
James Ransley 
[Personal details redacted]

Our Ref: PJE\2017s6313-X-L002-1 

10 August 2017 

Dear Mr Ransley, 

Review of the Flood Risk and Drainage Aspects of the Kingsnorth Strategic Link 

Road 

Introduction 

Ashford Borough Council (ABC) are currently preparing a new Local Plan to 2030. The 

Main Changes to the plan proposed by ABC are out for public consultation, with the 

headline policy being an increase in the housing numbers required over the plan period 

from 14,680 to 16,120.  ABC are proposing to meet this additional housing requirement 

through a combination of intensification on existing allocations and new allocations.  A 

call for sites exercise identified a number of potential sites in the Kingsnorth area.  Kent 

County Council (KCC), as the Highway Authority, has commissioned Amey to prepare a 

feasibility study into an additional highway link, known as the Kingsnorth Strategic Link 

Road, which would be required to support housing development in this area.   

This feasibility study has been presented as part of the supporting evidence for the ‘Main 

Change’ consultation.  This review considers the existing evidence and proposals related 

to flood risk and drainage of the Strategic Link Road, and provides observations on the 

flood risk context for promoting development within this area.  Areas where it is observed 

there are issues that have not been addressed in the evidence reviewed or where 

additional evidence should be prepared to demonstrate that the principle of development 

is appropriately supported are highlighted in bold italic.  

Documents reviewed 

The Kingsnorth Strategic Link Road feasibility study has been published on the evidence 

base page of the Main Changes consultation.  The feasibility study consists of the follow 

documents: 

4300417-000-02 Rev 0.pdf 

4300417-000-03 Rev 0.pdf 

4300417-000-04 Rev 0.pdf 

4300417-000-05 Rev 0.pdf 

4300417-000-06 Rev 0.pdf 

4300417-000-07 Rev 0.pdf 

4300417-000-08 Rev 0.pdf 

4300417-000-09 Rev 0.pdf 
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4300417-000-10 Rev 0.pdf 

4300417-000-11 Rev 0.pdf 

4300417-000-12 Rev 0.pdf 

4300417-000-13 Rev 0.pdf 

4300417-000-14 Rev 0 - Constraints Plan.pdf 

appendix-b-ea-flood-risk-data.pdf 

appendix-c-ecological-appriasal.pdf 

appendix-d-geotechnical-desk-study-file-reduced.pdf 

appendix-e-ecological-considerations.pdf 

appendix-f-ecological-mitiagation-calendar.pdf 

feasibility-study-main-report.pdf 

 

In addition, the following documents are referenced in this review: 

Ashford Borough Council Strategic Flood Risk Assessment and supporting documents 

Correspondence between the EA and ABC, provide by yourself.   

 

Flood risk to the site 

The feasibility study has obtained the EA’s product 4 information, but does not include a 

full Flood Risk Assessment (FRA).  The site was also not included within the 2017 level 2 

SFRA, although a number of other sites to the north and south were included in the Level 

2 SFRA.  The study acknowledges that the site is largely within the fluvial Flood Zone 3 

for the East Stour River, and has a history of flooding, with four recorded flood event 

outlines from 1973, 1974, 2000 and 2001.  The study does not, however, 

acknowledge that much of the site is within the functional floodplain, Flood Zone 

3b, in both the defended and undefended scenarios.      

Under NPPF, only essential infrastructure, including transport infrastructure and water 

compatible development (as defined in Table 3 of the Planning Practice Guidance – 

paragraph: 067 Reference ID: 7-067-20140306) are normally appropriate in Flood Zone 

3b.  For Essential Infrastructure, the guidance requires that the Exception Test be 

satisfied following successful completion of the Sequential Test.   It would be expected 

that evidence would be presented to demonstrate that the Sequential and Exception 

Tests had been satisfied (it is possible that this evidence exists, say in the Sustainability 

Appraisal, but has not been referred to in our review).  The feasibility study prepared by 

Amey for KCC acknowledges the requirement to provide evidence that  the  Exception 

Test has been satisfied, but does not acknowledge the need to perform a Sequential 

Test.  On the basis of the information referred to in preparing this review no evidence 

has been found in the feasibility study, that a Sequential Test for the Strategic Link 

