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1.0 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 

1.1 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) requires local planning authorities to assess 
the risk of flooding in their areas through undertaking a Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 
(SFRA) following the process set out in Diagram 1 below. The SFRA for the Teignbridge 
supports the District’s long-term growth plans by providing an evidence base to steer 
planning decisions in a way that ensures new development will be safe from flooding now 
and in the future.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Diagram 1: Taking flood risk into account in the preparation of strategic policies 



2 
 

2.0 Flood Zones 

 As set out in National Planning Policy Guidance, Table 1 below sets out the current 
categories of flood zone and their associated definition. Table 2 shows the Flood risk 
vulnerability and flood zone ‘incompatibility’. 

Table 1: Flood Zone Categories and Definitions 

Flood Zones Definition  

Zone 1 Low Probability Land having a less than 0.1% annual probability of river or sea 
flooding. (Shown as ‘clear’ on the Flood Map for Planning – all 
land outside Zones 2, 3a and 3b) 

Zone 2 Medium 
Probability 

Land having between a 1% and 0.1% annual probability of 
river flooding; or land having between a 0.5% and 0.1% 
annual probability of sea flooding. (Land shown in light blue 
on the Flood Map) 

Zone 3a High Probability Land having a 1% or greater annual probability of river 
flooding; or Land having a 0.5% or greater annual probability 
of sea. (Land shown in dark blue on the Flood Map) 

Zone 3b The Functional 
Floodplain 

This zone comprises land where water from rivers or the sea 
has to flow or be stored in times of flood. The identification 
of functional floodplain should take account of local 
circumstances and not be defined solely on rigid probability 
parameters. Functional floodplain will normally comprise: 
 
• land having a 3.3% or greater annual probability of flooding, 
with any existing flood risk management infrastructure 
operating effectively; or 

 
• land that is designed to flood (such as a flood attenuation 
scheme), even if it would only flood in more extreme events 
(such as 0.1% annual probability of flooding). 
 
Local planning authorities should identify in their Strategic 
Flood Risk Assessments areas of functional floodplain and its 
boundaries accordingly, in agreement with the Environment 
Agency. (Not separately distinguished from Zone 3a on the 
Flood Map) 
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Table 2: Flood risk vulnerability and flood zone ‘incompatibility’ 

 Flood Risk Vulnerability Classification 

Flood Zones 
Essential 

infrastructure 
Highly  

vulnerable 
More  

vulnerable 
Less  

vulnerable 
Water  

compatible 

Zone 1 ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

Zone 2 ✓ 
Exception Test 

required 
✓ ✓ ✓ 

Zone 3a 
† 

Exception Test 
required † 

X 
Exception Test 

required 
✓ ✓ 

Zone 3b 
* 

Exception Test 
required * 

X X X ✓ * 

 
Key: 

✓ Exception test is not required 

X Development should not be permitted 

“†” In Flood Zone 3a essential infrastructure should be designed and constructed to remain 
operational and safe in times of flood. 

“*” In Flood Zone 3b (functional floodplain) essential infrastructure that has passed the Exception 
Test, and water-compatible uses, should be designed and constructed to: 

• remain operational and safe for users in times of flood; 
• result in no net loss of floodplain storage; 
• not impede water flows and not increase flood risk elsewhere. 

 

2.1 The SFRA has been used to inform the development of the new Local Plan policies related to 
flood risk management and the allocation of land for future development. The SFRA Level 1 
provides an evidence base to support spatial planning decisions at a District-wide scale, 
including application of the sequential test, which has informed the sustainable 
development locations.  

2.2 The SFRA screened 32 potential residential and employment site allocations against sources 

of flood risk information. This has enabled the Council to apply the sequential approach at 

the site-specific level for sites identified through the site allocations process within the 

sustainable development locations. The screening included Flood Zone 2 or 3 present, 

Future Flood Zone 3 present, any mapped risk of surface water flooding, ground water 

flooding, impact of climate change, any mapped risk of flooding from reservoir failure, site 

wholly or partially within a Critical Drainage Area, and Historical flooding recorded at site.  

2.3 As part of the SFRA Level 1 assessment, sites were screened to fall into one of the following 

categories:  
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• Strategic Recommendation A  

Potentially unsuitable site based on significant level of fluvial / tidal or surface water 

flood risk, recommend withdrawal from allocation, Sequential Test: A significant 

proportion (10%) of the site area is within the functional floodplain.  A significant 

proportion (10%) of the site area of any site type is within the high or medium risk 

surface water flood outlines, and therefore considered to be at significant surface water 

flood risk.  

• Strategic Recommendation B 

Exception Test required if site passes Sequential Test: A significant proportion (10%) of a 

more vulnerable site (residential and mixed use) is within Flood Zone 3a. Less 

vulnerable (employment) uses of land do not require the Exception Test. 

• Strategic Recommendation C 

Carry out Level 2 SFRA or allocate for developer-led FRA. Development permission 

subject to FRA. A manageable proportion of any site type is within Flood Zone 3b. A 

manageable proportion of any residential or mixed use (more vulnerable) site is within 

Flood Zone 3a. A manageable proportion of the site is within areas at risk of flooding 

(high or medium risk) 

• Strategic Recommendation D 

Developer led FRA if necessary, SuDS Strategy:  Any site within Flood Zone 2 that does 

not have any part of its footprint within Flood Zone 3a, with the exception of highly 

vulnerable development which would be subject to, and have to pass, the Exception 

Test.  Less vulnerable and water compatible sites within Flood Zone 3a. No part of the 

site can be within Flood Zone 3b. 

