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Executive Summary

This reports supports a presentation by the Council’s Water Asset Management Working
Group (WAMWG) on recent work undertaken to improve the management of flood risk both
nationally and locally and the implications of this for the Inner South Area.
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Purpose Of This Report

This reports supports a presentation by the Council’s Water Asset Management
Working Group (WAMWG) on recent work undertaken to improve the management of
flood risk both nationally and locally and the implications of this for the Inner South
Area.

Background Information

In August 2004 and May 2005 parts of Leeds experienced significant flooding due to
intense rainfall and the inability of the drainage infrastructure to cope with the volumes
of water. The incidents highlighted areas for improvement in terms of the resources
available to maintain our assets and respond to floods. In response to these events,
the Council set-up WAMWG to develop recommendations for improving our
management of flood risk. The group developed an Action Plan which was approved
in July 2005 along with an additional £1.1m of revenue funding to implement the
recommendations. Although this work is on-going, officers have made consistently
good progress in making the city more resilient to flood risk.

Main Issues

Our experience of recent events suggests that improvements in our capabilities,
particularly the maintenance of drainage assets, is already making a positive impact
on the severity of flooding in at-risk areas. However, a good deal of work remains to
be done and the improvements will not eliminate the risk of flooding during severe
weather events. In June 2007, three severe rainfall events in quick succession led to
the flooding of 250 - 300 domestic properties city-wide with many residential areas
badly affected by flooding from watercourses (e.g. Farnley Wood Beck) as well as
surface water run-off as the ground and drainage infrastructure were unable to absorb
extreme volumes of water. Further significant, but less severe, flooding occurred
again in Leeds on 21 January 2008.

Following the flooding in 2007, the Government commissioned the independent Pitt
Review to investigate what happened and what could be done to address flood risk
better. The Review's final report, ‘Learning Lessons from the 2007 Floods’, was
issued in June 2008 and contains 92 final recommendations which aim to transform
the management of flood risk at both the national and local levels. Council officers
played a significant role in shaping the Review’s final outcomes as can be seen from
the report’s multiple citations (see Appendix 1). Although the Government will not
provide its formal response to the Review until late November, it is clear that it is likely
to accept most of the recommendations. Around 29 of the recommendations relate
directly to responsibilities or functions of local authorities, but the key item is
recommendation 14 which states that: “local authorities should lead on the
management of local flood risk with the support of the relevant organisations”. The
way in which the Pitt Review foresees this working is set out in Appendix 2 below.

It is essential that we improve our policies and strategies for managing flood risk at the
national, regional and district levels. For this reason, members of WAMWG have
sought to provide regular updates on our progress to elected members through
updates to Executive Board and annual reports distributed by e-mail to all members.
Similarly, we have provided regular updates to senior officers through updates to CLT
and the Director of City Development.
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Whilst this is important, the real impact of actual flooding is felt primarily at the local
level, by the communities and households affected. With this presentation we would
therefore now like to take the opportunity to provide members of Area Committees
with a more detailed understanding of what is being to address flood risk a city-wide
basis and also in relation to specific flood risks lying within their area. This
presentation will provide members with the opportunity to consider what role the Area
Committee and Area Management could or should be playing within this agenda to
help us inform our programme of work.

Implications For Council Policy and Governance

This work is in fulfillment of the Council policy on ‘Maintaining Water Resources and
Responding to Flood Incidents’ which we intend to review in light of the Government’s
response to the Pitt Review.

Legal and Resource Implications

There are no legal or resource implications arising from this update.
Conclusions

Following major flooding in 2004/5, WAMWG implemented a range of actions to
enhance local flood risk management. The Pitt Review has made recommendations
for more robust flood risk management at all levels with a central role envisaged for
councils. WAMWG now seeks to engage Area Committees better on this agenda.

Recommendations

Inner South Area Committee is requested to note the contents of the presentation and
offer feedback on its potential role in supporting and progressing improvements in the
management of flood risk.

