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Introduction

Purpose

This document sets out our sequential approach to flood risk in relation to the Proposed
Submission MK City Plan 2050, carried out in accordance with the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF, 2024) and accompanying Planning Practice Guidance.

National policy context

Paragraph 172 of the NPPF sets out that:
‘All plans should apply a sequential, risk-based approach to the location of development
— taking into account all sources of flood risk and the current and future impacts of
climate change — so as to avoid, where possible, flood risk to people and property. They
should do this, and manage any residual risk, by:

a) applying the sequential test and then, if necessary, the exception test as set out
below;

b) safeguarding land from development that is required, or likely to be required, for
current or future flood management;

c) using opportunities provided by new development and improvements in green and
other infrastructure to reduce the causes and impacts of flooding, (making as much
use as possible of natural flood management techniques as part of an integrated
approach to flood risk management); and

d) where climate change is expected to increase flood risk so that some existing
development may not be sustainable in the long-term, seeking opportunities to
relocate development, including housing, to more sustainable locations.’

Paragraph 174 of the NPPF states that the aim of the sequential test is to steer new
development to areas with the lowest risk of flooding from any source. Development should
not be allocated if there are reasonably available sites appropriate for the proposed
development in areas with a lower risk of flooding.

The NPPF establishes that, having applied the sequential test, if it is not possible for
development to be located in areas with a lower risk of flooding (taking into account wider
sustainable development objectives), the exception test may have to be applied. The need
for the exception test will depend on the potential vulnerability of the site and of the
development proposed (NPPF, paragraph 177).



Applying the Sequential Test and Exception Test if
required

Figure 1 below shows how the sequential test should be applied in the preparation of a local

plan.
Can development be allocated in areas of low - e
flood risk both now and in the future? {Level 1 equen Iad s
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment) passe

Can development be allocated in areas of
medium flood risk, both now and in the
future? (Level 2 Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment) — lowest risk sites first

Can development be allocated within the lowest
risk sites available in areas of high flood risk both

now and in the future? b e

3

Tables 1,
2 & NPPF
Annex 3

Is development appropriate in

oy o )
remaining areas Progress to Diagram 3

Strategically review need for
development using Sustainability
Appraisal

Figure 1: Application of the Sequential Test for plan preparation (PPG, Flood Risk and Coastal
Change?)

Planning Practice Guidance establishes that the Sequential Test needs to be applied to the
whole local planning authority area to increase the possibilities of accommodating
development which is not exposed to flood risk, both now and in the future?.

Should the Sequential Test show that there are no reasonably available, lower-risk sites
suitable for the proposed development, the Exception Test should be applied.

1 paragraph: 026 Reference ID: 7-026-20220825
2 Paragraph: 025 Reference ID: 7-025-20220825
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In relation to the Exception Test, Planning Practice Guidance confirms?that two additional
elements need to be satisfied before allowing development to be allocated or permitted in
situations where suitable sites at lower risk of flooding are not available following
application of the sequential test.

It should be demonstrated that:

e development that has to be in a flood risk area will provide wider sustainability benefits
to the community that outweigh flood risk; and

o the development will be safe for its lifetime taking account of the vulnerability of its
users, without increasing flood risk elsewhere, and, where possible, will reduce flood risk
overall.

Planning Practice Guidance”also confirms that the Exception Test is not a tool to justify
development in flood risk areas when the Sequential Test has already shown that there are
reasonably available, lower risk sites, appropriate for the proposed development. It would
only be appropriate to move onto the Exception Test in these cases where, accounting for
wider sustainable development objectives, application of relevant local and national policies
would provide a clear reason for refusing development in any alternative locations
identified.

Figure 2 below shows how the Exception Test should be applied to plan preparation if
required.

3 paragraph: 031 Reference ID: 7-031-20220825
4 Paragraph: 031 Reference ID: 7-031-20220825


https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-change#para36
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-change#para36

Do the sequential test
(see diagram 2)

Table 2 &
NPPF
Annex 3

Can the development be

Table 2
made safe throughout its

litetime, without increasing
flood risk elsewhere?

Does the development pass both
parts of the exception test?

Development is not

Development can be appropriate and should not
considered for allocation or be allocated or permitted.

permission.

. )

Figure 2: Application of the Exception Test to plan preparation (PPG, Flood Risk and Coastal

Change®)

5 Paragraph: 033 Reference ID: 7-033-20220825
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MK City Plan 2050

Site allocations

To ensure our minimum housing requirement is met, the Proposed Submission MK City Plan
2050 will provide for a minimum of 50,372 (net) new homes over the period 2022-2050.
The Plan’s spatial strategy plans for a total of 59,779 homes to provide an adequate buffer
on meeting the minimum housing requirement and to support our growth ambitions set out
within the Strategy for 2050. These homes will be delivered through the sources of supply

set out in Table 1 below, and through:

e The regeneration of existing estates within the designated urban area of Milton Keynes;

and
e Neighbourhood Plans.

Table 1: Housing land supply 2022-2050

Source of supply No. of homes to be
delivered 2022- 2050

Completions and Commitments 2022—-2050 (as of 1 April 2024) 22,705

(includes completions 2022/23 and 2023/24, sites under

construction, sites with planning permission outside of Central

Milton Keynes, existing strategic and non-strategic allocations

from Plan:MK and made Neighbourhood Plans)

Central Milton Keynes and Campbell Park 16,000

Central Bletchley 1,184

Metro Corridors (growth along Metro routes within the existing | 2,500

built-up area of the city)

Walton Campus Strategic Brownfield Site 450

Wolverton Railway Works Strategic Brownfield Site 400

Eastern Strategic City Extension 7,750

East of Wavendon Strategic City Extension 2,250

South of Bow Brickhill Strategic City Extension 1,300

Levante Gate Strategic City Extension 1,250

Shenley Dens Strategic City Extension 1,000

Other small opportunity sites (Windfall)* 2,990
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Total housing supply 59,779

Flood risk has been an important part of the process of determining the most appropriate
site allocations from the beginning of the process. The Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment (SHLAA) and the Sustainability Appraisal have been our main methods for
assessing and defining growth options from the various sources outlined above. A SHLAA
report has been published separately as part of our evidence base.