2.4 SFRA Level 2, where required, enables the sequential approach to be applied within the 
sustainable development locations and provides analyses of the sites being considered for 
allocation enabling the application of the exception test.  It includes a flood screening 
exercise to enable the sequential approach to potential site allocations. A Level 2 SFRA was 
applied to 10 site allocations:   

• Brunel Industrial Estate, Newton Abbot 

• Cattle Market, Newton Abbot 

• Cricketfield, Newton Abbot 

• Highweek Way, Newton Abbot 

• Jetty Marsh and Wharf Road, Newton Abbot 

• Pottery Road, Kingsteignton 

• Leisure Centre, Newton Abbot 

• Newfoundland Way, Newton Abbot 

• Osbourne Street, Newton Abbot 

• Wolborough Way, Newton Abbot 

2.5 These detailed site assessments bring out the information required to complete the 
Exception Test, including guidance for developers. Detailed flood risk assessments are 
presented in the form of standardised site summary sheets. A summary sheet was created 
for each of the Level 2 sites that were assessed in further detail, after having been screened 
into either Strategic Recommendation A or B.  



5 
 

3.0 Testing Methodology 

3.1 The Sequential Test 

The Sequential Test is applied during preparation of a Local Plan to steer the allocation of 
development sites towards areas of lowest flood risk. The methodology used in this report 
conforms to the approach in the NPPF and PPG as shown in in Diagram 2 below. 

The Sequential Test has been applied to the whole local planning authority area to increase 
accommodate development, which is not exposed to flood risk, both now and in the future. 

 

 

Diagram 2: Taking flood risk into account in the preparation of strategic policies 
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4.0 Exception Test 

4.1 Where it has been demonstrated that a site has passed the sequential test, a further test, 
the ‘Exception Test’ has to be satisfied. The methodology used in this report conforms to the 
approach in the NPPF and PPG as shown in in Diagram 3 below. 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Diagram 3: Application of the Exception Test to plan preparation 

4.1 In order to pass the first part of the Exception Test, it must be demonstrated that 

development in areas of high flood risk have wider sustainability benefits that outweigh 

flood risk. The Sustainability Appraisal (SA) of the Local Plan site allocations has been used to 

facilitate the first part of the exception test. Where other sustainability objectives have 

scored positively, the sustainability benefits have been weighed up against flood risks to 

determine if the site allocation passed the first part of the Exception Test in principle.  

4.2 The Exception Test requires two additional elements to be satisfied (as set out in paragraph 
164 of the National Planning Policy Framework) before allowing development to be 
allocated or permitted in situations where suitable sites at lower risk of flooding are not 
available following application of the sequential test. 

It should be demonstrated that: 
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• development that has to be in a flood risk area will provide wider sustainability benefits 
to the community that outweigh flood risk; and 

• the development will be safe for its lifetime taking account of the vulnerability of its 
users, without increasing flood risk elsewhere, and, where possible, will reduce flood 
risk overall. 

4.3 The Exception Test is not a tool to justify development in flood risk areas when the 
Sequential Test has already shown that there are reasonably available, lower risk sites, 
appropriate for the proposed development.  

4.4 The Exception Test has been applied as set out in Table 3 only where the Sequential Test has 
shown that there are no reasonably available, lower-risk sites suitable for the proposed 
development, to which the development could be steered. 
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Table 3: Site-by-site flood risk exception test 

Local 
Plan 

Policy 

Site Name 
/ Address 

Site Name 
/ Address 

Sequential 
Test Passed 

Type Development 
Vulnerability 

Flood Zone Exception 
Test 

required? 

Flood Screening 
Result 

Flood Risk Contextual 
commentary 

Would the development 
pass both parts of the 

exception test? 

GC18 Newton 
Abbot 

Berry 
Knowles 
A382 
Corridor 

Yes, site 
within a 
sustainable 
development 
location. 

Residential More 18% Flood Zone 2, 18 
% Flood Zone 3, 15% 
1 in 1000 SW (+30%), 
11% 1 in 100 (+65%), 
19% 1 in 1000 (+65%), 
82% Low GW. 25% 
within 

Yes Strategic 
Recommendation 
B 

Part of the site is located 
within Flood Zones 2 and 3, 
associated with flood risk 
from the Blatchford Brook 
and River Teign.     Smaller 
watercourses within the 
site have not been mapped 
on Environment Agency 
flood risk from rivers maps 
but are shown on the flood 
risk from surface water 
maps.  The watercourses 
will need to be safeguarded 
and enhanced, which may 
further restrict the amount 
of development that can be 
provided within the site.  

The site is located in a 
sustainable development 
location, scoring positively 
against the majority of 
objectives in the SA, with 
positive or significant positive 
effects identified in relation 
to objectives H (homes), I 
(health), K (access to 
services), L (jobs and the local 
economy), M (town centres),  
and N (connectivity and 
transport). 
 
It is likely that no built 
development would be 
appropriate below a 
particular contour for flood 
risk reasons.  The 'no build' 
contours will need to be 
agreed, which may restrict 
the amount of development 
that can be achieved on site. 
  
