24.07.09

PERSHORE TOWN COUNCIL 

TOWN COUNCIL MEETING

24th July 2009

Minutes of the meeting of Pershore Town Council, held at the Town Hall, 34 High Street, Pershore, Commencing at 2.00pm.
Present:-
Cllr C Parsons M.B.E. (Mayor)



Cllr J Daniels



Cllr D Hughes



Cllr G.B.M. Hughes M.B.E.



Cllr P Merry


Cllr K Rowe


Cllr M Rowe



Cllr D Shaw



Cllr V Wood
Environment Agency:-
Miss H Rees





Mr M Young





Mr R Miller
Items raised by members of the public

Members of the public and the Council questioned representatives from the Environment Agency regarding the proposed flood defences for the town.
749.  Apologies

Apologies were accepted from Cllrs Amphlett and Palfrey who were working, Cllr Smith who had a prior engagement and Cllr Tucker who was attending another flooding meeting.

750.  Flood Defences

It was proposed by Cllr Wood, seconded by Cllr Merry and RESOLVED that the Council respond to the planning consultation regarding the flood defences to the effect then:-
The Council has no objection to the scheme in principle but request that Wychavon District Council ensure that the objectives of the scheme are met and that flooding in the protected area is not exacerbated nor its frequency increased.
The Council would also appreciate the following questions being asked with regard to the scheme:-

· Regarding the two proposed pumping stations, i.e., one at Nogains and the other at Defford Rd Severn Trent (ST) Pumping Station, what drainage systems are they connected to and where do they discharge to?

· What is the pluvial flood water/bund seepage collection and drainage system for the 
areas between Nogains and Defford Rd and the bund, which are not served by
Highways or existing surface water drainage?

· Have surveys been completed to positively establish what drainage features exist under the line of the bund, and what measures have been taken to deal with them?

· If the Environment Agency (EA) Pumping Station at the ST compound is discharging through an existing flap valve at that site (as per Environmental Report p7), what happens when a rising river level closes that valve?

· Is there a pluvial flood risk assessment submitted with the proposal? If not submitted, what are the conclusions of the EA’s pluvial flood risk regarding the design of pumping system? An independent hydrology report states that the proposed pumping capacity is inadequate for a 1 in 100 year event.

· Is the EA satisfied that ST’s and their own pumping arrangements, which will be bunded by the proposal and in the same containment as 61 dwellings, are capable of ensuring no flooding of surface water or sewage within that area for both fluvial and pluvial flooding up to 1 in 100 year events?

· What arrangements have been made to deal the incoming flow of surface water and sewage into the proposed bunded area, during an electrical storm or other event which causes a power failure?
The Council would also comment upon the plans submitted for the Conservation Area as follows:-

· The driveway gradient to no.82 Bridge St is shown on various drawings as 1 in 10 and 1 in 12. A slope no greater than 1 in 12 would be acceptable, with consideration to the slope being situated further back away from the road for safety reasons and to reduce the visual impact of the bund on entry to the town.

· Likewise the gradient of the footway from Bridge St to Nogains is shown as 1 in 10 and 1 in 13 on various drawings.  A 1 in 10 gradient would not be acceptable at this location due to the safety risk and inconvenience to pedestrians. Due to the “blind “ nature of this footway junction as it emerges between buildings, members would prefer to see the slope situated further away from Bridge St and a pedestrian barrier or gate installed.

· There is no plan view available for the additional steps proposed for the Toll House doorway. Consideration should be given to ensuring that the footway, which is very narrow at this point, is not further obstructed by two additional projecting steps.

· The Council would expect that further drawings for the wall between nos 82 and 80, showing landscaping proposals to mitigate the significant removal of hedgerow and trees, and modifications to the Toll House, are prepared in full consultation with the LPA’s Conservation and Planning Officers.
EXCLUSION OF PUBLIC AND PRESS

Owing to the confidential nature of agenda items 3(legal issues) it was proposed by Cllr Amphlett seconded by Cllr Daniels and RESOLVED “that in accordance with the provisions of the Public Bodies (Admission to Meetings) Act, 1960, as amended by the Local Government Act 1972, the public and press be excluded from the remainder of the meeting owing to the confidential nature of the business to be transacted” 

751.  Legal Issues

The Clerk updated members on progress with the Town Hall and advised that the 
Particulars of Claim were likely to be served that day.
Flood Defences

Cllr Merry opened the discussion and emphasised that the Town Council were supportive of the objectives of the scheme and want it to work. Members felt it was vital to get the scheme right and the infrastructure was critical.