As set out in our SHLAA methodology, in stage 1 of the assessment, Flood Zones 2, 3a and
3b were overriding constraints and sites which fall entirely within them were usually
excluded from further assessment. However, if a proposed use for all or part of a site meets
the definition of ‘water-compatible development’ (which includes, for example, amenity
open space nature recovery/biodiversity offsetting) or essential infrastructure, this will be
taken into consideration. If part of a site falls within Flood Zones 2, 3a or 3b it is only
considered to be an overriding constraint if the development proposed cannot be
accommodated on the remaining part of the site outside of those Flood Zones. Remaining
river, surface and groundwater flood risk was considered in stage 2 of the SHLAA process.

The Proposed Submission MK City Plan 2050 is also informed by a Sustainability Appraisal
incorporating Strategic Environmental Assessment (SA). This contains a set of objectives
against which the plan is assessed. One of these objectives is climate change adaptation —
avoid issues including flood risk and overheating risk and supports communities that can
'bounce-back' from environmental challenges helping to protect human and environmental
health and account for fuel poverty.

Section 6.5 of the SA covers climate change adaptation, and states that none of the variable
growth locations intersect fluvial flood risk zones, but most are associated with surface
water flood risk (SWFR) channels. It also reports that the Environment Agency’s response to
the Regulation 18 MK City Plan 2050 consultation in 2024 concluded “no major concerns”
because risk could be ‘avoided through site design’ but stated a residual concern ahead of
concept masterplanning. The SA concludes that whilst it would not be appropriate to
differentiate between the Reasonable Alternative scenarios on the basis of modest flood
risk concerns/challenges, it is fair to flag a ‘moderate or uncertain’ negative effect ahead of
further consultation and masterplanning.

Strategic Flood Risk Assessment

A Level 1 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA)® was published in 2024 to support the
preparation of the Regulation 18 MK City Plan 2050 and subsequent stages. The 2024 Level
1 SFRA will be used in decision making, to inform the process for location of land for future
development and the preparation of sustainable policies for the long-term management of
flood risk. The key objectives of the review performed during the preparation of the 2024
SFRA are:

5 INK-JBAU-XX-XX-RP-HM-0001-A1-CO1-Level 1 SFRA



https://www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2024-07/Level_1_SFRA.pdf
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e To take into account the latest flood risk policy including the updated PPG.

e Take into account the latest flood risk information and available data.

e To provide specific flood risk analyses for sites identified by the Council as part of their
Local Plan preparation.

e To provide comprehensive mapping to support the Local Plan.

A Level 2 SFRA is underway which will cover proposed allocations that have some identified
flood risk in greater detail. The initial outputs have indicated minimal flood risk affects
proposed allocations. The Level 2 SFRA will however include detailed, site-specific
information about the nature of flood risk to guide detailed design and planning
considerations when those sites approach planning application stage.
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Sequential Test Methodology

Sources of flooding
River (fluvial) flood risk — present

As set out in the Level 1 SFRA Methodology in support of Performing the Sequential Test’
(referred to after this as the Sequential Test Methodology), for present river flood risk, the
Environment Agency’s Flood Zones 1, 2 and 3a and 3b should be used.

River (fluvial) flood risk — future

For future river flood risk, the EA’s Flood Zones 2, 3a and 3b with climate change allowances
(19% and 30%) should be used, as set out in the Sequential test Methodology.

Surface water - present

The Sequential Test Methodology states that the 1 in 1000-year surface water flood extent
as the high-risk zone as a slightly more conservative approach.

Annex 1 shows both the previous surface water and the 2025 surface water data. It is
recommended that the superseded dataset is used as the newly released data is not
suitable for planning as it does not include depth, hazard and velocity data for surface water
and the climate change data is not suitable for planning.

The Sequential Test Methodology concludes that the proposed approach will direct
development to areas at low risk in a similar way to the fluvial/tidal Flood Zone 1 and will
not preclude development in the surface water high risk zone provided that an FRA is
performed to demonstrate that the risks in the high-risk zone can be appropriately
managed. It also concludes that using such mapping it is not anticipated that the Sequential
Test for surface water would normally require the consideration of alternative sites at lower
risk, as the widespread and dendritic nature of surface water flood risk is conceptually very
different to river and sea flood risk, but in some circumstances for relatively small sites that
are potentially substantially affected it is possible that alternatives should be considered (as
these could potentially not satisfy the flood risk requirements of the Exception Test).

Surface water — future

Annex 1 contains data from the Environment Agency relating to the risk of flooding from
surface water including climate change.

7 INK-JBAU-XX-XX-RP-HM-0005-A1-C01-Sequential Test Methodology
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https://www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2024-07/Appendix%20O-%20Sequential%20Test%20Methodology.pdf
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Groundwater flood risk

Annex 1 contains data about groundwater flood risk from the JBA groundwater flood map.
However, the Sequential Test Methodology states that the JBA groundwater flood map and
MKCC’s historical known events dataset do not provide the confidence or certainty required
to undertake the Sequential Test. As the available mapping does not provide competent
evidence on the relative risk of flooding across the study area it could potentially result in
inappropriate allocations if used without understanding the limitations of the data. On this
basis, to account for the potential effect of groundwater flows in the study area it is
recommended that initially all sites are considered to be potentially susceptible to
groundwater flooding.

Reservoir flood risk

Annex 1 shows Environment Agency wet and dry day reservoir flood extents. As set out in
the Sequential Test Methodology, the latest available mapping now shows “wet day” and
“dry day” reservoir inundation extents. The “wet day” being a reservoir breach at the same
time as a 1in 1000 river flood (as this is a likely time when a reservoir might fail) and the dry
day shows the failure just from the water retained by the dam.

The Sequential Test Methodology recommends that reservoir flooding is included in the
Sequential Test. It clarifies that the available information is not conceptually similar to the
risks of river and sea flooding. If proposed sites are located in a zone at reservoir risk, it will
be necessary to include a more detailed assessment in a Level 2 SFRA to understand the
extent to which the flooding could be made worse and to report on the implications with
respect to allocating the land for development.

Sewer flood risk

The Sequential Test Methodology recommends that the sewer flood risk is not considered
alongside river and surface water flooding in the Sequential Test on the basis that the
available information is not of appropriate resolution or format and so does not support
spatial comparison of risk.

Canal flood risk

The Sequential Test Methodology recommends that canal flooding is not included in the
Sequential Test as the probability of failure is not quantifiable as it is a residual risk. The
available information for canal flooding is not conceptually similar to the risks pertaining to
river and sea flooding.

