
Environment Agency
Sir John Moore House Victoria Square, Bodmin, Cornwall, PL31 1EB.
Customer services line: 03708 506 506
www.gov.uk/environment-agency

Cont/d..

Mr Howard Smith
Exeter City Council
Planning Services
Civic Centre Paris Street
Exeter
Devon
EX1 1JN

Our ref: DC/2025/124606/01-L01
Your ref: 24/1536/OUT
 
Date:  13 February 2025

Dear Mr Smith
 
OUTLINE APPLICATION FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF ENERGY CENTRE FOR
THE EXETER ENERGY NETW ORK (SEEKING APPROVAL OF LAYOUT, ACCESS,
AND SCALE). 
LAND ADJACENT MARSH BARTON TRAIN STATION, CLAPPERBROOK LANE
EAST, EXETER, EX2 8QE 
 
Thank you for consulting us on the above planning application. 
 
Environment Agency position
W e object to this proposal on grounds that insufficient information has been submitted
to demonstrate that the proposed development will be safe from flooding over its lifetime
and the impacts of any disruption to utilities serving the site.  It is therefore contrary to
the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).  
 
Before determining the application, your Authority will need to be content that the flood
risk Sequential Test has been satisfied in accordance with the NPPF if you have not
done so already.  As you will be aware, failure of the Sequential Test or either part of
the Exception Test is sufficient justification to refuse a planning application. 
 
The reason for this position is set out below, together with advice on the sequential test,
contaminated land and invasive species and an informative regarding environmental
permitting.
 
Reasons – Flood Risk
W e have reviewed the information submitted with the application and advise that the
applicant will need to undertake additional work and provide further clarification to
demonstrate that the proposed development is acceptable in flood risk terms. 
 
Flood Modelling Concerns
W e have some concerns regarding the submitted flood risk modelling as set out below:
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 Railway Station: It is not clear whether the recently built Marsh Barton railway
station is included in the applicant’s flood model. The underlying EA baseline
survey modelling was carried out just before or at the very beginning of the
construction of the station and is not included in the underlying lidar data. The
modelling report states that a site-wide topographic survey was integrated into
the applicant's model to better represent pre-development site topography. 
However, it is not clear whether the railway station was included.  The applicant
should, therefore, confirm whether the as-built railway station is included in the
pre- and post-development modelling outputs. 
 

 Fencing Blockage Modelling: The approach used to model the voids and fencing,
by using a 2D flow constriction polygon (section 4.3), is acceptable. However, we
have concerns about the differing blockage rates used between the two fencing
types. The fencing immediately around the void spaces under the buildings
(Palisade fencing) is modelled with a 50% blockage rate (as a 2D construction
line - section 4.3.1), which seems reasonable. The site's security fencing, around
the entire outside of the site, is only modelled with a 33% blockage rate (section
4.3.4). W e are concerned about this because it is an external boundary so far
more likely to be impacted by collected debris, particularly given its mesh design.
W e also note that some artistic drawings show a hedge immediately in front of
the fence, which would also affect flow capacity. To resolve our concerns, we
require the security fencing to be remodelled with at least a 50% blockage value,
to assess the impacts of the flood scenarios (Q30 CC, Q75 CC, Q100 CC) on the
site and third parties.

 
These concerns need to be addressed to ensure that the submitted FRA is informed by
robust evidence. 
 
Safe Access and Egress & Impacts on this Essential Service
The notes to Table 2 (Paragraph: 079 Reference ID: 7-079-20220825) in the the flood
risk and coastal change section of the PPG state that essential infrastructure should be
designed and constructed to remain operational and safe in times of flood.  
 
Paragraph 005 (Reference ID: 7-005-20220825) of the same section of PPG is clear
that, when assessing safety implications, the impact of a flood on the essential services
provided to or from a development should be considered.  W e therefore advise that the
Safe Access and Egress section in the FRA needs to be expanded to fully consider the
duration of the flooding (36 hours) and the likely impact of this flooding on the utilities
serving the site.  If any issues with the utilities were to occur, access for maintenance
will be impossible during this period and further consideration needs to be given to the
impact of this on customers of the heat exchange system.  Your Authority will need a
clear understanding of these impacts in order to make a sound decision on the
acceptability of this proposal.  
 
W e accept that any on-site staff will have a sufficient flood warning period to evacuate,
and an on-site safe refuge where they can wait in the event of the defence being
overtopped/breached. However, to clarify, there is no safe access and egress route for
the site, and we are not aware of any plans to connect this site to the wider 'W ater Lane'
strategic safety route. 
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Advice to LPA – Flood Risk Sequential Test 
W hat is the sequential test?
In accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework (paragraph 175),
development in flood risk areas should not be permitted if there are reasonably
available alternative sites, appropriate for the proposed development, in areas with a
lower risk of flooding. The sequential test establishes if this is the case. 
 
