Planning Authority to inform planning decisions.

ES32

LFRMS Objective 3 - minor positive in long term. Strategy needs to reflect
emphasis on environmental enhancements to balance out any damage caused
through dredging, pumping etc to support this assessment

The supporting text to Objective 3 in the LFRMS has been expanded
to refer to the role of FRMPs in delivering environmental
enhancements.

ES33

LFRMS Objective 7 - uncertain. Strategy should emphasise river and ditch
management which takes wildlife interests into consideration. This will enable
this objective to be assessed as neutral or minor positive.

The supporting text to Objective 7 in the LFRMS has been amended
to refer to this. In addition Measure 46 has been amended based on
earlier comments seeking greater reference to environmentally
sensitive maintenance. The SEA score has been amended to reflect
this.

ES34

LFRMS Objective 8 – uncertain. Text mentions reinstatement of flood plain
which would improve biodiversity. Strategy needs to have sufficient emphasis
on environmental enhancements to enable assessment of this objective.

The supporting text to Objective 8 in the LFRMS has been amended
to refer to environmental enhancements. In addition Measure 49 has
been amended based on earlier comments seeking greater reference
to environmental benefits of schemes. The SEA score has been
amended to reflect this.

Table 7.5 - assessment of
SEA objective 3: conserve
and enhance biodiversity

ES35

LFRMS Objective 9 - minor positive in medium and long term. More positive
emphasis on SuDS needed within this doc (eg table 5.1) as well as the main
document to allow this assessment result.

The restrictions on SuDS in Source Protection Zone 1 only apply to
a small proportion of the East Riding (1.5%). Table 5.1 has been
amended to acknowledge this. The supporting text to Objective 9 in
the LFRMS has been amended to include greater reference to SuDS
and the Council’s intention to produce a specific SuDS guide.

Table 7.5 - assessment of
SEA objective 3: conserve

ES36

LFRMS Objective 10 - minor positive in medium and long term. Agreed as
long as sufficient emphasis on options which deliver environmental benefits in

The supporting text to Objective 10 in the LFRMS has been

Table 7.5 - assessment of
SEA objective 3: conserve
and enhance biodiversity

Table 7.5 - assessment of
SEA objective 3: conserve
and enhance biodiversity

Table 7.5 - assessment of
SEA objective 3: conserve
and enhance biodiversity

Table 7.5 - assessment of
SEA objective 3: conserve
and enhance biodiversity
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Table 7 - Comments from Natural England on amended (second draft) SEA Environmental Statement Report (received 25 June 2015)
Section

No.

Response

Officer Comment

and enhance biodiversity

the strategy document.

expanded to include greater reference to this.

7.5 SEA assessment
method

Natural England would also expect to see specific mention of any measures
that can be delivered as part of the LFRMS that were identified in section
4.2.3, specifically reducing agricultural runoff and water level management
issues on the River Hull. With respect to the East Riding of Yorkshire
Biodiversity Action Plan, it would also be relevant to identify any contributions
to the delivery of Species Action Plans and Habitat Action Plans that can be
delivered as part of the LFRMS.

These are quite specific issues and the LFRMS objectives and
measures establish the framework for site/area-specific plans and
schemes, such as the River Hull Strategy. However, greater
reference to such measures has been included in the supporting text
to Objective 10 within the LFRMS.

ES37

This section repeats table 6.1. we advise that additional work is needed to
identify a meaningful monitoring plan. Actions suggested:
7.6 Monitoring

ES38

a) Identify where there are already monitoring programmes in place (such as
the condition of SSSIs) and where a new monitoring programme will be
implemented. b) Identify the baseline condition and what the target will be, for
example the target for the proportion of parish councils with adopted Flood
Emergency Plans could be 50% after 5 years.

Table 6.1 has been updated based on this comment. It includes a
streamlined list of indicators based on those that are already
monitored by the Council or other organisations and those
proposed to monitor the LFRMS and FRMP.

It would be useful to identify specific measures that have been relied upon to
give the positive SEA assessments, to ensure that they are carried forward
into the strategy document itself.
These should include the following:
8. Conclusion and future
SEA activities
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ES39

a) Management of rivers and drainage ditches should be undertaken in a way
which considers the needs of wildlife. b) Identification, protection and
reinstatement of the flood plain in some areas. c) Delivery of environmental
enhancements as mitigation for any damage caused to wildlife habitats. d)
Identification of suitable SuDS measures that can be incorporated into new
developments.

The SEA Report’s conclusion has been amended to emphasise that
the LFRMS should make specific reference to these measures in
order to support the SEA’s conclusions.

Table 8 - Comments from Natural England on amended (final draft) SEA Environmental Statement Report (received 18 August 2015)
Section

General

Table 6.1
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No.

Response

Officer Comment

ES40

Generally we are satisfied that the SEA assessment reflects the likely
environmental impacts of the Strategy, although we will be checking the Flood
Risk Management Plans that arise out of the strategy have sufficient emphasis
on delivering environmental enhancements.

Noted

ES41

It would better to set targets for increases in SSSI condition and area of
wildlife habitat created, even if these are quite modest targets, at least their
delivery would be measurable. We would also like to see an increase in the
ecological status of water courses rather than maintaining the existing
situation.

Table 6.1 has been amended to reflect these comments.

2.5 Responses to the habitat regulations assessment

Table 9 - Consultation responses to the draft HRA Screening Report
Consultee

No.

Section

Response

Officer Comment

Kingston upon
Hull City Council

H1

N/a

The approach advocated for compliance with the Habitats Regulations
require some development as currently there is no overall mitigation or
compensation proposed to address the potential systematic effects on 11
European sites. The draft HRA states this will be due for the final draft
but as it is not yet completed the council are not confident that the
Habitat Regulations have been complied with.

The Stage 2 Appropriate Assessment work is being taken
forward and the outcomes of this exercise will inform the
final version of the LFRMS and FRMP. We are happy to keep
KuHCC informed of progress on this work if desired.

Natural England

H2

N/a

In general this HRA is thorough and well structured, however we advise
that separate Habitats Regulations Assessments should be carried out for
the East Riding FRMS and Hull and Haltemprice FRMP. We have not
provided detailed comments on the HaH FRMP HRA as it is difficult to
separate out the information that relates to this plan.