Site to be allocated is the 
area which has already 
secured development 
consent and sequential test 
undertaken to demonstrate 
site can come forward within 
Flood Zone 1, Flood 
Compensation, Safe Access 
and Egress together with a 
Sustainable Drainage strategy 
 
The site allocation passes the 
exception test in principle. 
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Local 
Plan 

Policy 

Site Name 
/ Address 

Site Name 
/ Address 

Sequential 
Test Passed 

Type Development 
Vulnerability 

Flood Zone Exception 
Test 

required? 

Flood Screening 
Result 

Flood Risk Contextual 
commentary 

Would the development 
pass both parts of the 

exception test? 

Nevertheless, it will be 
necessary for developers to 
fully address the exception 
test at planning application 
stage. 

GC14 Ilsington West of 
Houghton 
Barton 

Yes, site 
within a 
sustainable 
development 
location. 

Residential More 3% Flod Zone 2, 3% 
Flood Zone 3, 
Holbeam CDA 

Yes Strategic 
Recommendation 
B  

Part of the site is located 
within Flood Zones 2 and 3.  
It is also located within a 
Critical Drainage Area (CDA) 
which is the governing 
factor.  Work is ongoing to 
agree a suitable 'no build' 
contour to safeguard the 
Holbeam Dam storage area. 
The level may change as a 
result of climate change 
allowance updates within 
the plan period.  Due to 
uncertainties, a 
precautionary approach will 
need to be set into any 
designs for this site.  
Developers will need to 
assess any impact from the 
development on the Dam 
and provide a financial 
contribution to works to 
the dam required as a 
direct result of the impact 
from development, e.g. 
development in the 
catchment may increase in 
frequency of dam spills 
which will result in 
increased 
improvement/maintenance 
costs beyond that from the 
existing situation.  

The site is located in a 
sustainable development 
location, scoring positively 
against the majority of 
objectives in the SA, with 
positive or significant positive 
effects identified in relation 
to objectives A (natural 
environment), C (historic and 
built environment), D 
(climate change mitigation,   
H (homes), I (health), K 
(access to services), L (jobs 
and the local economy), M 
(town centres), and N 
(connectivity and transport). 
 
The revised allocation area 
excludes all land south of the 
A383.  The safeguarded level 
may change as a result of 
climate change allowance 
updates within the plan 
period.  Due to uncertainties, 
a precautionary approach 
and degree of freeboard will 
need to be set into any 
designs for this site. Area to 
East less susceptible to 
impacts of Holbeam Dam.  
Area to south to be removed. 
Further work undertaken as 
part of GC and Current 
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Local 
Plan 

Policy 

Site Name 
/ Address 

Site Name 
/ Address 

Sequential 
Test Passed 

Type Development 
Vulnerability 

Flood Zone Exception 
Test 

required? 

Flood Screening 
Result 

Flood Risk Contextual 
commentary 

Would the development 
pass both parts of the 

exception test? 

Planning Application, to 
inform a SFRA Level 2 for the 
site including the current 
planning application. This will 
outline what is required to 
ensure the performance of 
the dam is maintained into 
the future taking account 
future development.  
 
The site allocation passes the 
exception test in principle. 
Nevertheless, it will be 
necessary for developers to 
fully address the exception 
test at planning application 
stage. 

GC15 Newton 
Abbot 

Howton 
Road 

Yes, site 
within a 
sustainable 
development 
location. 

Residential More Flood Zone 1, Low risk 
of SW 

No Strategic 
Recommendation 
C 

Fluvial/Tidal - The site is in 
Flood Zone 1 and therefore 
not at risk from either 
fluvial or tidal flooding. 
 Surface Water - Other 
sources of flooding – there 
is no other sources of flood 
risk identified.  Developer 
led site specific flood risk 
mitigation and drainage 
solutions, informed by a 
flood risk assessment 

Not Applicable, Development 
is in an appropriate location 
under NPPF flood risk policy.  

EE2 Exminster Peamore Yes, site 
within a 
sustainable 
development 
location. 

Residential More Flood Zone 1, Low risk 
of SW 

No Strategic 
Recommendation 
C 

Very minor surface water 
flood risk, however not 
meeting the threshold 
determined within the site 
screening.  
 
Developer led site specific 
flood risk mitigation and 
drainage solutions, 

Not Applicable, Development 
is in an appropriate location 
under NPPF flood risk policy  
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Local 
Plan 

Policy 

Site Name 
/ Address 

Site Name 
/ Address 

Sequential 
Test Passed 

Type Development 
Vulnerability 

Flood Zone Exception 
Test 

required? 

Flood Screening 
Result 

Flood Risk Contextual 
commentary 

Would the development 
pass both parts of the 

exception test? 

informed by a flood risk 
assessment 

GC16 Newton 
Abbot 

Canada 
Hill 

Yes, site 
within a 
sustainable 
development 
location. 

Residential More Flood Zone 1, Low risk 
of SW 

No Strategic 
Recommendation 
C 

Very minor surface water 
flood risk, however not 
meeting the threshold 
determined within the site 
screening.  
 
Site is identified as Low risk 
for Groundwater Flooding, 
however given the 
uncertainty and limited risk 
this poses, this is a low risk.  
 
Developer led site specific 
flood risk mitigation and 
drainage solutions, 
informed by a flood risk 
assessment 

Not Applicable, Development 
is in an appropriate location 
under NPPF flood risk policy. 

EE1 Ide Markham
s Farm 

Yes, site 
within a 
sustainable 
development 
location. 