Sequential approach at a site level

The Sequential Test Methodology concludes that in cases where the proportion of the site
at risk of flooding is small, a sequential approach at the site level would be appropriate and
enable development to be located in locations at lowest risk of flooding (by avoiding high
risk areas that might exist at a particular site). This involves incorporating the less vulnerable

11



aspects of the development (according to the Environment Agency’s flood risk vulnerability
classification) in the areas at risk of flooding. The more vulnerable aspects would be
incorporated within areas at lower risk.

12
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Sequential Test findings and
conclusions

The Sequential Test data is presented in Annex 1. We have taken a proportionate approach
to the Sequential Test in accordance with the general guidance about evidence in the NPPF.
We would only consider there to be alternative sites where they are ‘appropriate for the
proposed development’ and are available and deliverable as identified in the SHLAA.

Fluvial flood risk

Hockliffe Brae has both fluvial and surface water flood risk, with 37.8% of the site being
within Flood Zone 2 and 25.6% being within Flood Zone 3. It is therefore concluded that this
site does not pass the Sequential Test and will not be carried forward for allocation in the
Proposed Submission MK City Plan 2050 due to flood risk.

Surface water flood risk

No other sites have significant fluvial flood risk, but some do have surface water flood risk.
The areas identified with the highest risk of surface water flooding are CMK (as a whole) and
some of the Campbell Park sites, some of the Central Bletchley sites, the strategic
brownfield sites at Walton Campus and Wolverton Railway Works, some of the Metro
Corridor growth sites (albeit these are not being allocated in the Proposed Submission MK
City Plan 2050) and some of the existing non-strategic sites.

As set out in the methodology section above, it is not anticipated that the Sequential Test
for surface water would normally require the consideration of alternative sites at lower risk.
This is due to the widespread and dendritic nature of surface water flood risk being
conceptually very different to river and sea flood risk. However, in some circumstances, for
example relatively small sites that are potentially substantially affected, it is possible that
alternatives should be considered.

While some sites have increased levels of surface water flood risk, we have identified all
reasonably available sites that have a lower risk of flooding from all sources now and in the
future in the site allocations proposed in the Proposed Submission MK City Plan 2050. It
would therefore not be possible to locate the proposed development in areas at lower risk
of flooding as all sites at lower risk of flooding that are available have also been allocated in
the plan.

Reservoir flood risk

A small number of sites also have reservoir flood risk including Walton Campus and some of
the Metro Corridor growth sites (albeit the latter are not being allocated in the Proposed
Submission MK City Plan 2050). Whilst these sites have increased risk from reservoir

13
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flooding, we have identified all reasonably available sites that have a lower risk of flooding
from all sources now and in the future in the site allocations proposed in the Proposed
Submission MK City Plan 2050. It would therefore not be possible to locate the proposed
development in areas at lower risk of flooding as all sites at lower risk of flooding that are
available have also been allocated in the plan

Overall conclusions

It is concluded that the Sequential Test is passed for all sites proposed to be allocated in the
Proposed Submission MK City Plan 2050, and accordingly there is no need to find sites with
lower flood risk or apply the Exception Test to any sites. Further site-specific information
guiding future development will be available in the Level 2 SFRA.