Noted. As agreed at the meeting on 16 April 2015, the
screening assessment of the FRMP will be extracted from the
main report dealing with the LFRMS and set out in an
addendum.

Natural England

H3

Table 1

Appropriate assessment identifies whether the plan or project will lead to
an adverse effect on the integrity of the European site. Please amend the
relevant wording in stage 2 and stage 3 sections of the table.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Natural England

H4

Table 6

Objective 1: agree not likely to have significant effect.

Noted.

Natural England

H5

Table 6

Objective 2: agree not likely to have significant effect.

Noted.

Natural England

H6

Table 6

Objective 3: agree that Measure 20 is likely to have a significant effect,
however we advise that Measure 17 which relates to the River Hull
Integrated Catchment Strategy should also be included within the

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.
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Table 9 - Consultation responses to the draft HRA Screening Report
Consultee

No.

Section

Response

Officer Comment

Appropriate Assessment.
Natural England

H7

Table 6

Objective 4: agree that Measures 29 and 30 are likely to have a significant
effect, although do not fall under ‘improve awareness’ we have made
comments to this effect in the main strategy document.

Noted. The Measures in the LFRMS will be amended to
reflect this comment and will be referenced in the amended
Screening Report.

Natural England

H8

Table 6

Objective 5: agree not likely to have a significant effect.

Noted.

Natural England

H9

Table 6

Objective 6: agree not likely to have a significant effect.

Noted.

Natural England

H10

Table 6

Objective 7: agree that Measures 39, 40, 45 and 46 are likely to have a
significant effect, but advise that measure 42 (management of Councilowned assets) should also be included in the Appropriate Assessment.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Natural England

H11

Table 6

Objective 8: we are unclear how Measure 47 is likely to have a significant
effect, identification of flood alleviation schemes (not delivery) is unlikely to
have an effect.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Natural England

H12

Table 6

Objective 9: Agree not likely to have a significant effect.

Noted.

Natural England

H13

Table 6

Objective 10: (Note: we have suggested separate measures for SEA and
HRA measures and an additional measure which relates to delivery of
WFD objectives. If these objectives are implemented, then these will have
to be included in the HRA screening process).

Noted. The Measures in the LFRMS will be amended to
reflect this comment and will be referenced in the amended
Screening Report.

Agree that Measure 61 is likely to have a significant effect.
Natural England
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H14

Appendix
4

Habitats Regulations Screening table - we broadly agree with the
identification of the processes that could affect the international sites.

Noted.

Table 9 - Consultation responses to the draft HRA Screening Report
Consultee
RSPB

No.
H15

Section
Table 6 /
Appendix
3

Response
The RSPB does not fully agree with the list of Objectives and Measures
given in Table 6 as recommended for Appropriate Assessment, nor the
assessments in Appendix 3 upon which this is based. Specifically, the
following exclusions are of concern and require further consideration:

Officer Comment
Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Measure 42 – the RSPB disagrees that there are no pathways by which
this measure could lead to impacts. If a more proactive approach to
maintenance is adopted, without measures in place to safeguard
designated sites, then this could lead to both direct (e.g. damage via works
machinery) and indirect impacts (e.g. disturbance) to interest features of
designated sites.
Measure 51 - the RSPB disagrees that there are no pathways by which this
measure could lead to impacts. If the agreed approach to costs and
benefits fails to properly account for potential risks to designated sites
then a system or prioritisation could be adopted that brings forward
negative impacts.
Measure 58 - the RSPB disagrees that there are no pathways by which this
measure could lead to impacts. Similar to M51, if the risk-based approach
to consenting does not properly consider potential impacts on designated
sites then it could lead to consenting and byelaws producing works where
the how/when lead to negative impacts.
RSPB
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H16

Table 6

It should also be noted that because an objective/measure is located in
existing urban areas does not necessarily mean that it will not have an
effect on a European site. To illustrate, a number of the Humber Estuary’s
tributaries run through urban environments, and measures that affect
water quality or flow patterns (as examples) of such watercourses could
in turn lead to effects on the Estuary and its designations.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Table 9 - Consultation responses to the draft HRA Screening Report
Consultee

No.

Section

Response

Officer Comment

RSPB

H17

N/a

The current format of the HRA also seems to omit full consideration of
all measures in the Hull and Haltemprice FRMP that are potentially
relevant. To illustrate, Measures H4, H6, H7 and H8 all seem to have the
potential to impact on the Humber Estuary and its European designations,
but these do not currently appear to be considered in the HRA.

As agreed on the meeting of 16 April 2015, the screening
results of the FRMP will be extracted from the main report
and presented in an addendum. Measures that are ‘ongoing’
such as H4 have not been considered in the Screening
Assessment because they are subject to separate Habitat
Regulations Assessments. Measures H6, H7 and H8 are being
led by other partners and also subject to separate
assessments.

RSPB

H18

Appendix
2

It is also unclear on what basis it has been concluded that no Appropriate
Assessment is required for Thorne and Hatfield Moors SPA, when one is
for Thorne Moor SAC. The assessment provided in Appendix 2 refers to
human disturbance as being the main negative impact on this species.
Whether this is or is not the case, nightjar have very specific breeding
habitat requirements. Given the water-dependent nature of the habitats
present across Thorne and Hatfield Moors and therefore the potential
impacts that hydrological effects could have on habitat availability for
nightjar, the RSPB considers it necessary to give this and other related
factors (e.g. food availability) further consideration in an Appropriate
Assessment.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

RSPB

H19

Table 6

Similarly to the above, it is unclear why the need for an Appropriate
Assessment of potential impacts on the Humber Estuary SPA/SAC is only
identified as uncertain when considered alone.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Using the list of measures currently identified in Table 6 as recommended
for Appropriate Assessment, Measure 45 (as an example) has the
potential to impact upon the Humber’s designations through both direct
(e.g. land-take, construction impacts, etc.) and indirect pathways (e.g.
coastal squeeze, modification of flows, etc.). The RSPB therefore
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Consultee

No.

Section

Response

Officer Comment

considers that Appropriate Assessment for the both the Humber Estuary
SPA and SAC alone are required.
Sustainable
Development
Team (ERYC)

H20

1.4

This states that consultation with NE has been undertaken on the
approach, screening and sites to be considered. It does not however give
any details on the consultation or explain Natural England's views. This
omission should be rectified.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Sustainable
Development
Team (ERYC)

H21

30

Suggesting that property level flood could have significant adverse effect
upon the integrity of a European Sites is at best tenuous.