Residential More Flood Zone 1, Low risk 
of SW 

No Strategic 
Recommendation 
C 

Very minor surface water 
flood risk, however not 
meeting the threshold 
determined within the site 
screening.  
 
Developer led site specific 
flood risk mitigation and 
drainage solutions, 
informed by a flood risk 
assessment 

Not Applicable, Development 
is in an appropriate location 
under NPPF flood risk policy. 

GC19 Kingsteign
ton 

North of 
Broadway 
Road 

Yes, site 
within a 
sustainable 
development 
location. 

Residential More Flood Zone 1, 11% 1 
in 1000 SW (+33%), 
17% 1 in 1000 
SW(+65%) 

No Strategic 
Recommendation 
C 

Very minor surface water 
flood risk, threshold for 
screening is met within the 
1 in 1000 year event 
(together with climate 
change). Given the low 

Not Applicable, Development 
is in an appropriate location 
under NPPF flood risk policy. 
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Local 
Plan 

Policy 

Site Name 
/ Address 

Site Name 
/ Address 

Sequential 
Test Passed 

Type Development 
Vulnerability 

Flood Zone Exception 
Test 

required? 

Flood Screening 
Result 

Flood Risk Contextual 
commentary 

Would the development 
pass both parts of the 

exception test? 

probability and the low 
impact on the site which 
can be mitigated within the 
development process with 
appropriate layout within 
the development.  
 
The site is wholly located 
within an low risk of ground 
water flooding. However, 
given the uncertainty and 
limited risk this poses, this 
is a low risk. 
 
Developer led site specific 
flood risk mitigation and 
drainage solutions, 
informed by a flood risk 
assessment 

EE4 Whiteston
e 

Attwells 
Farm 

Yes, site 
within a 
sustainable 
development 
location. 

Residential More Flood Zone 1, Low risk 
of SW 

No Strategic 
Recommendation 
C 

Very minor surface water 
flood risk, however not 
meeting the threshold 
determined within the site 
screening.  
 
Developer led site specific 
flood risk mitigation and 
drainage solutions, 
informed by a flood risk 
assessment 

Not Applicable, Development 
is in an appropriate location 
under NPPF flood risk policy. 

V9 Kingskers
well 

Zig Zag 
Quarry 

Yes, site 
within a 
sustainable 
development 
location. 

Residential More Flood Zone 1, Low risk 
of SW. 95% Low GW.  

No Strategic 
Recommendation 
C 

Very minor surface water 
flood risk, however not 
meeting the threshold 
determined within the site 
screening. Developer led 
site specific flood risk 
mitigation and drainage 
solutions, informed by a 
flood risk assessment 

Not Applicable, Development 
is in an appropriate location 
under NPPF flood risk policy. 



13 
 

Local 
Plan 

Policy 

Site Name 
/ Address 

Site Name 
/ Address 

Sequential 
Test Passed 

Type Development 
Vulnerability 

Flood Zone Exception 
Test 

required? 

Flood Screening 
Result 

Flood Risk Contextual 
commentary 

Would the development 
pass both parts of the 

exception test? 

RT2 Bovey 
Tracey 

Bradley 
Bends 

Yes, site 
within a 
sustainable 
development 
location. 

Residential More Flood Zone 1, Low risk 
of SW 

No Strategic 
Recommendation 
C 

Very Minor surface water 
flood risk, however not 
meeting the threshold 
determined within the site 
screening. Developer led 
site specific flood risk 
mitigation and drainage 
solutions, informed by a 
flood risk assessment 

Not Applicable, Development 
is in an appropriate location 
under NPPF flood risk policy. 

V2 Bishopstei
gnton 

Land 
South of 
Forder 
Lane 

Yes, site 
within a 
sustainable 
development 
location. 

Residential More Flood Zone 1, Low risk 
of SW 

No Strategic 
Recommendation 
D 

Very minor surface water 
flood risk, however not 
meeting the threshold 
determined within the site 
screening. 

Not Applicable, Development 
is in an appropriate location 
under NPPF flood risk policy. 

V3 Bishopstei
gnton 

Bakers 
Yard 

Yes, site 
within a 
sustainable 
development 
location. 

Residential More Flood Zone 1, Low risk 
of SW 

No Strategic 
Recommendation 
D 

Very minor surface water 
flood risk, however not 
meeting the threshold 
determined within the site 
screening. 

Not Applicable, Development 
is in an appropriate location 
under NPPF flood risk policy. 

V5 Hennock Tollgate 
Farm 

Yes, site 
within a 
sustainable 
development 
location. 

Residential More Flood Zone 1, Low risk 
of SW 

No Strategic 
Recommendation 
D 

The site has no known risk 
of flooding from any 
sources, and the site has 
not been identified as 
having critical drainage 
problems. 

Not Applicable, Development 
is in an appropriate location 
under NPPF flood risk policy. 

V7 Denbury 
and 
Torbryan 

Land East 
of East 
Street 

Yes, site 
within a 
sustainable 
development 
location. 

Residential More Flood Zone 1, Low risk 
of SW, 81% Low Risk 
GW.  

No Strategic 
Recommendation 
D 

The site has no known risk 
of flooding from any 
sources, and the site has 
not been identified as 
having critical drainage 
problems. 