14



Annex 1: Sequential test data
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mbe (PM ID ¥ % 0% | 0% | 0% % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% No
Street ' 0 0
€| 110387) | o4 Ve
East of
M1 .
S Existing
. MKE (PM 100 100 2.20 | 2.60 | 5.90 | 3.50 4.20 7.10 3.30 6.10 | 19.40
lcrOWth D. % 0% | 0% | 0% % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% % % % % % % % % % 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% No
= 110139)
Area 15.
(MKC) 1 No
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EA Risk of flooding £ &| Groundwat | @
Previous Flood Zones Flood Zones 2025 Previous RoFSW RoFSW 2025 from surface water Fluvial model climate change runs Reservoir g 8| erFlood _g %
(climate change) Flood T2 Risk o £
= Extents Mapping g e & §
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: = — = —_ o o o o X X « 9| 8 E
Site Name © o d X & < £ 3 S ® S < < &5 &5 =t - - O $e| S £5
I wd g a a = 5 S o0 =) < ° ° X R O R O o c| © T uw| € o &%
< o oo = w o w I T d < X X © o) © =) T o0 T O > > T = E (=) o € o ®
—n o © - —n N & N d T ¢ « i < =~ < i + i N N TS A od om 8 o = T e = c ©
N N M [ N N N | N9 349 o < o e 2 G = o = T T £ 4 £+ T 4+ T 4 O = 83l el 8| = =
L L h e L w w - B == - X 3 < = < < w < O 9 dal Fa| Sal Sal = L] 9 9 G| £ =
b d &a o F' S ° w © ° < © S B ouw Tuw $u $u 4o 2 | £33 &9 38y £ S
Dc gy R . R - R S8 2785 ¢E
I I S |3 |8 |5|5 |5 |5
East of
Wavendo
Eastof | n 100 100 040 | 220 | 9.20 | 2.50 | 450 | 10.90 | 4.80 | 8.80 | 25.20 0.70
Wobur | Strategic % 0% | 0% | 0% % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% ;% ;% ;% ;% ;% % ;% ;%) % 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% ;% No
n Sands | City
Extensio
12
n
6.8 Yes
Eastern
EastOf | Strategic 94.
92 4.0 3.5 1.2 4.2 54 | 46 | 460 | 7.30 | 17.1 3.90 5.90 12.00 | 10.90 | 16.90 | 33.70 5.4 0.60
M1Ext Cit 0% 60 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% Y
nsio: € E)'(tyensio 12 | % | 0% | 0% | | o | 0% | 0% |0%|0%| % | % |0%| % % % % % % ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° *lo% | % es
44, ?
n
2 No
Ehiliene 100 100 2.80 | 390 | 7.60 | 4.50 5.20 7.00 6.10 8.00 | 13.10
F1.2 Campbell % 0% 0% 0% % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% ;% ;% ;% ;% ;% ;% ;% ;%) % 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% No
Park 1.7 No
EhilSame 100 100 1.40 | 3.20 | 9.10 | 2.90 3.90 5.40 5.00 9.10 | 14.30
F1.3 Campbell % 0% 0% 0% % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% ;% ;% ;% ;% ;% ;% ;% ;% % 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% No
Park
1.8 No
S eme 100 100 0.80 | 7.60 | 1.50 2.30 5.00 2.10 7.70 | 19.10
F1.4 Campbell % 0% 0% 0% % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% 0% ;%) ;%) ;%) ;%) ;% ;%) ;%, % 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% No
Park 2.3 No
Gilseme 100 100 430 | 7.50 | 39.3 | 9.20 12.30 | 53.90 | 12.60 | 39.30 | 74.40
F4.4 Campbell % 0% 0% 0% % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% ;%) ;%) 0% ;%) % % % % % 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% No
Park 05 No
Ec;:iT:r Central
. Bletchl 100 100 17.4 | 29.5 | 49.4 | 24.40 | 31.80 | 42.00 | 44.30 | 49.50 | 68.40
& Fire (PiACIDey o | 0% | 0% | 0% | 7 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | ot T " " " " v | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | No
Station :
s 110388) 1 Yes
Central
Former | g/ etchle 100 100 130 | 13.6 | 24.0 | 4.80 | 16.50 | 23.20 | 20.10 | 24.00 | 28.60
Sainsbu (PM ID v % 0% 0% 0% % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% ;% 0% 0% ;% % % % % % 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% No
rys site
110386)
1.2 Yes
Chili e 100 100 090 | 3.10 | 1.30 1.80 3.00 1.90 3.10 5.50
Gl1.1 Campbell % 0% 0% 0% % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% 0% ;% ;% ;% ;% ;% ;% ;% ;% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% No
Park
1.6 No
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e 3 €2 & | X | S < o < < w < |3+ 8+ €a|lalFa|lfal T 2|25 S 8uw| £ £
hd 2a o = = ° w © ° < © c c O uwl @ ¢u wuw o = 3| &9 T a|=E s
N g ou N < N N N N 9 9 s < 8« Y« < 3| & 68| £
-7 0-< ; ® : : - : o o S S c c “ 2o 3
Ge a = 0 = ) [=) =) =)
CMK and
100 100 1.80 0.20 1.80 9.20
G1.2 Campbell % 0% | 0% | 0% % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% % 0% 0% % 0% % % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% 0% | 0% | 0% No
Park 2 6 (o] (o] (o] (o] (o] (o] NO
CMK and
1 1 4, 2.2 . 4, 13.
G1.3 Campbell 30 0% | 0% | 0% 30 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% 0% 0% ;O 0% 0% % 0 0;0 ;0 30/30 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% No
Park 2 1 (o] (o] (o] (o] (o] (o] (] NO
CMK and 100 100 2.80
G1.4N Campbell % 0% | 0% | 0% % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% (y 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% No
Park 0 0 ?
1.2 No
EAISERE 100 100 6.50 | 10.2 | 19.7 | 7.50 16.80 | 12.30 | 17.20 | 26.40
G4.1 Campbell % 0% | 0% | 0% % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% (y 0(} 0(} (y 10% (y (y (y (y 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% No
Park 1 4 (o] (o] (o] (o] (o] (o] (o] (o] (o] (o] NO
CMK and 100 100 2.30 | 3.50 4.40 6.30 | 12.00 | 4.50 7.70 | 23.30
G4.2 Campbell % 0% | 0% | 0% % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% (y (y 10% (y (y ty (y (y (y 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% No
Park 2 (o] (o] (o] (o] (o] (o] (o] (o] (o] (] NO
CMK and 91.
100 44 | 39 | 83 230 | 470 | 144 | 7.70 | 11.70 | 16.90 | 9.60 | 14.50 | 22.00
H1.1 Campbell % 0% | 0% | 0% 70 0% | 0% | 0% 0% % % 0% % % % % % % 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% Yes
Park (o] % () () (o] (o] (o] (o] (o] (o] (o] (o] (o] (o]
2.3 No
Hockiffe
Brae
(Existing
Commit 22. 36. | 37. | 25. | 63. | 38.
Hockliff 7 . 1. 2.4 . . Ad 22. . . 70.7
O ment - > 20 [ 301 0% | 60 | 80 | 60 | 40 | 60 | 130 | 2:40 | €30 ) 3.90 | 9.10 80| 3.90 | 660 | 70-70 \ oo, | or | 09 | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | No
e Brae Non % % 0% % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
= (o] (o] (o] (o] (o] (o]
Strategic)
(PM ID.
110349)
0.7 Yes
Holborn
Crescent
Holbor (EX|st|r?g
n Commit 100 100 250 | 9.10 | 3.30 | 4.80 | 10.60 | 4.90 | 9.10 | 14.40
Cresce ment — % 0% | 0% | 0% % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% 0% % % % % % % % % 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% No
Non-
nt
Strategic)
(PM ID.
110474)
0.4 Yes
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Site Name

Area (ha)

Previous Flood Zones

Flood Zones 2025

Previous RoFSW

EA Risk of flooding
from surface water
(climate change)

RoFSW 2025

Fluvial model climate change runs

Reservoir
Flood
Extents

Historic
flooding

JBA
Groundwat
er Flood
Risk
Mapping

Fz1

FZ2

FZ3a

FZ3b

Fz1

FzZ2

FZ3

FZ3+ FZ2 as a

nravv far CC
Defended: 1%

AFP (1 in 100)

3.3% AEP

1% AEP

0.1% AEP
3.3% AEP (High)
1% AEP (Medium)
0.1% AEP (Low)
3.3% AEP + 35%
1% AEP + 40%
0.1% AEP + 40%
Defended 2% AEP

+19%
Defended 2% AEP

+30%
Undefended 1%

AEP + 19%
Undefended 1%

AEP + 30%
Undefended 0.1%

AEP + 19%
Undefended 0.1%

AEP + 30%

Dry Day

Wet Dry

EA Recorded
Flood Outlines

High risk 0 -
0.025m

Moderate risk
0.025 - 0.05m

Within 100m of detailed river
network?