This was raised with Natural England colleagues at the
meeting of 16 April 2015 and they were of the view that
property level protection in Cottingham, for example, could
have an effect on the Humber Estuary via air and water
pathways.

Sustainable
Development
Team (ERYC)

H22

61

Suggesting restoring natural processes e.g. removing culverts could have
significant adverse effect upon the integrity of a European Sites is at best
tenuous.

The screening report is identifying whether measures could
have an effect on the integrity of a European site rather than
an adverse effect.

Sustainable
Development
Team (ERYC)

H23

Appendix
4

This states that there may be effects in-combination with the Local Plan,
in particular water abstraction and air pollution. This is not consistent
with and in marked contrast to the conclusions of the HRA of the Local
Plan which found no Likely Significant Effect except for two specific
development sites.

Noted. In-combination effects will be re-considered through
the Stage 2 Appropriate Assessment of the LFRMS and FRMP.

Sustainable
Development
Team (ERYC)

H24

N/a

The HRA has taken an overly cautious approach which fails to distinguish
between effects and significant effects. This has resulted in a conclusion
that Appropriate Assessment is required for 11 European sites with
regard to 12 measures under 5 Objectives. This is significantly different

Noted, however Natural England and other consultees
support the conclusions of the Screening Report and have
recommended additional measures for Stage 2 Appropriate
Assessment.
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Officer Comment

to the HRA of the Local Plan which was agreed with Natural England.

Yorkshire Wildlife
Trust

Yorkshire Wildlife
Trust

Yorkshire Wildlife
Trust
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H25

H26

H27

Table 6

Yorkshire Wildlife Trust is concerned about the list of Objectives and
Measures provided in Table 6, in particular Measures 42, 51 and 58. We
do not agree that there are no pathways by which these measures could
lead to impacts and advise that all direct and indirect impacts on interest
features of designated sites are fully assessed.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Appendix
2

No evidence has been provided on why no Appropriate Assessment is
required for Thorne and Hatfield Moors SPA yet one is required for
Thorne Moor SAC. Given the potential hydrological impacts of the
proposals on habitats utilised by nightjar, which are an interest feature of
the SPA, there is the potential for the SPA to be impacted as a result of
the proposals. We therefore advise than an Appropriate Assessment is
conducted for Thorne and Hatfield Moors SPA.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Appendix
2

The HRA screening assessment has identified the need for an Appropriate
Assessment of potential impacts on the Humber Estuary SPA/ SAC as
uncertain when considered alone. Given the number of direct and indirect
pathways that the proposals may impact on the Humber Estuary’s
designation features we advise that an Appropriate Assessment is
required for both the Humber Estuary SPA and SAC.

Noted. The text will be amended to reflect this comment.

Table 10 - Comments on amended (second draft) draft HRA Screening Report
Consultee
Natural England

No.

Section

(received 23 June
2015)
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Officer Comment

H28

N/a

Agree with the conclusions:
Hornsea Mere SPA can be screened out.
FRMP measures H13 and H14 should be taken forward to Appropriate
Assessment.

Noted

H29

N/a

Satisfied that the new drafts address the issues previously raised and that
they identify the key sites and potential impacts. Clearly the detailed
assessments in the next stage (Appropriate Assessment) will be the key,
but these documents give a robust scope for that work.

Noted

(received 7 July
2015)
RSPB

Response

Table 11 - Comments on HRA draft Appropriate Assessment Report for the LFRMS (received 27 July 2015)
Consultee

No.

Section

Response

Officer Comment

Natural England

H30

Executive
Summary

Please use correct terminology: 1.4 should be ‘likely significant effect’; 1.5
should be ‘adverse effect on the integrity of the site’

The terminology has been corrected.

Natural England

H31

Table 2.1

Stage 2 identifies whether there will be an ‘adverse effect on the integrity
of the site’

The text has been corrected.

Natural England

H32

Table 2.1

Stage 3 identifies whether there will be an adverse effect.

The text has been corrected.

Natural England

H33

2.12

Appropriate Assessment will identify whether any of the measures will
lead to an adverse effect.

The text has been corrected.

Natural England

H34

Table 4.1

Objective 3, measure 17, the HRA for the River Hull Integrated Catchment
Strategy has not yet been agreed with Natural England, we are not
currently satisfied that the silt curtain will avoid all adverse effects to the
Humber Estuary. In addition timing of works to avoid lamprey conflicts
with recommended timings to avoid other fish species, this is not yet
addressed. We advise completing the ‘key vulnerabilities’ column for the
delivery of RHICS.

It is understand that Natural England are yet to fully agree the
mitigation measures detailed in the RHICS, however in
principle it is considered that the proposals can be mitigated
to avoid adverse effects on European Site integrity. It is
therefore considered that inclusion of this measure in the
LFRMS will not result in adverse effects on European Sites and
is therefore compliant with The Habitats Regulations.

The rest of table 4.1 looks appropriate.

The ‘key impacts’ column for the delivery of RHICS has been
completed.

We welcome the objectives 59 to 62 which specifically address
environmental assessment and the identification of mitigation and
enhancement measures.

Noted.

Measure 17 River Hull Integrated Catchment Strategy, see comments
above, measures to avoid/ mitigate impacts to European sites should be

Text has been added stating it is considered that inclusion of
this measure in the LFRMS will not result in adverse effects

Natural England

H35

Natural England

H36
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4.12

Table 4.2

Table 11 - Comments on HRA draft Appropriate Assessment Report for the LFRMS (received 27 July 2015)
Consultee

No.

Section

Response

Officer Comment

included here.

on European Sites and is therefore compliant with The
Habitats Regulations.

Natural England

H37

Table 4.2

Measures 19, 39, 40, 42, 45, changes to flood risk management activities in
a particular area (such as increasing the frequency of drain clearance), can
impact on European sites which are vulnerable to changes in water level,
such as Thorne Moor SAC and the Lower Derwent Valley SAC, how will
this be addressed?

A mitigation measure has been added to the report to
address potential impacts of changes in water table /
availability.