Not Applicable, Development 
is in an appropriate location 
under NPPF flood risk policy. 
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Local 
Plan 

Policy 

Site Name 
/ Address 

Site Name 
/ Address 

Sequential 
Test Passed 

Type Development 
Vulnerability 

Flood Zone Exception 
Test 

required? 

Flood Screening 
Result 

Flood Risk Contextual 
commentary 

Would the development 
pass both parts of the 

exception test? 

V8 Doddisco
mbsleigh 

Land at 
Springfiel
d 

Yes, site 
within a 
sustainable 
development 
location. 

Residential More Flood Zone 1, 14% 1 
in 1000 SW, 11 % 1 in 
30 (+25%) SW, 11% 1 
in 100 (+25%) SW, 
16% 1 in 1000 (+25%) 
SW, 10% in 30 (+65 
%) SW, 13% 1 in 100 
(+65%) SW, 19% 1 in 
1000 (+65%) SW 

No Strategic 
Recommendation 
C 

There is low risk associated 
with SW however with 
Climate Change likely to 
increase. Given the 
numbers of dwelling 
proposed, developer led 
site specific flood risk 
mitigation and drainage 
solutions, informed by a 
flood risk assessment to be 
carried out.  

Not Applicable, Development 
is in an appropriate location 
under NPPF flood risk policy. 

V13 Ipplepen Blackston
e Road 

Yes, site 
within a 
sustainable 
development 
location. 

Residential More Flood Zone 1, Low risk 
of SW, 29% Low Risk 
GW 

No Strategic 
Recommendation 
C 

Very minor surface water 
flood risk, however not 
meeting the threshold 
determined within the site 
screening.  
 

Not Applicable, Development 
is in an appropriate location 
under NPPF flood risk policy. 

V14 Ipplepen Blackberry 
Hill 

Yes, site 
within a 
sustainable 
development 
location. 

Residential More Flood Zone 1, Low risk 
of SW, 100% Low Risk 
of GW 

No Strategic 
Recommendation 
D 

The site has no known risk 
of flooding from fluvial 
sources. Very minor surface 
water flood risk, however 
not meeting the threshold 
determined within the site 
screening and the site has 
not been identified as 
having critical drainage 
problems. 

Not Applicable, Development 
is in an appropriate location 
under NPPF flood risk policy. 

V16 Kenn Lamacroft 
Farm 

Yes, site 
within a 
sustainable 
development 
location. 

Residential More Flood Zone 1, Low risk 
of SW 

No Strategic 
Recommendation 
C 

The extent of floodplain 
within the site will need to 
be assessed and mapped.  
No development should be 
located within the 
floodplain.   

Not Applicable, Development 
is in an appropriate location 
under NPPF flood risk policy. 

V17 Starcross Staplake 
Road 

Yes, site 
within a 
sustainable 
development 
location. 

Residential More Flood Zone 1, Low risk 
of SW 

No Strategic 
Recommendation 
D 

The site has no known risk 
of flooding from any 
sources, and the site has 
not been identified as 
having critical drainage 
problems. 

Not Applicable, Development 
is in an appropriate location 
under NPPF flood risk policy. 
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Local 
Plan 

Policy 

Site Name 
/ Address 

Site Name 
/ Address 

Sequential 
Test Passed 

Type Development 
Vulnerability 

Flood Zone Exception 
Test 

required? 

Flood Screening 
Result 

Flood Risk Contextual 
commentary 

Would the development 
pass both parts of the 

exception test? 

V10. Ilsington Land West 
of 
Benedicts 
Road 

Yes, site 
within a 
sustainable 
development 
location. 

Residential More 69% Flood Zone 2, 
60% Flood Zone 3, 
51% 1 in 1000 SW, 
25% 1 in 100 SW, 16 
% 1 in 30 SW, 40% 1 
in 30 (25%) SW, 40% 
1 in 30 (25%) SW, 
61% 1 in 1000 (25%), 
40%  1 in 30 (+65%) 
SW, 50% 1 in 100 
(+65%), 67% 1 in 1000 
(+65%), 13% Medium 
GW Risk 

Yes Strategic 
Recommendation 
B 

The Liverton Brook runs 
through the central section 
of the site.  Only a small 
section in the north of the 
site is outside of Flood 
Zones 2 and 3. The 
undersized road 
bridge/culvert at Benedict's 
Bridge causes flooding 
problems.   
 
The extent of floodplain 
within the site will need to 
be assessed and mapped.  
No development should be 
located within the 
floodplain.   
 
Investigate opportunities to 
enhance the watercourse 
corridor. Ditches and 
watercourses (together 
with wetland habitat) 
within the site should be 
kept as open water habitat 
and suitable buffer strips 
should be maintained 
alongside them.  European 
eel (protected species) 
likely to be present and will 
need to be considered in 
any designs. 

It is proposed to allocate to 
10 dwellings, as such 
sufficient space within Flood 
Zone 1 is available. 
Development will avoid areas 
falling within Flood Zones 2 
and 3, which will be utilised 
for the purposes of flood 
gain, and a further 20m 
buffer will be applied to allow 
for potential future climate 
change impacts. 
Development will require 
flood risk mitigation and 
drainage solutions, informed 
by a flood risk assessment. 
Development will consider 
groundwater flood risk. 
 
The site is located in a 
sustainable development 
location, scoring positively 
against the majority of 
objectives in the SA, with 
positive or significant positive 
effects identified in relation 
to objectives D (climate 
change mitigation, H 
(homes), I (health), L (jobs 
and the local economy), and 
N (connectivity and 
transport). 
 