Within Critical Drainage

Catchment

Isaacso
n Drive

Issacson
Drive
(Existing
Commit
ment —
Non-
Strategic)
(PM ID.
110335)

0.4

100
%

0%

0%

0%

100
%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

850 | 790 | 9.20 | 13.90 0% 8.70 | 22.90 0%

% % % % % %

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

No

No

Land at
Bergam
ot
Garden
s

Land at
Bergamo
t
Gardens
(Sap5)
(Existing
Commit
ment —
Non-
Strategic)
(PM
ID.11034
8)

0.5

100
%

0%

0%

0%

100
%

0%

0%

0%

0%

1.60
%

2.30
%

194 | 450 | 6.40 | 14.60 | 7.60 | 18.90 | 38.70

0,
0% % % % % % % 0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

No

Yes

Land at
Shenle
y Dens

Shenley
Dens
Strategic
City
Extensio
n

90

97
%

1.7
0%

14
0%

0%

98.
10
%

0.8
0%

1.1
0%

1.9
0%

1.4
0%

3.00
%

5.40
%

16.1 | 3.50 | 5.00 | 10.20 | 10.70 | 18.20 | 32.30

0,
0% % % % % % % 0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

Yes

No

Land at
Westo
n Road,
Olney

West of
Olney
Reasona
ble
Alternati
ve (PM
ID.
110571)

17

84
%

8.4
0%

7.7
0%

0%

94.
90
%

0.7
0%

4.4
0%

5.1
0%

4.5
0%

0%

0%

8.20 9.80 | 12.80
0, 0, 0, 0, [+
0% 0% 0% 0% % % % 0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

5.4
0%

9.90
%

Yes

No
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EA Risk of flooding £ &| Groundwat | @
Previous Flood Zones Flood Zones 2025 Previous RoFSW RoFSW 2025 from surface water Fluvial model climate change runs Reservoir g 8| erFlood _g %
(climate change) Flood T2 Risk o £
= Extents Mapping ..g o &8 €
< - x| = 2
. = . = - o . a a N N « O| ® £
Site Name © o d X & < £ 3 S ® S < < &5 &5 =t - - O $e| S £5
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N N ] 0 N N N | NY 39 o < o o = & a & TR TR £+ €4+ T+ T+ - ool 2 8 | =
w w N N w w w | L 3 28« X ° X < # < W < °’”°’m°’n.°'n.=n.=n.t' ] O SS9 | £ -
+r 2037 M a ! S & S < S TH TH Tu buw fu Eu o = Bl £9d sa| € s
M w08 m o N X X o X s << ©T < 9 g U g <°.°—° O O | ¥
D984 m gl 2| R 8|3 |% |8 |ETETETE WEITE | 253
6z a © Gz = =) =) = = S S
L
Sl Newton
betwee Levs -
n Sark y
. Former
Ditve = e rploym 79 | 121 g1 2.1 6g 03|71 1.20 | 230 | 109 | 4.10 | 5.50 | 11.30 | 5.40 | 10.20 | 26.30 70.1
d 50 ) 0% 90 ) ) ) 0% ) ) ’ ) ) ’ ) ’ ’ 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% ’ Y
";L‘rzay ent Land % | 5 | 0% | | g | 0% 0% 0% | T % | % [ 0% | % % % % % % ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° | o% | '
2&3 0 0
way,
Newto (PM ID.
111882)
n Leys
1.2 No
Land West of
corner | Olney
of Reasona
A bl 100 100 0.40 0.70 3.10 0.1 14.0
Ssaz:jey Alfemati o | 0% | 0% | 0% | " | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | " b | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% [ 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | o | o0 | No
Westo | ve (PM
n Road, | ID.
Olney | 110570) | 14
7 Yes
ang | Newor
north y
of Former
Employm 100 100 0.80 | 0.80 | 10.2 1.70 5.00 | 11.60 | 3.80 10.60 | 26.70
w;zey ent Land % 0% 0% 0% % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% % % 0% % % % % % % 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% No
Nev:I/:co )
n Levs (PM ID.
¥> | 111883
2.7 No
Howe
Rock
Land Place
north (Existing
i 1 1 .
E‘;WE Cm°er::"'t 30 0% | 0% | 0% 30 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% 0;0 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | No
- (o] (o] (]
Rock Non-
Place Strategic)
(PM ID.
110400)
0.6 Yes
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EA Risk of flooding EA £ &| Groundwat | @
Previous Flood Zones Flood Zones 2025 Previous RoFSW RoFSW 2025 from surface water Fluvial model climate change runs Reservoir g 8| erFlood _g %
(climate change) Flood T2 Risk o £
= Extents Mapping ‘3 = §
= T = f—
; = — = - o o | & o X N « 2| 8 E
Site Name © o d X & < £ 3 S ® S < < &5 &5 =t - - O $e| S £5
< wd g o o = 5 S ) =] < o o x X O R ©Or 0 c| © —w| E ol &8
< S0 e W o w I ° 2 < X X To 09 v v = | TS g s2| 8|98
- - ] ) - - o | 88T d <« wi < = g v + i N AR IS I@ o oam B a L e x 25| 8 c v
') ) N + 9 2 < o = a a o - O ©w © ° © (a] 9 8 I - c
B B N N B i i w3 T J X ° N w - w w = w o oo $F S i e = & 90| €8 = | ¢ 75
L (° ™ +’=\-m X = < o < <L # < T + T + w O - O o o o Q. |9 9 ¢ ©| = U n B x
n g a 4 = S ) wi ° © ° c c O uwl @ ¢u wuw o = ol 9 T N|E s
Dc gy 1 < | 8§ 8| 8| 5|8 |& |ggzeyqgy< <8 29835 £
=7 0-< o N = e = P, @ o S S = c w 2o =2
- (=] (=] ) )
Land
N
orth West of
West
Olney
of
Reasona
Olney
. ble 100 100 1.10 17.9
(residu . 0% | 0% | 0% 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% No
Alternati % % % 0%
al part
PM
of Site i
Ein the ID.
111921
Olney )
NP) 8.7 No
Reserve
Site Off
Hendrix
Land D”Ye.
off I 100 100 0.60 | 240 | 1.00 | 1.10 | 2.20 | 1.40 | 2.40 | 4.60
Hendri Commit % 0% | 0% | 0% % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% % % % % % % % % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% 0% 0% 0% No
ment —
Dri
xDrive |\ "
Strategic)
(PM ID.
110445)
0.3 Yes
Land to
the
north West of
of Olney
Ouseda | Reasona
le ble 100 100 0.3 | 299
School Alternati % 0% | 0% | 0% % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% No
(West ve (PM
of ID.
Asprey | 110566)
s),
Olney 9.7 Yes
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Previous Flood Zones Flood Zones 2025 Previous RoFSW RoFSW 2025 from surface water Fluvial model climate change runs Reservoir 23 er Flood = &
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(climate change) Flood T2 Risk o £
E Extents Mapping § s é §
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Site Name i o J X E < £ 3 S N S | € < §°§°g°g° - 3| ¥ E °§Z§§
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n ¢ @ 4 — . o w = = < = b c O W o Wl % wl o« w Aa = 8l 9 BT a| £ =
N Y B ™ °© X < X PN e N @ @ T o Q< 2« < Q| X S o| E
w9 Aaaq 6% © ! oL - = 5 5 S S 2 2 w = X So| =
™ a = M = o o = = = =
Land Kellan
west of | Drive 1
Kellan (Existing
Drive Commit 100 100
(south ment — % 0% | 0% | 0% % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% No
of Non- ? ?
Vellan Strategic)
Avenue | (PM ID.
) 110301)
0.3 No
Lathams
Buildbas
e
Latham | (Existing
s Commit 100 | . ., (200 | | |  |110| 140|270 | 150 | 1.70 | 2.00 | 1.50 | 2.80 | 5.60 | . . . . . . . . . .
Buildba | ment — % 0% | 0% | 0% % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% % % % % % % % % % 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% Yes
se Site Non-
Strategic)
(PM ID.
110367)
1.4 Yes
Levante
Levant | Gate
e Gate | Stategic 100 o o o 100 o o o o, | 2.50 | 3.60 | 9.10 | 3.40 | 4.30 5.90 | 9.40 | 23.90 6.60
1 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, () [) 0, Y
it || @y % 0% | 0% | 0% % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% % % % % % 0% % % % 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% | 0% 0% 0% % es
ry Extensio
n 67.
8 No
Lichfield
Down
(Existing
Lichfiel Commit 82 |91 | 9.1 99. 0.6 0.6 290 | 4.20 | 4.80 | 7.20 1.90 | 3.10 | 34.00 0.8 | 61.4
— . . 0, . 0, : 0, 0, 0, : : : ‘ : : : 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, * *
d Down mj:t % 0% | 0% 0% li/O 0% 0% 0% 0% | 0% 0% % % % % % % % 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% Yes
= (o]
Strategic)
(PM ID.
110347)
0.6 Yes
MRTCo Metro 100 100 140 | 460 | 12.0 | 3.90 | 5.60 | 10.60 | 7.80 | 11.90 | 18.70
foeb.1 Corridor % 0% | 0% | 0% % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% % % 0% % % % % % % 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% No
growth | 5 ¢ Yes
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MRTCo | Metro 100 | o | o, | mo, 200 | | | |590|14.4 | 29.2 | 13.30 | 18.40 | 29.90 | 21.10 | 29.30 | 38.00 | . . . . . . . . . .
N
ffee6.2 | Corridor % 0% | 0% | 0% % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% % 0% | o% % % % % % % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% 0% | 0% 0% | 0% | 0% o)
1 Yes
MRTCo | Metro 100 | ., . o, 00| | | |, |020|050]|115| 020 | 2.00 | 9.40 | 460 |11.20 | 51.50 | . . . . . . . . . .
ffee6.3 | Corridor % 0% | 0% | 0% % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% % % 0% % % % % % % 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% No
1.6 Yes
MRTFi Met 100 100 0.20 0.20 2.30
be7s | comidor o | 0% | 0% | 0% | T° | 0% | 0% [ 0% (0% | 0% | 0% | 7| 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | v | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | No
0.4 Yes
MRTFis | Metro 100 | o | o, | mo, (200 | | | ,, | 050|140 | 060 | 070 | 2.30 | 0.80 | 1.40 | 3.40 | . . . . . . . . . .
N
her7.3 | Corridor % 0% | 0% | 0% % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% % % % % % % % % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% 0% | 0% | 0% o)
1.8 Yes
MRTFis | Metro 100 | | o, | e, 200 1 ] ,, | 010|040 | 030 | 050 | 220 | 030 | 040 | 1.60 | . . . . . . . . . .
her7.4 Corridor % 0% | 0% | 0% % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% 0% % % % % % % % % 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% No
1.7 Yes
MRTFis | Metro 100 100 0.20 | 0.70 | 7.00 | 0.90 1.30 5.80 2.90 7.20 | 21.50
[v) [v) [v) [v) [v) 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, () () [) 0, () N
her7.5 | Corridor % 0% | 0% | 0% % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% % % % % % % % % % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% 0% | 0% | 0% o)
1.4 Yes
MRTLa | Metro 100 100 1.00 0.30 2.60 0.30 1.00 | 10.10
0, [v) 0, 0, [v) 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, [ () [) 0, () Y
kes2.1 | Corridor % 0% | 0% | 0% % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% % 0% % % % % % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% 0% | 0% | 0% es
0.8 No
MRTLa | Metro 100 o |~ | no, 200 | | | 1540|970 |16.8 | 10.90 | 13.80 | 17.10 | 14.10 | 16.80 | 20.60 | . . . . . . . . . .
kes2.2 Corridor % 0% | 0% | 0% % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% % % 0% % % % % % % 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% Yes
1.1 No
MRTLa | Metro 100 100 0.40 | 1.00 | 10.1 | 3.40 590 | 11.50 | 6.20 | 10.20 | 16.10
0, 0, 0, 0, [v) 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, () [) 0, () Y
kes2.3 | Corridor % 0% | 0% | 0% % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% % % 0% % % % % % % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% 0% | 0% 0% | 0% | 0% es
0.8 No
MRTLa | Metro 100 100 1.50 0.90 1.50 6.60
0, 0, 0, 0, [v) 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, () [) 0, () N
kes2.4 | Corridor % 0% | 0% | 0% % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% % 0% 0% % 0% % % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% 0% | 0% 0% | 0% | 0% o)
0.6 No
MRTNe | Metro 100 100 3.80 | 10.2 | 4.50 6.40 | 11.20 | 6.50 | 10.30 | 17.20
09 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 N
th5.1 Corridor % % % % % % % % % % % 0% % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % °
1.5 No
MRTNe | Metro 100 100 0.10 | 0.20 | 3.50 | 1.10 240 | 14.60 | 1.10 3.40 | 16.50
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, (o) () 0, ()
ths.2 Corridor % 0% | 0% | 0% % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% % % % % % % % % % 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% No
1.2 No
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JBA

