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notes
1

Do not scale this drawing. Work from figured dimensions only.

2

No deviation from the details shown on this drawing is allowed
without Campbell Reith Hill's prior permission in writing.

3

All work is to be in accordance with the relevant specifications
issued by Campbell Reith Hill, British Standard Codes or Practice,
Statutory requirements and the Contract Documents.

OS Data provided by Lewes CC:
Reproduced from Ordnance Survey Mapping with the
permission of the Controller of HMSO. Crown Copyright
Reserved. Unauthorized reproduction infringes Crown
Copyright and may lead to prosecution or civil
proceedings. License No. 100019275.2008.
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Dear Jonathan,
�
Newhaven Masterplan - Draft Exception Test
�
Thank you for your email dated 2nd November 2009 and the submission of the draft
Exception Test for sites identified for Newhaven.
�
While your consultation requests that we consider the approach and scope of the
draft Exception Test, it is fundamentally the detail of this assessment that will be of
interest to us in order for us to be satisfied that Part c) of the Exception Test as set
out by PPS25 has been demonstrated. For this reason we have made more
detailed comments on the contents of the Draft Test with a view to assist you on the
information we will be seeking in the final assessment.
�
Sequential Test
While we are aware that the Sequential Test for Lewes District is currently
underway, it has not been completed by Lewes District and therefore the
assumptions that such large numbers of residential dwellings will be allowed in flood
zone 3 is not supported by evidence at this stage.
Flood risk is a major issue in Lewes District as experiences and the Strategic Flood
Risk Assessment identifies. It is not yet justified that nearly all the future
development in Lewes set out in the South East Plan is assumed to be able to be
accommodated in areas of Flood Zone 3 in Newhaven.
Masterplan sites
The report has reviewed the sites individually as far as the Exception Test is
concerned. This is appropriate for Robinson Road, Town Centre South and
Oakdene Phase 3 as these sites are all independent of each other. Development of
one of these areas does not impact on the other sites on the western side of the
Ouse and therefore considering the Exception Test at each site is appropriate.
Robinson Road, Town Centre South and Oakdene Phase 3
The report does not consider the impact of the new development on adjacent
properties. Defending these sites or carrying out land raising may increase the risk
elsewhere and this has not been considered. (This has been the case for all the
sites.)
The report will need to make it clear how dry access is to be achieved with levels
provided.
No indication has been given to surface water drainage and the impact this may

have on adjacent properties. The Draft Exception Test does need to consider not
only the risk to the new development from increased impermeable areas but also to
adjacent areas.
The aim of the Exception Test is to try and improve flood risk if possible and this
element has not been considered.
Other sources of potential flooding have not been considered.
�
Sites to the east of the Ouse
�
We have concerns that each site on the eastern side of the Ouse have been
reviewed individually when the impacts and access would be very much inter
related. For instance dry access from Eastside Port can only be achieved if Railway
Quay is developed.
These sites should be considered together to take account of the cumulative impact
of each development on flood risk. We expect that several options will need to be
considered, for instance including North Quay in one option, removing it in another,
using the full size for Eastside or as an alternative using the smaller site.
The SFRA has clearly shown that safeguarding the whole of the Newhaven flood
zone, which includes the large area to the east of the Temmerman site, results in a
measurable increases in flood water levels both upstream and adjacent to the site.
If all the sites in the masterplan are developed, what impact would this have on
upstream and adjacent water levels. This has not been considered in the report and
is a fundamental omission.
As with the sites on the western side no consideration has been given to surface
water drainage and the impact this may have on adjacent dwellings. This will be of
particular concern to the existing residential and commercial units in the Eastside
development area. If it is decided that land raising is the most appropriate means of
safeguarding the site, this could have a significant impact on the existing properties.

Land raising or defences will impact on flood paths, velocities and water depths and
these will need to be considered.
Access and egress routes are reliant on the main road crossing back over the river.
It will need to be shown that the access point will in fact be above predicted water
levels. Should an access route to the east be considered which would enable higher
ground to be reached which did not require residents or employees to go back over
the river which would be the source of the danger.
Whilst tidal flooding is likely to have the greatest impact, other sources of flooding
should be reviewed and reasons given as to why they can be discounted.
There has been no indication that improvements to flood risk have been considered
and they should use the Exception Test to identify areas where flood risk could be
reduced by positive actions. For instance, safeguarding the eastside masterplan

sites would probably safeguard those existing dwellings and commercial units which
are now at risk. This may be seen as a very significant positive improvement.
It is worth noting that the Timmerman site has not been included in the document
but is a significant area on the eastern side of the Ouse. It probably needs an
explanation why this area has not been included in the masterplan but somehow its
impact does need to be taken into consideration.
You may wish to develop an Exception Test with the Timmerman site developed and
one where it is not.
Summary
�
Sites on the east side of the Ouse need to be considered together, which is what
you would expect for a masterplan process.
No consideration has been given to the impact the developments may have on
neighbouring areas and the SFRA has indicated these could be significant.
Surface water drainage has not been taken in to account.
Other sources of flooding should be considered.
Sites on the western side of the Ouse can be considered individually as they are not
reliant n each other.
Impacts of safeguarding the sites need to be included, together with impacts of
surface ware drainage. No mention has been made of any improvement to flood
risk.
�
�
Please contact me if you would like to discuss any comments raised in this email.
�
Kind regards,
�
Hannah
�
Hannah Mears
Technical Specialist
Planning Liaison - Weald Team
Kent���������������������
Environment Agency
(01903) 703975�

��Do you really need to print this e-mail? If you do, please print it double-sided.
Have a look at the Environment Agency's Guide for Developers for advice on how to add value to a
site, and make developments better for people and the environment.

�
�

Information in this message may be confidential and may be legally privileged. If you have
received this message by mistake, please notify the sender immediately, delete it and do not
copy it to anyone else.
We have checked this email and its attachments for viruses. But you should still check any
attachment before opening it.
We may have to make this message and any reply to it public if asked to under the Freedom of
Information Act, Data Protection Act or for litigation. Email messages and attachments sent
to or from any Environment Agency address may also be accessed by someone other than the
sender or recipient, for business purposes.
If we have sent you information and you wish to use it please read our terms and conditions
which you can get by calling us on 08708 506 506. Find out more about the Environment Agency
at www.environment-agency.gov.uk
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