The site allocation passes the 
exception test in principle. 
Nevertheless, it will be 
necessary for developers to 
fully address the exception 



16 
 

Local 
Plan 

Policy 

Site Name 
/ Address 

Site Name 
/ Address 

Sequential 
Test Passed 

Type Development 
Vulnerability 

Flood Zone Exception 
Test 

required? 

Flood Screening 
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test at planning application 
stage. 
 

V18 Tedburn 
St Mary 

Land at 
Lower 
Uppacott 

Yes, site 
within a 
sustainable 
development 
location. 

Residential More Flood Zone 1, Low risk 
of SW 

No Strategic 
Recommendation 
D 

The site has no known risk 
of flooding from any 
sources, and the site has 
not been identified as 
having critical drainage 
problems. 

Not Applicable, Development 
is in an appropriate location 
under NPPF flood risk policy. 
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GC7 Newton 
Abbot 

Cattlemar
ket 

Yes, site 
within a 
sustainable 
development 
location. 

Residential More 71% Flood Zone 2, 
30% 1 in 100 SW, 15% 
1 in 100 SW, 21% 1 in 
30 (+25%), 20% 1 in 
100(25%), 41% 1 in 
1000 (+25%), 20% 1 in 
30(+65%), 28% 1 in 
100(+65%), 57% 1 in 
1000 (+65%) 

Yes Strategic 
Recommendation 
B 

From the GC Level 2 SFRA, 
the site is not at risk in the 
present day 1% AEP fluvial 
event. During the 0.1% AEP 
event, the south of the site 
is flooded. Maximum 
depths are up to 1.7m, 
maximum velocity is up to 
1.3m/s and the maximum 
hazard is ‘Danger for all’. 
 Surface water flow paths 
exist in the 3.3%, 1% and 
0.1% AEP events across the 
south of the site. During 
the 1% AEP event, the 
maximum flood depth is 
2.1m, maximum velocity is 
2.5m/s and the maximum 
hazard is ‘Danger for all’. 
The site is not at risk during 
the 1% AEP fluvial present 
day or Central (+40%) 
scenarios, however during 
the 1% AEP Higher Central 
(+53%) climate change 
event the south of the site 
is flooded. During this 
event, maximum flood 
depths are 1.6m and 
maximum velocities are 
0.7m/s, resulting in a 
maximum hazard of 
‘Danger for all’, although 
the hazard is ‘Caution’ 
across most of the flooded 
area. 
  
The EA Flood Zones 
represent the undefended 

The site is located in a 
sustainable development 
location, scoring positively 
against the majority of 
objectives in the SA, with 
positive or significant positive 
effects identified in relation 
to objectives C (historic and 
built environment), D 
(climate change mitigation, F 
(land resources), H (homes), I 
(health), J, (wellbeing), K 
(access to services), L (jobs 
and the local economy), M 
(town centres), and N 
(connectivity and transport). 
 
The Exception Test is applied 
as a precautionary approach 
since most of the site lies 
within Flood Zone 2 and the 
southeast of the site lies 
close to Flood Zone 3. 
  
The north of the site is likely 
to be developable. 
Development should ideally 
be steered away from the 
south of the site where risk 
from fluvial and surface 
water sources are greatest. 
SuDS features should be 
incorporated into areas of 
higher surface water risk. At 
the planning application 
stage, a site-specific Flood 
Risk Assessment will be 
required for this site as the 
majority of the site lies within 
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scenario,  the southwest of 
the site is protected from 
flooding by flood walls and 
high ground along the River 
Lemon. The southeast of 
the site is unprotected from 
fluvial flooding relating to 
the River Lemon. The 
defences closest to the 
southwest of the site have 
been built to a design 
Standard of Protection 
(SoP) of a 1% AEP event. 
Updated modelling 
indicates defences may be 
overtopped in future 
scenarios as a result of 
climate change.Recent 
modelled data (defended 
scenario) - Fluvial flooding 
associated with the River 
Lemon floods the site 
during the 0.1% AEP event, 
with floodwater spreading 
extending approximately 
35m from the southern site 
boundary and covering 
roughly one third of the 
south of the site. The site is 
free from fluvial flooding 
during the 1% AEP event. 
 Maximum flood depths 
during the 0.1% AEP event 
are 1.7m and maximum 
velocity is 1.3m/s. This 
results in a maximum flood 
hazard of ‘Danger for all’ at 
small areas in the south of 
the site. However, across 

Flood Zone 2. 
  
The northern boundary of the 
site is accessible from 
Halcyon Road via the public 
car park adjacent to the 
Newton Abbot Livestock 
Market. The south of the site 
is accessible by foot via the 
public ‘Emergency Escape’ 
footpath next to ‘The Market 
Gate’. The site is fully 
accessible during the 1% AEP 
fluvial event. Halcyon Road at 
the north of the site is still 
accessible and free from 
flooding during the 0.1% AEP 
fluvial event. Access is more 
significantly restricted during 
the 0.1% AEP surface water 
event, particularly along the 
south of the site. Surface 
water flow paths along 
Halcyon Road reach a 
maximum depth of 0.3-0.6 
which equates to a maximum 
hazard of ‘Danger for most’. 
The north of the site may still 
be accessible by larger 
emergency vehicles, but the 
remainder of the site will not 
be accessible. Due to the 
surface water risk posed to 
the site, safe access and 
egress from the site may not 
always be possible in all 
events. Therefore, a Flood 
Warning and Evacuation Plan 
must be prepared. The level 
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most of the south of the 
site, the flood hazard is 
described as ‘Caution’. An 
unnamed east-west 
trending drain passes 
through the southern half 
of the site which may 
contribute to flood extents. 
This drain is culverted 
nearest its most eastern 
and western extents. 
Flooding as a consequence 
of this drain should be 
further investigated at site-
specific FRA-stage. 
  