EA Risk of flooding EA £ &| Groundwat | @
Previous Flood Zones Flood Zones 2025 Previous RoFSW RoFSW 2025 from surface water Fluvial model climate change runs Reservoir g 8| erFlood _g %
(climate change) Flood T2 Risk o £
© Extents Mapping ‘3 o & €
< s =| = 2
; =1 - = . ° o | 85 |5 X | X « 8| 8 E
Site Name © o d X & < £ 3 S ® S < < &5 &5 =t - - O % e| 82 Eﬁ
< 8Y TS g a fr = b= 2 M g S X X sX oy S Y ~ > | 8| ° —ul EQ 558
§ B3 = o = + + N AR 23 222 T2 T & < S5 g 02| 8 o
) o~ © 2 ) o~ Fee) N C g < w < + o ) - T M V- Uvm (=) O 3| ¥ 11 ¥ o o (=
N N M 0 N N N | N9 349 o < o r 2 a fr o fr T BQ €4 £ 4 84 T4 O v S|l 2w ® T o =
i i N N i e e w3 T o X o X w = w w W w o " oM g o c c > ) o g = c =
L w + 4 &S < o™ X - < [-% < < < T +| T +| - 0| -0 0 Q 0O = ¢ ©| = Q| = =
n d &a o - 2 © w ° ° < © b c O W o w w w - w A = 8l 9 BT a| £ =
RE%a 3 < 3 3 ® 3 o S |T< o 8« 8« <8 ¥ ool E
883 s 3| 2| 8| 2|88 |EVETEE Sg =z |23|%
() S S Q Q =) =)
MRTN Met 100 100 0.10 0.10 0.50
e 3 € C;r:gor o | 0% | 0% | 0% | 7 | 0% [ 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | .| 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | o | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | No
. 0 0 0 0 (]
0.8 No
MRTN M 1 1 1.7 . 1. 2. A 2.4 . .
tho 4 € Coer:gm 30 0% | 0% | 0% 30 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% (yo 3;0 ;0 ;0 3ly0 (yo 3;0 S;O 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | No
. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ()
1.3 No
MRTNe | Metro 00| [ | lwo| | | | 1030]|050]|580 | 050 | 1.80 | 7.70 | 1.20 | 5.80 | 13.80 | . . . . . oo . . .
th5.6 Corridor % 0% 0% 0% % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% % % % % % % % % % 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% No
1.4 No
A Metro 100 100 0.40 | 1.20 | 0.80 1.20 1.60 0.80 1.30 3.00
enCh14 Corridor % 0% 0% 0% % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% 0% ;y ;y ;y ;y ;y ;y ;y ;y 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% No
0 0 (] 0 (] (] (] 0 ('] (]
1
: 0.3 No
AR Metro 100 100 2.00 | 2.60 | 7.00 | 7.50 8.30 | 10.90 | 4.70 7.70 | 15.50
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, [v) 0, 0, 0, 0,
(23n1Wd1 Corridor % 0% 0% 0% % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% % % % % % % % % % 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% No
: 3.4 Yes
LAl Metro 100 100 230 | 290 | 5.20 | 3.20 4.20 7.20 3.00 4.70 8.90
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, : : : : : * : : * 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
§n1Wd1 Corridor % 0% 0% 0% % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% % % % % % % % % % 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% No
o 4.8 Yes
IR Metro 100 100 0.40 0.30 0.80
enWd1 Corridor % 0% 0% 0% % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% 0% 0% ;y 0% 0% ;y 0% 0% ;V 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% No
('] ('] 0 (] (]
3.2 3.1 Yes
MRTTa | Metro 00| [ | lw0| | | | |240]|570| 145 | 9.40 | 11.40 | 15.10 | 11.50 | 14.20 | 26.30 | . . . . . o | . . .
9.1 Corridor % 0% 0% 0% % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% % % 0% % % % % % % 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% No
0.3 Yes
MRTW Metro 87 6.2 5.9 0.8 i% 0.7 | 39 | 46 | 39 | 510 | 7.30 | 12.5 | 4.40 6.20 | 10.10 10% 12.90 | 25.80 | 5.60 | 490 | 4.20 | 5.60 | 5.70 | 5.60 | 33.7 | 50.3 | 47.9 0.9 3.90 Yes
olvl7.1 | Corridor % 0% | 0% | 0% % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% % % 0% % % % ° % % % % % % % % 0% 0% 0% 0% %
1.4 ° Yes
old
Pavilio | Central
Bletchl 100 100 3.30 | 0.40 0.50 0.80 2.00 3.30 | 10.60
2;1erwo (PiACIDey b | 0% | 0% | 0% | " | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | , y y y y o | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% [ 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | No
. (o] (o] (o] (o] (o] (] (o] (o] (]
od 110389)
Drive 0.7 Yes
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JBA