Natural England

H38

Table 4.2

Measures 29, 30 and 46: does the national guidance for riparian landowners have sufficient information on the potential impacts on European
sites ? If not then providing the national guidance to riparian owners will
not ensure that impacts on the designated sites are avoided or minimised.

The national guidance refers to the need for riparian owners
comply with relevant legislation concerning conservation of
protected habitats and species.

Natural England

H39

Table 4 of the HRA screening document included a useful table which
outlined the potential pressures on the European sites and identified those
pressures which required further study (as example below). We expected
this study to be carried out in the Appropriate Assessment and specific
mitigation measures identified to protect each European site where the risk
was deemed to be significant.

This information has been added to the report.

N/a

Eg Flamborough Head SAC: Processes that require further study as they have the potential to affect the site as a
result of the LFRMS are:
Sediment transportation pathways and linkage;
Recreational pressure; and
Hydrological pathways and processes.
In this case, recreational pressure would not be increased through delivery
of the LFRMS, but impacts on sediment transportation pathways and
hydrological pathways should be assessed in more detail. The results of
this process would be a list of the key risks to each European site of
delivery of the LFRMS. A more targeted list of mitigation measures could
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Consultee

No.

Section

Response

Officer Comment

then be identified.
Natural England

H40

4.17

This is an Appropriate Assessment, the result of the assessment should be
‘adverse effect on integrity’ or ‘no adverse effect on integrity’ (not ‘no likely
significant effect, this is an earlier stage).

The text has been corrected.

Natural England

H41

Appendix
A

The labelling of the sites needs checking. It is not clear that the Humber
Estuary Ramsar, SAC and SPA refer to the same site. Thorne Moors SAC is
not labelled.

The site location plan has been corrected.
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Table 12 - Comments from Natural England on amended HRA Appropriate Assessment Report for the LFRMS (received 10 September 2015)
Section

No.

Response

Executive Summary para
1.1.5

H42

Remove word ‘significant’

Table 2.1 Key Stages

H43

Stage 3 - Replace ‘significant effect on’ with ‘adverse effect’

The text has been corrected.

Table 4.1 Assessment of
key vulnerabilities

It would be good to highlight the issues that will be taken forward for further
assessment, eg have a yes/no column followed by a column explaining the
assessment.

This information has been added to the table.

H44

Table 4.1 Assessment of
key vulnerabilities

H45

Hornsea Mere SPA Pre-screening assessment - This is an SPA, what about
bird disturbance if the works carried out at the wrong time of year?

The table has been amended to reflect this comment.

Table 4.1 Assessment of
key vulnerabilities

H46

Thorne and Hatfield Moors SPA Pre-screening assessment - This is an SPA,
what about disturbance to nightjar if work carried out in the breeding season?

The table has been amended to reflect this comment.

Table 4.1 Assessment of
key vulnerabilities

H47

Lower Derwent Valley SPA Pre-screening assessment - As this is an SPA, what
about bird disturbance if works are carried out at the wrong time of year?

The table has been amended to reflect this comment.

Table 4.1 Assessment of
key vulnerabilities

H48

River Derwent SAC Pre-screening assessment - Disturbance to otter and
lamprey should be assessed if works in rivers take place.

The table has been amended to reflect this comment.

Table 4.3 Site level
mitigation to be developed
at project level

H49

Some of these actions are compensation not mitigation, suggest changing the
title of column to reflect this. Make it clear in the text that compensation can
only take place if IROPI and no alternatives.

The table has been amended to reflect this comment.

Table 4.4 Proposed
LFRMS Mitigation
Measures

H50

Mitigation for Measure 19 – “Each of the FRMPs produced will be subject to
further HRA as a matter of law. Measure 60 of this strategy ensures this” HRA only needed where appropriate, if they are a long way from an N2K site
and there are no mechanisms to affect N2K sites then no HRA needed.

The text has been amended to reflect this comment.
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Officer Comment
The text has been corrected.

Table 13 - Comments on HRA draft Appropriate Assessment Report for the FRMP
Consultee
Natural England

No.
H51

Section
Executive
Summary

(received 27/07/15)

Response
In our response to the HRA screening for the LFRMS our response stated
that:
We have not provided detailed comments on the HaH FRMP HRA as it is difficult
to separate out the information that relates to this plan.
Natural England has not provided comments on the HRA screening of the
HaH FRMP and we expect this information to be extracted from the
LFRMS document and presented in a separate document. Without this
information we cannot comment on whether H13 and H14 are the only
measures that need to be taken through to Appropriate Assessment. We
do however agree that The Humber Estuary is the only European site that
is likely to be affected by the HaH FRMP.

Natural England

(received 27/07/15)
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A ‘second draft’ HRA Screening Report, which included an
addendum dealing with screening of the Hull and Haltemprice
FRMP measures was provided to Natural England on 3 June
2015. Natural England returned comments on this on 7 July
2015, confirming agreement with its conclusions (see response
no. H28 above.

H52

N/a

This document jumps straight from table 4.1 which identifies measures
which are likely to lead to a significant effect to the section on mitigation
and avoidance measures. There should be a section in between which
assesses whether any of the measures is likely to have an adverse effect on
the integrity of the European site (the main section of the ‘appropriate
assessment’ is missed out). Once these potential adverse effects have been
defined then meaningful avoidance/ mitigation measures can be identified;
there is no need for a mitigation measure if there is not likely to be an
adverse effect.

Noted. The report has been amended to reflect this comment.

H53

Table 4.2

Table 4 of the HRA screening document included a useful table which
outlined the potential pressures on the European sites and identified those
pressures which required further study. We expected this study to be
carried out in the Appropriate Assessment and specific mitigation measures
identified to protect the European site where the risk was deemed to be
significant. Table 4.2 starts the process by identifying the key vulnerabilities
for each of the measures, however this should be linked to the key
vulnerabilities for the Humber Estuary outlined in table 3.1. More

This information has been added to the report.

(received 27/07/15)

Natural England

Officer Comment

Table 13 - Comments on HRA draft Appropriate Assessment Report for the FRMP
Consultee

No.

Section

Response

Officer Comment

information should be provided on the mechanisms that would potentially
result in adverse effect on the features of the Humber Estuary, for example,
what activities will result in disturbance to birds and how will this be
mitigated? Only works adjacent to the Humber are likely to be disturbing
to SPA birds, so applying a generic mitigation measure on all flood defence
works within the plan area is not necessary.
Natural England

H54

4.14

(received 27/07/15)

RSPB

The report as it stands does not provide sufficient detail in order to
conclude that there will be no adverse effect on the Humber Estuary
European site (not ‘no likely significant effects’ this is an early stage in the
HRA process).

