PAUL   ANDREWS

2 The Beeches, Great Habton

York YO17 6RS

[image: image1.wmf]
Telephone 01653-669023

Email:paul.p.andrews@btinternet.com

10th September 2008

Dear sir,

Derwent Catchment Flood Management Plan – Draft Main Stage Summary Document
You have requested my comments on the above, and I repeat the comments forwarded to you in my email of 27th June.

As I mentioned in that email, the consultation period was far too short. There is a local association of parishes which I wanted to consult before replying, and this met on 4th and 8th September.

The following are the views I have reached after listening to comments made at these meetings:

1. I am astonished that neither the IDB’s of the Vale of Pickering Area nor Chris Bowles, their consultant were sent copies of this document, bearing in mind the IDB study which they have been conducting in consultation with your local office.

2. It is difficult to comment on a document comprising 348 pages, when only the first 48 pages are made public, and the remaining 300 were “currently being approved” on 27th June 2008, and your office has failed to provide me, as promised, with the “briefing note................which would draw out all the issues relating to the Vale of Pickering......” referred to in your email of that date.
3. I do not understand how your office can come to the conclusions set out in the Document without taking into account the IDB study. One of the purposes of the IDB study, as I understand, was to ensure the continued drainage of the Vale of Pickering Area, whereas the CFMP advocates the dismantling of flood defences in this area.

4. Some of the factual information in the plan is incorrect. For example, it is stated on Page 4 that: “More than 100,000 people live within the CFMP area. The majority of these are found in the urban area of Scarborough.” This is not correct. The population of the urban area of Scarborough is about 50,000. There is about a further 50,000 people who live in the rest of the Scarborough district, and the population of Ryedale is about 50,000. On top of this you need to add the population of that part of the Catchment that falls within East Yorkshire or Selby.

5. Scarborough is not in fact in the River Derwent Catchment, because the Derwent flows off the moors and Southwards towards York. The only matter that directly affects Scarborough is the Sea Cut, which until very recently, has suffered severe neglect in regard to  maintenance over the past twenty years. Provided the Sea Cut is maintained, the River Derwent has very little impact on the urban area of Scarborough town in the context of the CFMP.
6. With reference to the first para (“Past flood events remind us of the hardship and devastation that flooding can cause, especially in the populated areas where floods impact on homes and livelihoods”), I would simply point out that the “populated areas” also need to be fed, and that it is foolish to believe that good food producing land can be sacrificed, without that too having an adverse impact on the homes and livelihoods of the people who live in the populated areas.

7. I disagree with the first principles of a document which advocates the abandoning of defences in preparation for worse floods to come. One would have thought that the best way to prevent future natural disasters is to prepare for them now by STRENGTHENING  and improving our existing defences.
8. The key to the document, I believe, is in Policy Unit 2, where it is assumed that Malton’s flood defences will eventually be overtopped. It would be interesting to see how the CFMP envisages this will happen, but of course detailed information of this kind will only be available (if at all) from the 300 pages of the document which have not yet been made available.

9. It is difficult to see how climate change could make it more likely that Malton’s flood defences will be overtopped. Malton’s defences at present are designed to deal with all major floods in the foreseeable future. If there are more flooding events than before, as a result of climate change, this will not adversely affect the capacity of Malton’s defences to accommodate each flood event as and when it occurs, without being overtopped. 
10. The most likely cause of possible future overtopping of Malton’s defences will arise if there is a reduction in the capacity of the flood defences and river channel. This will inevitably happen if the Agency continues to allow the River Derwent to silt up. The less often the river is dredged, the less the capacity of the river channel, and the more likely the defences are to be overtopped in a major flood.

11. The Agency seems to have a dogmatic aversion to river dredging or maintenance. The result is that, rather than manage the River Derwent, as used to happen before 1985, the Agency will simply sacrifice the rest of the countryside instead. That would seem to be why, for example, the CFMP wishes to investigate the embankments upstream of Malton “for either further maintenance or potential redundancy and removal” (Page 17).
12. Generally speaking I would reiterate my opposition to the blocking up of drains (except some moorland gripping), the creation of new river meanders and the abandonment of flood defences.

Yours faithfully

Councillor Paul Andrews (Ryedale – Malton Ward)

T. Wilson esq.

Yorkshire and North East Regional Director
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21 Park Square South
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