EA Risk of flooding £ &| Groundwat | @
Previous Flood Zones Flood Zones 2025 Previous RoFSW RoFSW 2025 from surface water Fluvial model climate change runs Reservoir g 8| erFlood = 8
(climate change) Flood T2 Risk E .g
E — - - ° ° Extents Mapping E‘;% %‘é
Site Name o o xa T £ 3 X ® 8|y | ¥ |8 | § S |5 o8|+ |¥e| %2 £5
< 89298 |a |82 3| 2| 7| 9% |3 |8.8383838z8 5 2/25 585263
2 8l &8 |2l n|N8g8s | ¥ | 2| a2 | S| a ||| |38 8|S |s5/¥q%85|S |
N N N N N N N i - © © o = w w a w = Mm £+ S+ 2+ £ + - OO =N & <
[N [N s o [N w w + 3 €S & X = < a < < < < 2T 35 2ol @a| §al §al T o sl 29 9| £ X
wg&d s | 7| S| x| 4 L | X . £ | £ 7| Sy sy gy gy 0| 3 | Zo ®I9BYE |32
Cg8q Mo S 3 r 2SS BT ET e w2l T |s3|3
™ a = M = o o = = = =
Walton
Parcel Hall
3- Strategic 100 100 19.3 | 42.6 | 29.30 | 40.30 | 52.70 42.40 | 63.50
Open Brownfiel % 0% | 0% | 0% % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 10% 0% | o% % % % 30% % % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% 0% | 0% | 0% No
Univers | d Site
ity (PM ID.
111906)
2.9 No
Powis
Lane
(Existing
Powis rcnoenr:?_it 100 | o | oor | 0% | 29 | oo | 0% | 0% | oo | ©-20 | 040 | 990 | 3.30 | 7.60 | 1570 | 520 | 10.80 | 57.90 | o | oo | oo | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | ves
Lane Non_ % () () () % () () (o] (o] % % % % % % % % % (o] (o] (o] (o] (o] (o] () (o] (o] (] (o]
Strategic)
(PM ID.
110467)
0.8 Yes
Shenle
y Wood
- north
of
Foxcov | Metro 1901 50 | 0% | 0% [ 9% 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | %X | 0% | o% | ®3° | 0% | 0% | 0% | o% | 0% | 0% | o% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | No
ert Rd Corridor % % % %
and
Chalkd
ell
Drive 2.8 Yes
Land Off
Singleton
Drive
(Sap1)
Singlet | (Existing
on. Commit 1;() 0% | 0% | 0% 1;() 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% 2;20 4;:0 10% 3;20 4500 7;;30 6;y200 10%40 23%80 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% No
Drive ment —
Non-
Strategic)
(PM ID.
110447)
0.5 Yes
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Site Name