Further detail has been added to the report.

Support Natural England’s comments of 27th July, but also have some
additional points.

Noted

H55

N/a

H56

Table 4.2

The proposed timings in Table 4.2 (avoiding works between October and
March) may not be sufficient Instead, a system needs to be put in place to
assess potential maintenance works, their locations and scope and then any
potential impacts on SPA birds before setting timings to avoid all sensitive
periods. The Humber Estuary SPA is designated for its wintering, breeding
and migratory bird interest. On an Estuary-wide scale, this means that
works at any time of the year could potentially impact upon the site’s
designated features, depending on the nature of the works, timings,
locations, bird usage of the surrounding areas, etc. A blanket approach such
as proposed in Table 4.2 is therefore not appropriate. This could still be
done via the development of a maintenance plan, assuming the necessary
level of detail is available, but it is a more significant task than simply
avoiding October to March.

Table 4.2 has been amended to reflect this comment.

H57

Table 4.2

Similar to the point above, the rationale for coordinating small-scale works
to limit disturbance is understood. However, if this coordination is not
done in the way described above then it could actually lead to greater

Table 4.2 has been amended to reflect this comment.

(received 29/07/15)
RSPB
(received 29/07/15)

RSPB
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Table 13 - Comments on HRA draft Appropriate Assessment Report for the FRMP
Consultee

No.

Section

H58

Table 4.2

The treatment of common reed as an invasive, non-native species is
incorrect and concerning. The Humber’s reedbeds are native and support
SPA breeding species as well as numerous SSSI species and form part of the
SAC and SSSI habitats. I assume what the consultants are driving at is the
colonisation of intertidal areas by common reed and the adverse impacts
this can have on more open intertidal habitats and their associated species.
However, any plan to control reed would need to be carefully thought out
in terms of its potential impacts on the Estuary’s designations and their
conservation objectives.

Table 4.2 has been amended to reflect this comment.

H59

Table 4.2

The water quality issues identified for the SPA are also of relevance
(perhaps more so) to the SAC.

Table 4.2 has been amended to reflect this comment.

H60

4.9

The list of projects identified for inclusion in the in-combination is very
short. This assessment must consider any plan or project that could
interact with the FRMP to modify or create new impacts on the designated
sites and their habitats/species. The list selected therefore needs further
explanation to show how it has been narrowed down to that presented in
Paragraph 4.9.

Section 4.9 has been amended to reflect this comment.

(received 29/07/15)

RSPB

Officer Comment

impacts by leading to simultaneous works at multiple locations, effectively
spreading disturbance impacts across a wider area. This is again manageable
through the production of a plan but only if that plan has enough
information on both the proposed works and the relevant bird interest to
properly assess the issues.

(received 29/07/15)

RSPB

Response

(received 29/07/15)
RSPB
(received 29/07/15)
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Table 14 - Comments from Natural England on amended HRA draft Appropriate Assessment Report for the FRMP (received 26 August 2015)
Section

No.

Response

Officer Comment

Table 4.1 - Humber
Estuary SAC – Coastal
Squeeze

H61

Maintenance of defences does result in coastal squeeze, however
compensation is provided by EA through the Humber FRMS.

Table 4.1 has been amended to reflect this comment.

Table 4.1 - Humber
Estuary SAC – Flood
Defence Works

H62

This relates to disturbance effects as a result of coastal defence works.

Table 4.1 has been amended to reflect this comment.

Table 4.1 - Humber
Estuary SAC – Flood
Defence Works

H63

Delete: “Disturbance to qualifying bird species may also occur where works
are adjacent to the SPA or functional habitats. E.g that uses as high tide roosts
by the qualifying species” and leave in the SPA and Ramsar sections

Table 4.1 has been amended to reflect this comment.

Table 4.1 - Humber
Estuary SPA – prescreening assessment

H64

“Owing to its location in the East Riding of Yorkshire” - Location adjacent to
Humber Estuary more significant than being in East Riding.

Table 4.1 has been amended to reflect this comment.

Table 4.1 - Humber
Estuary SPA – prescreening assessment

H65

Disturbance to birds may occur where construction or maintenance activities
take place in close proximity to wintering or breeding populations or to areas
of functional habitat on the landward side of flood defences.

Table 4.1 has been amended to reflect this comment.

Humber Estuary Ramsar –
pre-screening assessment

H66

“Owing to its location in the East Riding of Yorkshire” - Location adjacent to
Humber Estuary more significant than being in East Riding.

Table 4.1 has been amended to reflect this comment.

Table 4.1 - Humber
Estuary Ramsar – prescreening assessment

H67

Disturbance to birds may occur where construction or maintenance activities
take place in close proximity to wintering or breeding populations or to areas
of functional habitat on the landward side of flood defences.

Table 4.1 has been amended to reflect this comment.

Table 1.2: Assessment of
Likely Significant Effects

H68

As section 4 is the appropriate assessment, either this table should come in
earlier section or it should renamed ‘assessment of adverse effects’.

Table 4.2 has been amended to reflect this comment.

Table 1.2: Assessment of
Likely Significant Effects -

H69

Not all the potential adverse effects have been identified, eg bird disturbance
and coastal squeeze.

Table 4.2 has been amended to reflect this comment.
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Table 14 - Comments from Natural England on amended HRA draft Appropriate Assessment Report for the FRMP (received 26 August 2015)
Section

No.

Response

Officer Comment

H70

What aspects of ‘flood defences works’ are key vulnerabilities? Disturbance to
birds?

Table 4.3 has been amended to reflect this comment.

Table 4.3: Mitigation
Measures – mitigation for
Measure H13

H71

As you know which part of the estuary is affected, you can identify which
birds are likely to be present from webs counts. Some SPA birds not likely to
be on this frontage. Key species will include redshank and turnstone for Hull
frontages and golden plover, lapwing and curlew if there are using fields
behind the defences which as supporting habitat. You may then be able to
identify the key periods for these birds which should be avoided during
maintenance works.

Table 4.3 has been amended to reflect this comment.