Surface water flow paths 
exist in the 3.3%, 1% and 
0.1% AEP events across the 
southern third of the site. A 
flow path exists along the 
west-east trending 
unnamed drain in the 
southern portion of the 
site, with flow paths 
extending 30m from the 
southern site boundary. In 
the 3.3% AEP event, 
maximum flood depths are 
1.8m and maximum flow 
velocities are 2.4m/s. This 
results in a maximum flood 
hazard of ‘Danger for all’ in 
a few locations along the 
unnamed drain but through 
most of the flooded area, 
the hazard is ’Danger for 
most’. During the 1% AEP 
event, the maximum flood 

of an in situ shelter must be 
above the maximum water 
level of 300mm above ground 
level in a 0.1% AEP event 
considering the highest risk 
climate change scenario to 
allow safe refuge for 
residents. 
 
The site allocation passes the 
exception test in principle. 
Nevertheless, it will be 
necessary for developers to 
fully address the exception 
test at planning application 
stage. 
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depth is 2.1m and 
maximum velocities are 
2.5m/s leading to a 
maximum hazard of 
‘Danger for all’. When 
extents are widest in the 
0.1% AEP event, maximum 
flood depths are 2.4m and 
maximum velocities are 
3.2m/s, meaning the 
maximum hazard is ‘Danger 
for all, particularly along 
the length of the unnamed 
drain. 
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GC9 Newton 
Abbot 

Highweek 
Way 

Yes, site 
within a 
sustainable 
development 
location. 

Residential More 100% Flood Zone 2, 
94% Flood Zone 3, % 
1 in 1000 SW, 24% 1 
in 100 SW, 16% 1 in 
30 SW, 44% 1 in 30 
(+25%) SW, 42% 1 in 
100 (+25%) SW, 83% 
1 in 1000 (+25%) SW, 
42% 1 in 30 (65%) 
SW, 57% 1 in 100 
(65%) SW, 95% 1 in 
1000 (+65%) SW  

Yes Strategic 
Recommendation 
B 

The site is not at risk during 
the 1% AEP fluvial event, 
however is at significant 
risk during the 0.1% AEP 
event. Maximum flood 
depth is 1.1m, maximum 
velocities are up to 2.5m/s 
across the centre of the site 
and the maximum hazard is 
‘Danger for all’. 
 Surface water effects the 
site in all events and is 
particularly significant 
during the 0.1% AEP event. 
During the 1% AEP event, 
maximum flood depths 
reach 0.6-0.9m, maximum 
velocities are >1.2m/s and 
maximum hazard is ‘Danger 
for most’. 
 The site is sensitive to 
climate change. Whilst the 
site is not at risk during the 
present day 1% AEP event, 
the site is inundated during 
the 1% AEP Higher Central 
(+53%) scenario. Maximum 
flood depths are 0.9m, 
maximum velocities are 
2.5m/s, and maximum 
hazard is ‘Danger for all’. 
  
The EA Flood Zones 
represent the undefended 
scenario. The entire site lies 
within Flood Zone 2. The 
majority of the site lies 
within Flood Zone 3 apart 
from a small section at the 

The site is located in a 
sustainable development 
location, scoring positively 
against the majority of 
objectives in the SA, with 
positive or significant positive 
effects identified in relation 
to objectives C (historic and 
built environment), D 
(climate change mitigation, F 
(land resources), H (homes), I 
(health), J, (wellbeing), K 
(access to services), L (jobs 
and the local economy), M 
(town centres),  and N 
(connectivity and transport). 
 
Development of the site may 
pose challenges in 
consideration of higher risk 
flood event scenarios, 
particularly considering 
climate change. Development 
should be steered away from 
areas of flooding towards the 
centre and south of the site 
where possible. Sustainable 
drainage features should be 
implemented during 
development of the site. 
  
Access and egress is possible 
to the western edge of the 
site via Highweek Way, which 
is accessible from East Street. 
Two unnamed roads leading 
from Highweek Way and 
Bank Street allow access to 
the east of the site. The site 
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very south of the site. The 
site is protected from 
fluvial flooding by defences 
along the River Lemon. 
Defences closest to the site 
are mainly walls but high 
ground and flood gates all 
exist. These structures 
provide defence to the 
northern and western 
extents of the site. The 
eastern edge of the site is 
not formally protected. The 
defences closest to the 
north of the site have been 
built to a design Standard 
of Protection (SoP) of a 1% 
AEP event. Updated 
modelling indicates 
defences may be 
overtopped in future 
scenarios as a result of 
climate change. Floodwater 
does not affect the site 
during the 1% AEP event. 
During the 0.1% AEP event, 
most of the site apart from 
a small region of the very 
north of the site is flooded. 
During the 0.1% AEP event, 
flood depths reach a 
maximum of 1.1m and 
velocities reach a maximum 
of 2.5m/s across the centre 
of the site. The significant 
flood depths and velocities 
within the site mean the 
maximum hazard is ‘Danger 
for all’ near the centre of 