Avoiding flood risk through the sequential test is the most effective way of addressing
flood risk because it places the least reliance on measures such as flood defences,
flood warnings and property level resilience.
 
W ho undertakes the sequential test?
It is for you, as the local planning authority, to determine an appropriate area of search
and to decide whether the sequential test has been passed, with reference to the
information you hold on land availability. You may also ask the applicant to identify any
other ‘reasonably available’ sites which are on the open market and to check on the
current status of identified sites to determine if they can be considered ‘reasonably
available’. Further guidance on the area of search can be found in paragraphs 027-030
of the planning practice guidance here. 
 
We highlight that the submitted application is for an ‘Air Source’ Heat Exchange, while
the Sequential Test document refers to a ‘Water Source’ Heat Exchange, which may
have different operational requirements.  Annex 3 of the NPPF references under
‘Essential Infrastructure’, uses that have to be located within a flood risk area for
operational reasons.  It will be for your Authority to assess the evidence submitted and
whether this demonstrates that the proposed ‘Air Source’ Heat Exchange needs to be
within a flood risk area for operational reasons. 
 
W hat is our role in the sequential test?
W e can advise on the relative flood risk between the proposed site and any alternative
sites identified - although your strategic flood risk assessment should allow you to do
this yourself in most cases.  However, in this case, it appears that the applicant has not
provided any location plans for the alternative sites, which need to be assessed for risks
from all sources.  W e are therefore not able to assist in the relative assessment of flood
risk until further information about the alternative sites is provided. 
 
We won’t advise on whether alternative sites are reasonably available or whether they
would be suitable for the proposed development. We also won’t advise on whether
there are sustainable development objectives that mean steering the development to
any alternative sites would be inappropriate. 
 
Further guidance on how to apply the sequential test to site specific applications can be
found in the planning practice guidance here.
 
Advice – Contaminated Land
W e have reviewed the Phase 1 Contaminated Land Desk Study report (Project Number:
1620016720, dated December 2024) submitted in support of this application.  W e note
potentially significant contamination sources identified from historical site use and the
potential for contamination in soils and groundwater due to off-site contamination
sources.  W e, therefore, agree with recommendations in section 6.2 of the report that an
intrusive ground investigation should be carried out to assess the extent (if present) of
any potential soil and groundwater contamination at the site. 
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W ith this in mind, we consider that planning permission should only be granted if our
flood risk objection is resolved, and planning conditions are included within any
subsequent permission granted to secure this additional intrusive work.  W ithout these
conditions, the proposed development on this site poses an unacceptable risk to the
environment and we would wish to object to the application. 
 
Advice – Invasive Species
The following invasive species have been recorded onsite or within close proximately to
the site and works area:

 Japanese Knotweed
 Canadian W aterweed
 W ater Fern
 Pink Purslane
 Monkeyflower
 Nuttall’s Water-weed
 Italian Alder
 Himalayan Balsam
 Fringed water-lily
 Three Cornered garlic
 Yellow archangel
 Russian vine

It is an offence to cause plant species listed in Schedule 9 of the W ildlife and
Countryside Act 1981 (as amended by the Countryside and Rights of W ay Act 2000) to
grow or spread in the wild.  The applicant should consider how they will manage this. 
 
Informative – Environmental Permitting 
W e note that the current proposal does not appear to include any abstraction or
discharge to the main river.  W e wish to make the applicant aware that if this were to
change, an abstraction licence and discharge permit may be required for the proposal. 
W e have a pre-application process for Environmental Permits which can be viewed at:
Get advice before you apply for an environmental permit - GOV.UK
 
A Flood Risk Activity Permit will also need to be obtained for any activities which will
take place:

 on or within 8 metres of a main river (16 metres if tidal)
 on or within 8 metres of a flood defence structure or culvert (16 metres if tidal)

 
For further guidance please visit https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-activities-
environmental-permits
 
A permit is separate to and in addition to any planning permission granted.  The
applicant should not assume that a permit will automatically be forthcoming once
planning permission has been granted.
 
Advice to the LPA
W e will maintain our objection until the applicant has supplied information to
demonstrate that the flood risks posed by the development can be satisfactorily
addressed.  W e would like to be re-consulted on any information submitted to address
our concerns and we will provide you with bespoke comments within 21 days of
receiving formal re-consultation. 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-activities-
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If you are minded to approve the application at this stage contrary to this advice, we
request that you contact us to allow further discussion and/or representations from us
prior to determination. 
 
Yours sincerely

SARAH SQUIRE
Sustainable Places - Planning Advisor
 
Direct dial 0208 474 6316
Direct e-mail SPDC@ environment-agency.gov.uk