Table 4.3: Mitigation
Measures – key
vulnerabilities for
Measure H13

H72

Add in coastal squeeze. EA will provide compensation.

Table 4.3 has been amended to reflect this comment.

Table 4.3: Mitigation
Measures – mitigation for
Measure H13

H73

Himalayan Balsam isn’t an HRA issue, could be an SSSI issue.

Table 4.3 has been amended to reflect this comment.

Measure H13
Table 4.3: Mitigation
Measures – key
vulnerabilities for
Measure H13
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1.2. Environment Agency feedback on statutory compliance
Table 15 - Interim Environment Agency feedback on compliance with the Flood Risk Regulations (received April 2015).
Review criterion
EA Comment
Officer comment
General

Information for flooding from surface water,
groundwater and ordinary watercourses, and map of
the flood risk area.
Drawing conclusions from flood hazard and flood risk
maps.
Information needed for ‘objectives for managing
flood risk’
1.

LLFAs developing FRMPs need to define risk
management objectives, and state these
within the FRMP. These should follow on
from the conclusions so that stakeholders can
appreciate the logical journey from ‘risk’ or
‘opportunity’ to ‘objectives’.

2.

In setting the objectives, the person preparing
the plan must have regard to the desirability
of – reducing the adverse consequences of
flooding for human health, economic activity
or the environment, and reduce the
likelihood of flooding.
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It is noted that the FRMP and the LFRMS have been developed
together. Whilst we wish to be pragmatic and acknowledge that
the two documents are linked, but we also need to ensure the
legislation is met within the FRMP and can be used to collate for
future reporting requirements for Europe and nationally for
Defra/the Minister.
Information on modelled and observed risks are set out in section
3 of the Plan report. This has been meet entirely.

At the meeting on 24 March it was agreed that
relevant information from the LFRMS and FRMP
will be collated in a format that will assist the EA
in reporting to Europe and to Defra on
compliance with the EU Floods Directive / Flood
Risk Regulations 2009.
Noted.

Section 3 includes a discussion of the evidence and risks, with
section 3.11 is summary of those risks. This has been met entirely.

Noted.

Objectives are set out in Section 4, in reference to the list of
measures. This has been met partially, but have the following
recommendation:

The FRMP document will be amended to give
further explanation of how the objectives set out
in the LFRMS are aimed at addressing the flood
risk issues across the East Riding, including those
in the FRMP area. Inclusion of a table indicating
which LFRMS objective relates to each flood risk
issue identified will help this.

The objectives as they are currently presented within the FRMP
are copied from the Local Flood Risk Management Strategy, and
the story of how they have evolved and are informed by the flood
risk evidence to an opportunity is within the LFRMS. There needs
to be some commentary about this within the FRMP to
demonstrate that the Plan meets the requirements of the FRR, and
to meet points 1 and 2 opposite.

Measures for achieving objectives - information
format needed for reporting to EU
In determining the proposed measures for achieving
the objectives, the person preparing the plan must
have regard to:
1. The costs and benefits of different methods of
managing the flood risk;
2. The information included in the flood hazard
map and the flood risk map;
3. The river basin management plan for the area;
4. The effect of floodplains that retain flood
water;
5. The environmental objectives, within the
meaning of regulation 2 of the Water
Environmental Regulations, and
6. The likely effect of a flood, and of different
methods of managing a flood, on the local area
and the environment.
FRMP measures should be prioritised in the context
of risks, opportunities, costs and benefits (FRMP
development does not guarantee the delivery of
specific measures, but the plans do inform the
established prioritisation and investment processes).
Key information required for reporting is:
7. The
Floods
Directive
describes
risk
management
measures
as:
protection,
preparedness, prevention, recovery and
review.
Each measure must also be
categorised according to the coded list in the
EU Reporting Scheme. For each river basin
district this will be reported to the European
Commission via the Environment Agency in
March 2016.
8. Measure location is a mandatory requirement
for reporting to Europe, so the location or
place name of each measure needs to be
stated.
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Measures are set out in section 4.2.
It’s clear that the costs and benefits have been considered. In the
supporting text for those actions where this is particularly relevant
(“Protection” type measures) costs and the areas of communities
benefiting have been explained.
There is some reference to WFD in Measure H20, but this doesn’t
currently link to the objectives or measures with the RBMP.
Currently the measures are not clearly prioritised, but there are
expected timescales included as appropriate.
The EU code is included for each action.
Measure location is included were it is specific/targeted to a
community within the FRMP area.
Timetable/deadlines are given for delivery of most measures,
where this is known
This is partially met, and have the following recommendations:
Improve the links with the RBMP, and leave open opportunities to
link measures from the FRMP with the RBMP as they are
developed through the next cycle. This should include revising the
wording of measure H20 to link with the relevant objective in the
RBMP. Considered expanding this, or creating a new measure to
link with RBMP objectives that aims to mitigate physical
modifications as well as manage water quality. This would fit with
the reasons for failure in this Operational catchment as well as the
risk from the types of measures proposed.
Provide some information on relative priority of the measures.
The EAs FRMPs include a standard reference to address this
requirement. Use of the same approach would address this area.
Where a measure is relevant across the FRMP area, this should be
clarified

Greater reference to the Humber RBMP
measures will be added to the supporting text
for Measure H20.
Reference to the priority of each measure, its
spatial relevance, implementation date / planning
cycle and status will be added to both documents
alongside each measure.

9. The ‘timetable’ of each measure is required in
addition (which planning cycle - 2015-21, 20212027, 2027-2033, 2033-2039, 2039+).
10. Status (not Started, on-going; ongoing
construction; complete)
11. Each measure should state the lead
organisation if different risk management
authorities are listed (named RMAs e.g.
Environment Agency, LLFA, Water Company
etc).

Ensure a “timetable” is given for each measure
Status needs to be provided, and clarity for all measures (though it
is included on many) as to who the lead organisation is.

Monitoring of FRMP Measures

Monitoring and review are with section 4.3 of the report.

So that we can monitor and report to Europe in a
concise way the Environment Agency would like to
include the measures of separately produced FRMPs
(in England) in the online database that is home to all
of the other risk management authority measures.
The information required to populate the database is
included below in the table.
The Environment
Agency intend to report on progress with the
measures on an annual basis, and would like to
include the LLFA measures in this annual report.