He asked what drainage systems the two pumping stations were connected to and where they would discharge to. The drawings were unclear and there was therefore doubt about the drainage and the possibility of more frequent flooding from surface water than at present.

Hannah Rees advised that the drainage details had been obtained from Worcestershire County Council (WCC) and a CCTV survey had also been undertaken. The EA were aware of all drainage in the area, its size and condition.

The EA pumps were separate from the Severn Trent (ST) ones and would be linked into the WCC drains. The WCC system was to be improved. The Nogains pump would run into a pipe that ran out by the serpentine wall and upstream of the bridge.

There was discussion about the pump needing to pump against a head of water and the EA assured the meeting that this had been engineered appropriately. In addition at the Defford Road pump water would be pumped into a culverted ditch. This ditch would terminate in a flap valve whichwas not shown on the drawings.

Cllr Merry then asked what the pluvial flood water/bund seepage collection and drainage system was for the areas between Nogains and Defford Road and the bund which were not served by Highways or existing surface water drainage. Miss Rees answered that the only section affected would be the back gardens of the Nogains houses and the volume of water collected would only be that which actually fell on that section. The remainder of the surface water would be collected through the normal drainage.

Cllr Merry then asked whether surveys had been completed to establish what drainage features existed under the line of the bund and what measures had been taken to deal with them. Miss Rees answered that they had initially based the study on WCC Highways and CCTV investigations and had compiled a comprehensive map of all the drainage in the area including Nogains and Defford Road. They had found that the one in the Defford Road field had collapsed but intended to install flap valves on both anyway. Martin Young advised that more may be found when the bund is actually built but it will depend upon how deep the excavations need to be. On the allotment site the surveys have only identified pipes that have been sealed off.

Cllr Merry then asked what would happen when a rising river level closed the flap valve. He felt this could mean that natural drainage could be lost and the dewatering of the area would be dependent on the adequacy of the pumps discharging via an unspecified route or being inhibited by fluvial flooding back pressure. The capacity of any existing pipe would need to be adequate for both purposes.

Mr Young advised that the current arrangements involved the ST pumping station pumping foul and storm water to Tyddesley Wood with an overflow capability through a pipe under the adjacent field. There was a flap valve at the end of the ST pipe into the river and the EA were in discussion with ST regarding the sealing of their manholes to prevent river watering entering them. The EA pump would pump any surface water that came through the culvert. 

Cllr Merry the expressed his concerns that with the bund in place, surface water 
drainage across the field would no longer be an option and there were genuine concerns 
that properties would be flooded from surface water instead of river.

Miss Rees stated that in the 2007 floods, surface water couldn’t escape because of the grass verge. The new arrangement would mean that as soon as the flap valve closed the pumps would start pumping surface water to the river. The pumps would start when the existing drainage couldn’t cope. If the existing 400mm pipe couldn’t cope, the pumps would start even if the river had not risen which was an improvement on the current system and would get water away faster. She also advised that WCC were to replace road gullies which would also help.

Cllr Merry went on to express his concerns that when the river rose, eventually there would be a balance of resistance on both sides of the valve and the proposed 270ltrs per second would be reduced, as the pumps would be pumping against a significant head.

Mr Young stated this was a complex engineering issue and would be no different to what happened now.  Miss Rees advised that the EAs remit was mainly to consider fluvial flooding and to ensure that any defences put in place did not make any pluvial flooding worse. They had worked closely with WCC to ensure that this was the case.

Cllr Merry then asked whether there was a pluvial risk assessment submitted with the proposal and, if not submitted, what the EA’s conclusions were regarding the design of the pumping station. Cllr Merry then quoted from an independent hydrology report stating that the proposed capacity was inadequate for a 1:100 year event.