Background papers

None
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and Leeds City Council is in favour of weather
radar being used to help emargency espondars
I ] * ensure that resourcas are targeted at the most
Leeds leads vulnerable areas during an emergency. Thay

“In principle, the concept of a local authority S8 it anacl SRV Che M0, ROV |V Acke 2a

: ; te the Met Office’s rainfall radar data, using a
leading or co-ordinating a statutory-based system called ‘Enviromet’, to officers in land

partnership of stakeholders, each with a drainage, emergency planning and highway
role in ensuring that there is an effective, maintenance. This enables them to identify
proportionate and funded strategy towards which areas are being worst affected (and
the management of flood risk at the ‘local which are most likely to flood) and therefore
level’, is something we would welcome target resources accordingly.

and mirrors the situation we are working
fowards in Leeds.” — Leeds City Council

Learning keszons from the 2007 flocds

Leeds City Council

Laads axparkncad sarous fooding in 2005,
with Fces minar fooding ooeuming during the
summar of 2007 . Lasds Sy Councl putin
Placa a Wabar Assat Manage me nt Working
Group with an action plan and budget of
appraeimaks iy £1 milllan par annum. The
majorky of this budget has Bean spant on
cartralking the maink nance of Leads Clly
Councl's wabarcourses through a procass
of Identifying and mcording thelr kecation
and condtian and thamby devaloping a
mankenancs pgime accordngly.

Learning kessons from the 2007 floods

This procass has incuded:

& Inspaction of cuva its UEing CCTV and
racording the i location and condition;

» Improving GIS racords of assets and
lzcating guilies using GPS;

# TEK assassmant of hagardols odas of
watar (2.9, Wakbrco Laka);

racruiting addtionsl land drairags stalf;

parkorming a fortnightty pra-s mplive
caarance of dranags holspots; are

* A 50 par cant Increase In s Nest of guily-
sLCking w2 hicks.

Surface water flooding: evidence from
Leeds City Counclil about effects of law
on water companles

The Water Industry Act, 19971 (5.84) says:

“it shall be the duty of every sewerage
undertaker [lLe. water company] ... to provide,
fmprove and extand such a system of public.
sewers (Whether inside Its area or elsewhere)
and s¢ o cleanse and malntain those sewers
as o ensure that that area is and continues
to be effectually drained” ... and yet the

water companies refuse o see (t as their
responsibiiity when houses are knee-deep in
water that has run off fields and highways.

+

The reason the waler companies give (s that
the jegislation only empowers them to provide
sawers and sewers are defined elsewhers
as dralns serving pramises’ {not open

fand). In many parts of Leeds, in common
with other urban areas, there are no natural
watercourses. Consequently, if the overfand
flows cannot soak away (due to ciay-rich soil)
or go into the sewers, there is no salubion
that any body or authorty has a duty fo
Implemeant. Section 94, which was ongitally
a duty on local authorifies in the Public
Health Act 1936, has thus been rendered

meaningless.
B2



Appendix 2

Overview of Proposed New Approach to Flood Risk Management

Environment Agency
Strategic Overview

+ National strategic overview role for all flood and coastal erosion risk management

» Development of the framework and tools to understand all sources of risk including modelling,
mapping and warning systems

» Provides femplates and guidance on methodology for all operators to produce flood risk
assessments and plans, and also provides a quality assurance role for these plans

» Natlonal investment and prioritisation in flood risk management measures and permissive powers to
instigate work on non-EA assets and channels

» Statutory consultee on planning applications

Upper Tier Local Authorities
Local Leadership
» Leadership and accountability role for tackling local flood risk
» Improved drainage and flood risk management engineering expertise
+ Responsible for co-ordinating the production of Surface Water Management Plans and accompanying
asset registers and action plans.

» Dralnage from roads not covered by Highways Agency
+ Investment in local flood risk management measures
» Powers to carry out works and delegate appropriately (L.e. to lower tler local authorities or IDBs)

______-| Duty to co-operate and share information —

= Category 1 responder

-— — e S — T
Lower tier local EA Regional Offices Water companies Internal Drainage Other organisations Other asset owners
authorities Boards

= Local planning « Responaibility for flood - Drainage and g + Maint of own « British Waterways «+ Riparian owners
autharity {where two risk management assel data and models ardinary wab 485 jpongible for some respansible for
tiers exist) relating te main rivers + Drainage engineer (subject to delegation) navigable maintenance of own
Maintenance of own and the sea and expertias + Facilitating drainage walercourses walercourses
ardinary walercourass coastal erosion « Appropriate investment from new « Highw ays Agency « Property owners
and drainage assels » Produce Catchment in hard and soft developments and responsible for respansible for cwn
(subject to delegation) Fleod Manag ement approaches to advising on planning maotorway and trunk curtilage drainage
Produce Strategic Plans drainage. applications road drainage. + Third party awners of
Flood Risk + G yir d « Category 21 d + Use of local levy to defences responsible
Agsesaments (could be y fund local drainage for of those defences.
produced by upper tier) management activities