This is partially met, and have the following recommendations:
This was discussed at our meeting 24th March.
The EA committed to providing a list of the fields that we will be
reporting on Nationally and will be required for annual reporting.
Not all the information required to populate the database is not
currently included in the documents, but the discussion we had
suggested this can be collated. We therefore agreed that if ERYC
could provide this that EA PSO team could upload the annual
report data from ERYCs H and H FRMP to Asite to form part of
the national picture.
For clarity of how the indicators link to the objectives it is
recommended that the objectives are added to Table 7, and that
the same measure references are included in this table as are used
in section 4.2
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Noted. The objectives will be added to Table 7
as requested, and the measure references
updated.

Consulting with other organisations and the public




LLFAs developing FRMPs must consult all
relevant bodies listed under section 36 (3) of
the Flood Risk Regulations 2009 and the
public;
LLFA FRMPs should state what consultation
has been done and which plans have been
used to determine objectives and measures.

The consultation has been done for the public and all partners for
a 6 week period, ending 10th April.
This is partially met, and have the following recommendations:
The final report should include a statement on this, and how the
responses received in the consultation have been addressed.

Meeting wider environmental requirements –
coordinating with river basin management planning

There is reference to the RBMP and WFD in the FRMP document,
and the SEA

LLFAs developing FRMPs, where they consider
appropriate shall include information in its measures
that are co-ordinated with river basin management
plans (RBMPs). These plans are currently out for
consultation and can be accessed via the gov.uk web
site. In particular, the FRMPs may:

This is partially met, and have the following recommendations:





provide an assessment at the administrative
boundary scale (high level), to assess any
change to water bodies.
consider if proposed measures prevent future
improvement (e.g. restoration)
identify opportunities that might improve
Water Framework Directive objectives and
improve ecological status (taking positive
action)

How were the SEA requirements considered and
met?
Consider undertaking an SEA of the impacts of the
measures proposed in the FRMP. The plan must
have consideration of the Habitats Regulations.

There is not currently a WFD assessment at the LLFA or FRMP
level. An assessment should consider the reasons for failure and
classification data. This data is available to Local Authorities and if
you don’t have it, it can be provided on request.
The Assessment can then be used to address the
recommendations here and in section 8 to identify opportunities for waterbody improvements - or risks - to providing future
restorations to address the reasons for failures.

This hasn’t been met.
The SEA is complete. The final FRMP report needs to reference
the recommendations from the SEA and make the relevant
changes to measures, or explain how the measures should come
forward for delivery to meet those recommendations.
This was discussed at our meeting 24th March. We understand
that making the link between the SEA and the Plan is already
proposed
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This document: “A Report of the Consultation
on the Local Flood Risk Management Strategy”
sets out the details of the public consultation on
the draft documents and how the responses are
being taken into account in developing the final
versions.

The draft FRMP document does reference the
WFD classifications of water bodies in the FRMP
area in Section 2.5 (the Humber Estuary and
Hessle Fleet Drain). Section 3.11 refers to the
Humber RBMP’s priorities for the ‘Lower Hull
Catchment’ (which includes the FRMP area),
pointing out that it does not propose any specific
measures for the water bodies in the FRMP area,
but that it does state it is essential for flood risk
management works in this catchment to be
linked to projects that can contribute to
improving the status of the water bodies. The
current failure of water bodies in achieving ‘good
status’ is highlighted as a key issue in Section 3.11
and Measure H20 is intended to support the
RBMP in this respect. The supporting text refers
to specific schemes for which WFD
opportunities are being or will be considered.

Noted. The final versions of the LFRMS and
FRMP will refer to the SEA and HRA.

Table 16 - Interim Environment Agency feedback on compliance with the Flood Risk Regulations (received 7 September 2015).
Review criterion
EA Comment
Officer comment
Information for flooding from surface water,
groundwater and ordinary watercourses, and
map of the flood risk area

Information on modelled and observed risks are set out in
section 3 (pages 13 to 32) of the Plan report.

Noted

There are no further recommendations
In preparing a FRMP, LLFAs should use information
from their local flood risk management strategies
(LFRMS) and/or surface water management plans.
They should consider whether this gives them the
opportunity to refresh their LFRMS with
information from the latest flood hazard and flood
risk maps or other information which has become
available since their development. They should take
account of any planned changes to risk and
receptors linked to any re/development identified in
local spatial plans, including any associated
opportunities to manage risk.
Other sources of information include:
 surface water management plans
 relevant proposals included in the Medium
Term Plan in England
 measures progressed by third parties
 new measures identified as part of ongoing
project planning work
 catchment flood management plans and,
where relevant, FRMPs produced for other
risk management authorities.

FRMPs: drawing conclusions from flood hazard
and flood risk maps.

Section 3 includes a discussion of the evidence and risks, with
section 3.10 (page 27 to 31) is summary of those risks

In developing conclusions, LLFAs developing FRMPs
should:
1. include a map of the flood risk area and
related authority boundaries;
2. consider all flood risk sources, and whether
multiple flood sources might interact;

There are no further recommendations
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Noted

3.
4.

consider flood risk in terms of sources,
pathways and receptors, and flow routes;
consider flood risk, in terms of historic
flooding
and
the
probability
and
consequence of flooding - for example, which
properties, services or environmental
resources are at risk, and what the likely
flood probability and impact severity of these
might be.

FRMPs: information needed for ‘objectives for
managing flood risk’
3.

LLFAs developing FRMPs need to define risk
management objectives, and state these
within the FRMP. These should follow on
from the conclusions so that stakeholders
can appreciate the logical journey from ‘risk’
or ‘opportunity’ to ‘objectives’.

4.

In setting the objectives, the person
preparing the plan must have regard to the
desirability of – reducing the adverse
consequences of flooding for human health,
economic activity or the environment, and
reduce the likelihood of flooding.

Following the exploration of flood risk in the FRMP area and
the main areas of risk in section 3, the key flood risk issues
are set out in section 4. This leads on to Section 5 where the
Objectives are clearly set out , with Table 6 (page 37) crossreferencing these Objectives to the key flood risk issues list,
clarifying the logic of the Objectives, and leading on to the
opportunities – the measures that will deliver these
objectives. This suggests a logical journey as described.

