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1

Background

1.1

The Borough Council’s position in relation to supporting the representations by
Veremead Ltd. (258.02 and 258.03) in Position Statement No DLA03 was based
on information current at the time Position Statement No DLA03 was finalised. In
particular, it was based on preliminary verbal information from Environment
Agency officers and from planning and engineering flood consultants representing
Veremead Ltd. to the effect that the flooding objections to development on the site
could be overcome and that it could therefore be considered suitable for
development for employment purposes.

1.2

The Environment Agency has, in writing, now advised the Borough Council of a
change in circumstances such that the site is now not considered suitable for
development for employment purposes. (Copy of letter dated 17 August 2007 from
the Environment Agency attached at Annex A.) This requires a change to the
Borough Council’s position in relation to the representations by Veremead Ltd.

1.3

This Supplementary Position Statement sets out these changed circumstances.

2

Changed Circumstances

2.1

The preliminary verbal information from the Environment Agency indicated that the
Environment Agency was, subject to certain conditions, inclined to support the
development of the site for employment purposes due to negotiations between the
Environment Agency and Halcrow, Veremead’s engineering flood consultants.

2.2

However, the Environment Agency has reviewed its position in relation to the flood
risk relating to the site. Notwithstanding the possibility of engineering solutions
which could overcome the flood risks on the site, the Environment Agency is now
not inclined to support the development of the site for Employment Purposes.

2.3

The main reasons given by the Environment Agency for the changed
circumstances are as follows:
•

Modelling of the River Medway at the site indicates that it is subject to a 1 in
20 year flood event;

•

The site falls within Flood Zone 3b and is therefore highly vulnerable to
flooding;

•

The site is classified as a functional flood plain, which permits only
appropriate water-compatible development.

•

The recent floods in Yorkshire and the West Midlands have shown the flood
risk to commercial premises. In addition, the flood risk to employees is
extremely hazardous, even if the buildings themselves are shown to be
safe.

The considered opinion of the Environment Agency is therefore that the site should
not be included in the Development Land Allocations DPD as an employment site,
as it must be considered to be functional floodplain and therefore is not suitable for
commercial development.
3

Borough Council’s Response

3.1

The only reason for the Borough Council not supporting the allocation of the site
for employment purposes is flooding. IT is otherwise suitable in land use terms for
employment development as reflected in the Tonbridge and Malling Borough Local
Plan.

3.2

The Environment Agency will present evidence in support of its position not to
support the allocation of the site for Employment Purposes at the Public
Examination and this will be included in the Council’s Rebuttal Statement to be
prepared in response to any further submission made by Veremead.

3.3

The Borough Council’s position at the Preferred Options and at the Submission
Stage not to allocate the site for employment purposes was informed by advice at
that time from the Environment Agency. For the reasons given by the Environment
Agency above, the Borough Council must, once again, accept the advice of the
Environment Agency and revert to its original position which was that the site
should not be allocated for employment purposes. The Borough Council’s position
in regard to the allocation of the site for employment purposes therefore remains
the same as at the Preferred Options and Submission stage, that is not to support
the allocation of the site for employment purposes.

3.4

The Borough Council cannot therefore now recommend, as it did in Position
Statement DLA03 that Policy E1(i) be amended to include the site as being
safeguarded for employment purposes under Policy E1(i). Furthermore, the extent
of Policy E3(o) should not be amended to include the site.
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