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Introduction

1. Section 110 of the Localism Act (2011) established a duty to cooperate in relation to
Local Plans and sustainable development, or use of the land. The duty to cooperate
requires cooperation during the preparation of development plan documents and other
local development documents between relevant bodies including, among others,
Historic England.

2. Paragraph 27 of the NPPF 2021 sets out the requirement to produce one or more
Statement(s) of Common Ground to form part of the evidence required to demonstrate
compliance with the duty to cooperate. Such a document should be a written record
of the collaboration and progress made between authorities, detailing where
agreement has been reached and where there are outstanding issues.

Statement of Common Ground

3. This Statement addresses areas of common ground identified between the Borough
Council of King's Lynn and West Norfolk (BCKLWN) and the Environment Agency (EA)
with regard to the allocation of Gypsy and Traveller sites within the Borough.

4. The EA and BCKLWN recognise that there is a clearly evidenced need for additional
Gypsy and Traveller sites to be allocated within the Local Plan (as evidenced in
'BCKLWN Local Plan Examination Gypsy and Traveller Site Assessments August
2023). This statement considers the need to address this clear deficit in
accommodation need for Gypsy and Traveller provision and does not provide a
precedent for other development in areas of flood risk more generally. It will not be
applied for other residential caravan applications such as holiday lets and temporary
worker accommodation. It will also not apply to windfall applications to provide pitches
beyond the number required.

5. It is recognised that under the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and
Planning Practice guidance (PPG) and most such sites would be classed as 'Highly
Vulnerable' and therefore not appropriate for allocation in Flood Zones 2 or 3.

6. Flood Zones 2 and 3 are widespread within the Borough, severely limiting the
availability of land outside of Flood Zones that could reasonably be allocated for
'Highly Vulnerable' use.

7. ltis also recognised that a number of the potential allocations are existing sites (both
formally recognised and informally 'tolerated') within Flood Zones.

8. It follows that there are wider benefits for new allocations/ expansion of existing Gypsy
and Traveller sites to be in locations near existing communities and where there are
already supporting local services in place. These benefits must be weighed against
the risk from flooding, and it is accepted that there may be circumstances where these
benefits outweigh risk to sites. In those circumstances, expansion of existing sites may
be preferable to the development of new sites where flood risk may be lower.

9. BCKLWN have completed an assessment of the need within the Borough, and an
assessment of the sites available to address this need.
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The Council has taken a pragmatic approach to the process of allocating Gypsy and
Traveller sites in response to the high level of need identified within the GTAA. Firstly,
the Council compiled a list of all existing (authorised and unauthorised) sites across
the Borough. These sites reflect those that were assessed as part of the GTAA
process.

Secondly, it prioritised those sites/ locations where a specific accommodation need
has been identified through the GTAA. This was undertaken to identify whether the
need could be solely met on those identified sites, rather than on sites where a need
had not been identified. Thirdly, all other remaining Gypsy and Traveller sites, along
with some suitable Housing Employment Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) sites
and any sites promoted via planning applications, were assessed as ‘reasonable
alternatives’ for accommodating the need for Gypsy and Travellers.

The HELAA sites were included especially for locational purposes and acted as a
contingency in case other existing Gypsy and Traveller sites were considered ‘not
suitable’ for development within the priority locations.

All sites were subject to a site assessment and relevant site-specific information has
been included for each site where available. This was then used to help inform the
Sustainability Appraisal for the Gypsy and Traveller process. The assessment of the
sites followed the agreed methodology - for assessing sites — as identified within the
Council HELAA and the Sustainability Appraisal. This focused on identifying whether
a site is suitable for development. Due to the nature of this particular land use, more
focused discussion was required with the Environment Agency and other agencies
and departments due to their more remote and isolated locations.

The EA and BCKLWN therefore agree that pragmatic balance must be struck between
addressing the need in the areas where it exists and managing the flood risk to these
sites.

The EA recognise that Flood Zones 2 and 3 are defined using undefended modelling
outputs and do not consider important factors such as the depth, velocity, and hazard
of flooding, nor the existence of defences, condition of defences, and the funding of
defences into the future which could substantially influence the 'true’ risk to sites.

The EA therefore agree that, in principle, if it can be demonstrated that the residual
risk to proposed sites is low and can be safely managed (in line with the criteria
detailed in Section 2 below which have been discussed and agreed with the
Environment Agency), then it may be appropriate to allocate 'Highly Vulnerable' Gypsy
and Traveller sites in locations otherwise identified as Flood Zones 2 and 3, and they
will not object to allocations made on this basis.