Road has been prepared and satisfied.  The Sequential Test should be performed 

to demonstrate that the additional transport capacity cannot be delivered using 

reasonably available alternative routes or modes of transport which could be 

constructed on sites at a lower risk of flooding.   
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The proposed link road would be a strategic infrastructure development, based on an 

assessed need to provide additional road transport infrastructure to serve new and 

intensified housing allocations within Kingsnorth.  It would not be within the aims of the 

sequential approach to flood risk to promote a road scheme prior to demonstrating that 

the housing allocations which would create the demand for that road scheme have also 

passed the sequential test.  Accordingly, it is reasonable for ABC to demonstrate that 

the proposed housing allocations which would be served by the Kingsnorth 

Strategic Link Road satisfy the Sequential Test, prior to promoting the road itself 

as policy.  If there is no evidence to demonstrate that the proposed housing 

allocation at Kingsnorth satisfies the Sequential Test then this casts doubt over the 

premise that the Strategic Link road is Strategic Infrastructure.  The requirement to 

prepare evidence that the Sequential Test is satisfied has been highlighted in 

correspondence from the Environment Agency (EA) to ABC dated 4th January 2016.   The 

NPPF practice guidance includes specific requirements for the development of essential 

infrastructure within the functional floodplain: 

“In Flood Zone 3b (functional floodplain) essential infrastructure that has to be there and 

has passed the Exception Test, and water-compatible uses, should be designed and 

constructed to: 

• remain operational and safe for users in times of flood; 

• result in no net loss of floodplain storage; 

• not impede water flows and not increase flood risk elsewhere.” 

These principles are acknowledged in the feasibility study design parameters.   

 

The scope of the KCC feasibility study does not include other sources of flood risk and in 

particular surface water flooding.  The EA’s Risk of Flooding from Surface Water indicates 

that the majority of the site is at risk of surface water flooding, both flowing along the 

floodplain of the East Stour, but also with two separate surface water flow pathways 

entering the site from the south east, emanating from fields south of Kingsnorth Village 

(see figure 1 below). 

Figure 1: Extract from EA Flood Map for Surface Water 
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The Strategic Link Road potentially introduces features that will affect the flow of 

surface water and accordingly it is appropriate that consideration be given to the 

potential effects of the proposals on existing land and property.  The conventional 

approach to addressing flood risk safety concerns during the preparation of the 

Exception Test is to prepare a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) considering all 

sources of flood risk, demonstrating that the road will remain safe and that it will 

not increase flood risk elsewhere. We are bound to observe that in view of the 

nature of the proposal it would be appropriate to prepare an FRA that addressed all 

flood risks.  

Floodplain compensation 

The feasibility study states that the three route options identified would all require 

elevation above the floodplain on embankments of 1-2m height, and acknowledges that a 

detailed flood risk assessment will be required to demonstrate that the proposal will not 

adversely impact upon the floodplain.  Given that the floodplain also received inflows 

from the two surface water flow pathways from the south east, these will need to 

be considered in the design of the embankment, flow pathways beneath it and 

compensation storage. 

Land to provide floodplain storage has not yet been identified.  The compensation 

storage should not be located within the surface water flow pathways (where these 

are outside of the flood zones), and, if located within any of the possible housing 

allocations, will need to demonstrate that the loss of space within that housing site 

does not then adversely impact the viability of that site.   

Surface water drainage 

The feasibility study considers that surface water from the site is likely to require 

attenuation storage, outfalling to the East Stour.  It should be noted that above-ground 

attenuation storage must not be located within Flood Zone 3a or 3b, unless the space 

that it occupies is also compensated, at similar levels nearby.  The feasibility study finds 

that providing off-site attenuation is not likely to be feasible due to the flat gradients and 

local low spots.  This casts doubt on the feasibility of the proposals and to address 

concerns that the land take required to secure the necessary surface water attenuation 

will require further provision to be made for flood plain storage compensation  evidence 

should be submitted to demonstrate that the surface water mitigation proposals 

can be implemented whilst satisfying requirements for flood plain storage 

compensation.  

Conclusions 

We are bound to observe that, in order to apply the sequential approach to development 

and flood risk, the following evidence should be made available (in order of priority): 

• The potential housing allocations which would create the need for this road

should be shown to satisfy the Sequential Test, i.e. that there are no reasonable

alternatives so development can be located in areas of lower flood risk.

• Where necessary, it should be demonstrated that housing allocations in Zone 3a

satisfy the Exception Test.

• Once the need for housing to be located in this area is supported by appropriate

evidence, it should be demonstrated that the Strategic Link Road satisfies the

Sequential Test, to demonstrate that there are no reasonable alternatives to

provide for transport capacity by other modes or routes at a lower risk of flooding.
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• If the Strategic Link road is shown to satisfy the Sequential Test, it should be

demonstrated that the proposed highway satisfies the Exception Test, including

specific provisions for development within the functional floodplain.  This would

normally require the preparation of a detailed FRA incorporating fluvial and

surface water modelling.

• Finally, The FRA should include consideration of the requirement that

compensation storage volumes to be applied off site do not adversely impact the

viability of the proposed housing.

Yours sincerely, 

Paul Eccleston 

Technical Director 

paul.eccleston@jbaconsulting.com 


