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10 December 2008
Ms Sarah Fowler
East Area Manager
Environment Agency
Scarrington Road
West Bridgford
Nottingham
NG2 5FA


Our Ref: ENVI01001/01082046/LH
Your Ref: IMMI000604/StrategyPC
Dear Sarah
Public Consultation - Lower Derwent Flood Risk Management Strategy

Thank you for your letter of 16 September. Here are my comments on the consultation:
The key issues of the management strategy as they relate to South Derbyshire are these:

1. The areas downstream of Derby (Ambaston, Great Wilne and Shardlow) are shown to be inadequately defended now. 


2. Those defences would be still more inadequate should the measures recommended within the strategy for Derby be implemented. 


3. Rural defences (such as these) tend to lose effectiveness from weathering and livestock action. I found no evidence that the relevant defences had been regularly restored to design height. 


4. The isolated community of Ambaston would be utterly surrounded by substantial distances of water (as it was in 2000) with no means of safe access even if the defences held. 


5. The closer one gets to the confluence of the Derwent and the Trent the harder it becomes to predict accurately the precise impacts of flood events. In the other location in South Derbyshire where two large rivers join, the point where the Dove meets the Trent, significant additional modelling has been commissioned to test a wide range of possible events encompassing both the two large rivers and more minor local watercourses typical in low lying areas. This has not happened in this case. 









6. If improved defences for Ambaston and Great Wilne were to face the requirement for a business case in isolation the cases would be hard to prioritise on current methodologies. 


7. Improved defences at Shardlow were justified in the Trent study. One can only presume that, were more detailed modelling commissioned (see 4 above) this case would be consolidated. 


8. The area remains one of active mineral extraction and there is a current application before the County Council. The Council is also considering its longer term strategy. Mineral extraction both presents risks – inappropriate storage of material, structures erected etc – and opportunities – the availability of appropriate materials for use in defences and the potential to negotiate conditions on consents granted which may alleviate flood risks. 

I would suggest that these are the appropriate answers:

First, defences within this area should be viewed as part of a greater Derby response. There are clear linkages within the strategy between works in Derby and effects downstream. It would be unreasonable to view defence requirements downstream in isolation (on a cost/benefit basis) from city works. They are clearly parts of one project.

Secondly, the existing defences should be surveyed against their original design heights. It would be unreasonable to cost the part of any defence raising to bring heights to original design heights as part of the cost of new defence works. To make these two points clear: works on existing defences can be classified in three parts – restoration, the implications of upstream works, and the additional height required based on new analyses. The first should be sourced from Agency maintenance budgets and the second seen as part of any Derby works. Only the third element should be used as a cost in any study related to the local works themselves. The fixed costs of the project (which are scarcely affected by the height of the defences) need to be appropriately distributed between the various elements. 

Thirdly, Ambaston (and Great Wilne which would also be isolated) need an evacuation plan regardless of the works commissioned. The events of 2000 illustrated that, even when defences hold, risks are substantial.
Fourthly, while having no wish to delay action, some further study is likely to be necessary on this area allowing for the events of the Trent and minor watercourses. This would seem essential to ensure correct design of defences in Shardlow at the very least but arguably for all the communities involved.

Fifthly, focused negotiation is required with both the County Council and mineral companies on the contributions they make voluntarily, or may be required to make as part of planning conditions applied, toward works in this area. In my view that contribution could and should be substantial. The area has been disturbed by these operations for many years. While modern practice is better some of the older restoration may actually have marginally worsened the risks (through infill of much 


less porous material). These operations remain active and extensions are sought. Both the Agency and the Council have every opportunity to negotiate with purpose on this.

Finally, these are communities which are (largely) familiar with the risks they face. They need to be engaged in the practical tasks of improving defences and living with flood hazards. They are not passive subjects! Please engage with them. Seek their records of past events to check the data held (I have mentioned photos of major events at know locations – this has been found valuable elsewhere). Ask their advice and input through the local parish councils which, in my experience, take these matters pretty seriously. 

Yours sincerely

Mark Todd

Member of Parliament, South Derbyshire