Miss Rees advised that the catchment area was based on the topography and levels taken and the EA believed that the pumping capacity was sufficient. They had also factored in an allowance for climate change and would be installing larger than necessary chambers to allow for increased capacity pumps in the future.

It was noted that for the scheme to work ST, EA and WCC all needed to work together and Miss Rees advised that WCC were contributing £100,000 to upgrade the road drainage although the EA worked to different standards to that of WCC so in each instance the agencies would  use the most appropriate.

The EA representatives also noted that in their opinion the hydrologists report used the wrong modelling methods and they would be meeting with the firm the following week to ascertain how their figures had been arrived at. They did agree that if they felt the hydrologists had some correct data they would revisit their own calculations if necessary. Miss Rees also agreed to provide the Council with copies of the modelling done by the EA if wished.

Cllr Merry then asked whether ST had been consulted. The Clerk was able to reassure Cllr Merry that Wychavon District Council (WDC) had sent their consultation document to ST again that day in case it had been mislaid. Miss Rees stated that ST were well aware of the proposed scheme and it was hoped that once the scheme was complete and ST’s pumping station protected, ST may feel able to upgrade their pumps.

Cllr Merry then asked whether the EA were satisfied that ST’s and their own pumping arrangements were capable of ensuring no flooding of surface water or sewage within the area for both fluvial and pluvial flooding up to 1:100 year events.

Miss Rees stated that current surface water run off was limited and that all the EA pumping stations could cope with a 1:100 year event. The EA could not prove that WCC’s drains would also do so but these were being upgraded as much as possible by WCC. There could be no guarantee without replacing the whole drainage system.

Cllr Merry advised that over the past two years, the river had flooded 11 times. The 
capacity of the pumping stations would be reduced as the river rose so losing pumping 
capacity which was a concern. Miss Rees stated that the new arrangements would be an
iImprovement on the current situation and have more capacity than at present. She also advised that the EA did not have the power to upgrade the drains to any better than 1:30 year standard as this was the WCC benchmark.

In view of this Cllr Parsons asked how EA, ST and EA could all work together to ensure the new proposals worked.

Rob Millar advised that the EA had had long discussions with ST and ST’s attitude had not been helpful. WCC were doing as much as they could but no one was able to guarantee that this would solve the problem of pluvial flooding. Miss Rees assured the meeting that if the fluvial proposals went ahead, it would not make the pluvial flooding any worse than it was now and it was hoped that the pumps and WCC upgrading of drainage would improve the situation. She suggested the Town Council may like to consider lobbying ST once the scheme was completed to upgrade their pumps now that their pumping station was defended from flooding.

Cllr Merry then asked what arrangements had been made to deal with the incoming flow of surface water and sewage into the proposed bunded area during a time of power failure. It was noted that it had been planned that a generator would be brought in from Kidderminster or Gloucester but upon hearing that Pershore was cut off in 2007, it was agreed the EA would give some consideration to installing stand by generators to start if the power failed. It was also noted that the proposals would make no difference to the current sewage system.

Cllr Merry then asked what standard of inspection would be put in place of the scheme. Concerns had been expressed about badger activity and other problems that may affect the bund and wall. Miss Rees advised that the drainage system would be inspected by WCC and the EA would inspect the bund and wall at least annually. There was a standard to which to maintain the defences and the EA had enforcement powers if necessary. It was also noted that members of public were encouraged to report problems to the EA.

Members expressed their wish that the public be reminded that the proposed defences would now protect about 90% of the properties affected in 2007 but not all of them. They would, however, allow residents more time to see what was happening and escape if necessary.

Mr Miller emphasised that the EA would guarantee that their defences would do what they had been asked to do. ie: protect 61 houses from a 1:100 year flood from the river. Anything else would be a bonus and could not be guaranteed. They would, however, guarantee that they would not make the matter worse. 

In response to a question from a member of the public, Mr Miller offered to pass to residents who had been flooded, the names of insurance companies who would deal with them fairly and he could give them a letter from the EA concerning the defences to give to their insurance company.

Cllr Parsons then opened the Town Council meeting.
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