Noted

The objectives listed have reference to the consequences of
flooding on health, the economy (rural and urban) and the
environment.
There are no further recommendations

Measures for achieving objectives - information
format needed for reporting to EU
In determining the proposed measures for achieving
the objectives, the person preparing the plan must
have regard to:
12. The costs and benefits of different methods of
managing the flood risk;
13. The information included in the flood hazard
map and the flood risk map;
14. The river basin management plan for the
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Measures are set out in section 5.2 (page 37).
It’s clear that the costs and benefits have been considered. In
the supporting text for those actions where this is
particularly relevant (“Protection” type measures) costs and
the areas of communities benefiting have been explained.
There is reference to WFD in Measure H20, but this doesn’t
currently link to the objectives or measures with the RBMP.
However, opportunities are left open to link measures from
the FRMP with the RBMP and its objectives as both

Noted. Table 7 has been amended to identify how the
measures link with other objectives in the LFRMS,
demonstrating that all of the LFRMS objectives are
addressed through measures within the FRMP, either
directly or indirectly.

area;
15. The effect of floodplains that retain flood
water;
16. The environmental objectives, within the
meaning of regulation 2 of the Water
Environmental Regulations, and
17. The likely effect of a flood, and of different
methods of managing a flood, on the local
area and the environment.
FRMP measures should be prioritised in the context
of risks, opportunities, costs and benefits (FRMP
development does not guarantee the delivery of
specific measures, but the plans do inform the
established prioritisation and investment processes).
Key information required for reporting is:
18. The
Floods
Directive
describes
risk
management measures as: protection,
preparedness, prevention, recovery and
review.
Each measure must also be
categorised according to the coded list in the
EU Reporting Scheme. For each river basin
district this will be reported to the European
Commission via the Environment Agency in
March 2016.
19. Measure location is a mandatory requirement
for reporting to Europe, so the location or
place name of each measure needs to be
stated.
20. The ‘timetable’ of each measure is required
in addition (which planning cycle - 2015-21,
2021-2027, 2027-2033, 2033-2039, 2039+).
21. Status (not Started, on-going; ongoing
construction; complete)
22. Each measure should state the lead
organisation if different risk management
authorities are listed (named RMAs e.g.
Environment Agency, LLFA, Water
Company etc).

97

developing the way they deliver through the next cycle.
The measures include information about their priority were
this is indicated as high, also expected timescales for the
delivery of the measures are included.
The Status and EU code is included for each action, as well as
the lead organisation.
Measure location is included were it is specific/targeted to a
community within the FRMP area. Where a measure is
relevant for the whole FRMP area this is stated
It is noted that there appear to be objectives listed is in table
7 (page 50), which there are no measures to help deliver.
We would advise ERYC to consider whether this is
appropriate, or whether in fact there are measures that
deliver more than one objectives. They should look to avoid
having actions that do not have measures to deliver them.
There are no further recommendations

Monitoring of FRMP Measures

So that we can monitor and report to Europe
in a concise way the Environment Agency
would like to include the measures of
separately produced FRMPs (in England) in the
online database that is home to all of the other
risk management authority measures. The
information required to populate the database
is included below in the table.
The
Environment Agency intend to report on
progress with the measures on an annual basis,
and would like to include the LLFA measures
in this annual report.
Consulting with other organisations and the
public




LLFAs developing FRMPs must consult all
relevant bodies listed under section 36 (3) of
the Flood Risk Regulations 2009 and the
public;
LLFA FRMPs should state what consultation
has been done and which plans have been
used to determine objectives and measures.

Monitoring and review details are with section 6 of the
report.

Noted

Table 7 (page 50) sets out how these measures deliver each
objectives, and which indicators will be used to show
progress and the benefits of the delivery of each measure.
As documented in the Consultation document we have
agreed with ERYC an approach to reporting
There are no further recommendations

The consultation has been done for the public and all
partners for a 6 week period, ending 10th April.

Noted

ERYC have drafted, and it’s expected that this will be
published with the final FRMP and LFRMS. This sets out all
the comments made on the plans and what action has been
done to address the issues raised.
The FRMP sets out the different plans and evidence that have
informed the development in this area that have been used to
inform the list of objectives and measures in the plan.
There are no further recommendations

Meeting wider environmental requirements –
coordinating with river basin management
planning
LLFAs developing FRMPs, where they consider
appropriate shall include information in its measures
that are co-ordinated with river basin management
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There is reference to the RBMP and WFD in the FRMP
document, and the SEA. Failures of waterbodies on the FRMP
are highlighted as a Key Issues within section 4, and links to
the measures in the RBMP are included in section 3.1o (page
17) . Measure H20 looks to provide enhancements and helps
address measures within the RBMP where it can.

Noted

plans (RBMPs). These plans are currently out for
consultation and can be accessed via the gov.uk web
site. In particular, the FRMPs may:




provide an assessment at the administrative
boundary scale (high level), to assess any
change to water bodies.
consider if proposed measures prevent
future improvement (e.g. restoration)
identify opportunities that might improve
Water Framework Directive objectives and
improve ecological status (taking positive
action)

How were the SEA requirements considered and
met?
Consider undertaking an SEA of the impacts of the
measures proposed in the FRMP. The plan must
have consideration of the Habitats Regulations.

Consideration of how maintenance can be adapted to
support RBMP objectives and measures should also be given
as delivery of the plans evolves.
There are no further recommendations

The SEA and Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA) (more
relevant to the LFRMS element of the documentation) is
currently being updated subject to comments made in the
consultation period. At the time of this initial Review, the
results of this are not available.
This is partially
recommendations:

met,

and

have

the

following

In the Consultation Document ERYC have given a
commitment to including reference to the SEA and HRA in
the final FRMP document.
Our recommendation is that this commitment is carried out
in time for the resubmission of the FRMP in September.
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Noted. Information about how SEA requirements and
HRA requirements have been considered and met has
been included in the final drafts of the LFRMS and FRMP, as
well as this Report of the Consultation.
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Contact information
For further information about the Local Flood Risk Management Strategy and associated documents please
contact us using the details below.

Andrew McLachlan – Principal Engineer, Flood Risk Strategy
Angela Cowen – Senior Flood Risk Strategy Officer

Tel: 01482 391705
Email: floods@eastriding.gov.uk
Post: Flood Risk Strategy, County Hall, Cross Street, Beverley, HU17 9BA
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