Agreed Methodology between the EA and the Borough Council for
Sequentially Assessing Sites

17.

18.

The NPPF lays out the requirement for sites to be allocated sequentially in order of
flood risk, allocating those sites at lowest risk first before allocating sites at higher risk,
considering all sources of flooding. The process below for allocating within Flood
Zones will only be followed where it is clearly evidenced that as much of the need as
possible has been allocated outside of areas of risk and there are no options to fulfil
the need but to allocate within the Flood Zones.

The following methodology has been agreed with the Environment Agency and has
been used to sequentially assess potential Gypsy and Traveller site allocations. Sites
have been screened using the latest Environment Agency Modelling (defended,
undefended and breach outputs), and the Environment Agency's Risk of Flooding from
Surface Water dataset. Groundwater flood risk should be considered as part of site-
specific assessments but there is no equivalent national mapping or datasets available
to directly compare with fluvial/tidal/pluvial risk for allocation purposes. Rather, once
sites have been assessed for other sources, a groundwater assessment should be
undertaken for preferred sites. The Environment Agency will advise whether any
proposed sites are at risk from Reservoir emergency drawdown procedures; any sites
identified at risk should not be allocated. Preference is given in order from Category
'A' (most preferable) to Category H. Sites within Category H (for any criteria) are
considered least preferable and are likely to need significant
mitigations/considerations to be bought forwards safely. Proposed categories are
outlined in the Table 1.



Table 1: Criteria for Screening and Sequentially Assessing Gypsy and Traveller Sites

Fluvial/Tidal
Risk

Surface Water Risk

Residual Risk

Flood Warning and

Evacuation

A |[]| Outside Very low risk None Not required
FZ2&3 (<5% site at risk
in the 0.1% AEP
+ CC event)
B Some risk (<20%
site at risk in the
0.1% AEP + CC
event), likely to be
manageable
through site
layout and SUDS
C Inside Very low risk Maximum Should
FZ2, but (<5% site at risk hazard on site demonstrate that
modelling in the 0.1% AEP and along the site can be
indicates + CC event) access routes safely evacuated
D notatrisk | gome risk (<20% in undefended in the event of a
in the site at risk in the event or Tidal breach or
defended 0.1% AEP + CC Hazard overtopping of
0.1% AEP event), likely to be Mapping does defences during
event, manageable not exceed the 0.1% AEP
where . through site 'dangfar for event or 1%_AEP
funding is layout and SUDS some eyent including
secured climate change,
for whichever is
defences greater. Particular
into the caution should be
future taken where a site
is within 250-
500m of a
defence.
E Outside Significant risk None May be necessary
FZ2&3 (>20%, <50% site depending on
at risk in the 0.1% nature and
AEP + CC event), location of risk.
likely to require
significant
interventions to
manage surface
water on site




Fluvial/Tidal

Risk

Surface Water Risk

Residual Risk

Inside Very low risk Maximum
FZ3, but (<5% site at risk hazard on site
modelling in the 0.1% AEP and along
indicates + CC event) access routes
notatrisk | gome risk (<20% in undefended
in the site at risk in the event or Tidal
defended 0.1% AEP + CC Hazard

0.1% AEP event), likely to be Mapping does
event, manageable not exceed
wher_e . through site 'danger for
fundingis | |gyout and SUDS | SOMe’
secured

for

defences

into the

future

Within >50% of the site Hazard on the
FZ2 or 3 shown to be at site in breach
where risk in the 0.1% or undefended
defended AEP + CC outputs is
model surface water classified as
outputs event 'danger for
suggest most' or

the site is higher', or site
at risk in is within 250m
the 0.1% of a defence.
AEP

event or

0.5% AEP

+ CC

scenario,

whichever

is greater,

or where

defended,

but

funding

for

defences

is not

identified

as being

secure

into the

future

Flood Warning and
Evacuation

Should
demonstrate that
the site can be
safely evacuated
in the event of a
breach or
overtopping of
defences during
the 0.1% AEP
event or 1% AEP
event including
climate change,
whichever is
greater. Particular
caution should be
taken where a site
is within 250-
500m of a
defence.
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Adam Ireland, Sustainable Places Team Leader
Environment Agency, East Anglia Area

Date 27/09/24
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Stuart Ashworth, Assistant Director, Borough Council of Kings Lynn and West Norfolk
(Environment and Planning)

Date 26/09/24
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