Area (ha)

Previous Flood Zones

Flood Zones 2025

Previous RoFSW

RoFSW 2025

EA Risk of flooding
from surface water
(climate change)

Fluvial model climate change runs

EA
Reservoir
Flood
Extents

Historic
flooding

JBA
Groundwat
er Flood
Risk
Mapping

FZ1

FZ2
FZ3a
FZ3b

Fz1

FZ2
FZ3
FZ3+ FZ2 as a
nravv far CC
Defended: 1%

AFP (1 in 100)

3.3% AEP
1% AEP
0.1% AEP

3.3% AEP (High)
1% AEP (Medium)
0.1% AEP (Low)

3.3% AEP + 35%
1% AEP + 40%
0.1% AEP + 40%

Defended 2% AEP

+19%
Defended 2% AEP

+30%
Undefended 1%

AEP + 19%
Undefended 1%

AEP + 30%
Undefended 0.1%

AEP + 19%
Undefended 0.1%

AEP + 30%

Dry Day
Wet Dry

EA Recorded
Flood Outlines

High risk 0 -
0.025m
0.025 - 0.05m

Moderate risk

Within 100m of detailed river
network?

Within Critical Drainage

Catchment

South
of Bow
Brickhil
|

South of
Bow
Brickhill
Strategic
City
Extensio
n

98.

100

% 0% | 0% | 0%

100
%

0% | 0% | 0%

0%

0.70 | 1.80 | 9.20
% % %

2.70 | 3.70 | 10.80
% % %

4.60 | 10.80 | 32.00
% % %

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0% | 0%

0%

0% | 0%

Yes

Yes

The
Walnut

The
Walnuts
(Existing
Commit
ment —
Non-
Strategic)
(PM ID.
110123)

2.3

100

% 0% | 0% | 0%

100
%

0% | 0% | 0%

0%

2.20

0% 0% %

2.40 | 9.70 | 15.80
% % %

1.00 2.20 7.20
% % %

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0% | 0%

0%

27.9

0,
0% 0%

No

No

Wadhu
rst
Lane

Wadhurs
t Drive
(Existing
Commit
ment —
Non-
Strategic)
(PM ID.
110314)

0.5

100

% 0% | 0% | 0%

100
%

0% | 0% | 0%

0%

0.90 | 2.20 | 4.00
% % %

7.20 | 8.60 | 10.50
% % %

3.50 | 6.00 | 8.90
% % %

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0% | 0%

0%

0% 0%

No

Yes

West
of
Vernier
Cresce
nt

South of
Vernier
Crescent
(Existing
Commit
ment —
Non-
Strategic)
(PM ID.
110455)

0.5

100

% 0% | 0% | 0%

100
%

0% | 0% | 0%

0%

1.20 | 7.40

0,
0% % %

3.90 | 8.90 | 14.00
% % %

4.40 | 9.40 | 23.50
% % %

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0% | 0%

0%

0% 0%

No

Yes
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JBA

EA Risk of flooding EA £ &| Groundwat | @
Previous Flood Zones Flood Zones 2025 Previous RoFSW RoFSW 2025 from surface water Fluvial model climate change runs Reservoir g 8| erFlood :g %
(climate change) Flood T2 Risk o £
= Extents Mapping ..3 = §
i = T = —
H =~ — = —_— o o o o o o o\° o\° « 9 8 E
Site Name i o J X E < g 3 S N S | € < Eoﬁogogo - 3| $e| 22|26
& wd g a o o T 5 S (] S < e e s X - X X X . -~ | &£ ° cu| EQ 5%
§ 3 < < = o = + + N AR 23 222 T2 T & < S5 g 02| 8 o
— ~ & = — ~ n | N9 o9 < = < a s a a + a = S T ©wM Y- gm A o 03| ¥u #wo| S £
N N 9 N N N N S T e o w = w o a o T T @R £+ £+ T+ T+ - oo 2 O =
L L w i L L L 3 29 X x X < P-4 < w < 9 o 9ol @0a| $a|l $a|] (] Q S aoauwn| £ =
hd8d m - z * v ° ® = ® THEY Duw ouw w Suw 4o 2 | £3| K9 sal= S
N Y Do S < 3 3 X 3 ] ] o< g 8« 88« < 9| X oo &
- ml sl 22| %38 |8 |55z ¢2 G2/ = | 23|38
6z S © Gz = =) =) = = =) =)
Winfold
Lane
(Existing
Commit
infol 1 1 . 1. . A
Zvll_r;noe ment — 30 0% 0% 0% 30 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% 0% 0% 0;0 0% 0% ;O 0% O;O 3(y0 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% No
Non- 0 0 0 0 0 ()
Strategic)
(PM ID.
110401)
0.7 Yes
SEMK
Wobur | (SEMK - 95
n-by- Woburn 100 ' 3.3 15| 48 | 04 | 1.80 | 5.10 | 12.3 2.00 3.50 10.20 7.80 11.80 | 25.50 2.00
0% 0% 0% 20 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% N
Bow North: % ? ? ? o | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | % | % | 0% | % % % % % % ? ? ? ? ? ? ? 0 0 % ©
(North) | PM ID. - 0
110516) ’
4 Yes
Wolverto
n Railway
Works
Wolver || o rategic 100 910 0.2 530 | 16.3 | 37.7 | 11.70 | 34.60 | 65.20 | 27.60 | 38.40 | 53.70 46.9
t 0% | 0% | 0% | 80 | 0 | 0% | | 0% | ' ' ‘ ‘ ' ‘ ‘ ' 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 09 oy
on Brownfiel % | 0% | 0% | 0% 0% | 9% ow | % | % | o% | o% | % % % % % % % 0% 1 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% 0% | 0% | 0% . | Yes
Works d'Site %
(PM ID
110169) | 15
7 Yes
Gl Metro 100 100 1.60 | 2.30 | 6.50 | 1.70 2.90 4.50 4,10 6.60 | 12.00 8.80 | 1.70 | 0.2 2.60
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, : : : : : * : : : 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, * * * * Y
L?rn_zM Corridor % 0% 0% 0% % 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% % % % % % % % % % 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% % % 0% % es
— 2.4 Yes
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