remains fully accessible 
during the 1% AEP fluvial 
event and the 1% and 0.5% 
AEP tidal events. Due to 
significant extents and 
depths, access and egress 
may not be possible during a 
0.1% AEP fluvial. Along the 
western edge of the site 
adjacent to Highweek Way 
maximum flood depths reach 
1.00m and maximum 
velocities are 2.21m/s. This 
has a corresponding 
maximum hazard of ‘Danger 
for all’ along the western 
edge meaning safe access 
and egress may not be 
possible. Along the eastern 
edge, maximum flood depths 
are 1.08m and velocities 
1.76m/s, resulting in a 
maximum hazard of ‘Danger 
for all’. Therefore, safe access 
and egress may not be 
possible during this event. 
  
In terms of surface water 
flooding, the site is directly 
accessible from the south of 
the site via East Street. This is 
entrance remains free from 
surface water flooding during 
all events. A small pond at 
the south of Highweek Way 
may restrict access to the 
west and north of the site. 
However, maximum flood 
depths in this area are <0.3m 
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the site. 
  
Surface water flooding is 
present within the site in all 
flood events. A pond of 
40m in diameter forms in 
the 3.3% AEP event and 
45m diameter in the 1% 
AEP event towards the 
north of the site. Surface 
water extent is much 
greater in the 0.1% AEP 
event, with the majority of 
surface water flooding 
occurring in the north and 
along the eastern extent of 
the site. 
 Maximum flood depths in 
the 3.3% AEP event are 0.3-
0.6m and maximum 
velocities are 0.3-0.5m/s, 
forming a maximum hazard 
of ‘Danger for most’. 
Floodwater extent is 
slightly larger in the 1% AEP 
event, with maximum flood 
depths reaching 0.6-0.9m 
and maximum velocities of 
>1.2m/s in the very north 
of the site. The site 
therefore has a hazard of 
‘Danger for most’. 
 There is a large increase in 
floodwater extent between 
the 1% and 0.1% AEP 
events. Maximum flood 
depths reach 0.9-1.2m and 
maximum velocities are 
>1.2m/s in the north of the 

in all events which may not 
limit access to emergency 
vehicles. The unnamed road 
leading from Highweek Way 
also has maximum depths of 
<0.3m during the 0.1% AEP 
event so may be accessible to 
larger vehicles since the 
hazard in this region is only 
labelled as ‘Caution’. 
  
Due to limited safe access 
and egress routes, a Flood 
Warning and Evacuation Plan 
should be prepared for the 
site, considering the highest 
risk climate change scenario. 
A policy of shelter in situ on a 
level above the maximum 
water level of >0.6m in a 
0.1% AEP event considering 
the highest risk climate 
change scenario to allow safe 
refuge for residents should 
be considered. As the site is 
already at significant risk 
during the present-day 0.1% 
AEP event scenario, the 
access and egress will also be 
affected in in future scenarios 
considering climate change 
and a shelter in situ policy 
remains necessary. 
 
The site allocation passes the 
exception test in principle. 
Nevertheless, it will be 
necessary for developers to 
fully address the exception 
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site. This corresponds with 
a maximum flood hazard of 
‘Danger for all’ in the very 
northern corner of the site. 

test at planning application 
stage. 
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GC13 Newton 
Abbot 

Newfound
land Way 

Yes, site 
within a 
sustainable 
development 
location. 

Residential More Flood Zone 1, Low risk 
of SW, 11% 1 in 1000 
(+25%), 17% 1 in 1000 
(+65%) 

No Strategic 
Recommendation 
C 

Site included within the 
Garden Communities SFRA 
Level 2 
 
The vast majority of the site 
is not at significant risk of 
flooding from surface 
water, fluvial or tidal 
sources. Fluvial flood risk is 
limited to the very northern 
corner of the site. Fluvial 
flooding associated with 
the River Lemon covers a 
very small extent of the site 
in the 0.1% and 1% AEP 
events from the EA’s FMfP 
(Flood Zone 2 and 3). 
  
In the 1% AEP event it 
covers the very northern tip 
of the site where 
topography of the land is 
lowest and in the closest 
proximity to the River 
Lemon. In the 0.1% AEP 
event, this extends slightly 
further into the site from 
the northern tip than the 
1% AEP event. In the 0.1% 
AEP event fluvial modelling 
shows that the depths of 
water at the northern tip 
vary from <0.3-0.6m. Flood 
water velocity is <=0.3m/s, 
with a resulting flood 
hazard of ‘Caution’ to 
‘Danger for most’ in the 
very top of the site. 

The site is located in a 
sustainable development 
location, scoring positively 
against the majority of 
objectives in the SA, with 
positive or significant positive 
effects identified in relation 
to objectives D (climate 
change mitigation, F (land 
resources), H (homes), I 
(health), J, (wellbeing), K 
(access to services), L (jobs 
and the local economy), M 
(town centres),  and N 
(connectivity and transport). 
 
Caution should be taken 
when developing the north of 
the site where flood risk is 
more prominent. 
Development should be 
steered towards the south 
and centre of the site. 
Development of this site is 
unlikely to pose major 
challenges. 
  
Access and egress is possible 
via the A381 to the north, 
and Baker’s Hill road that 
extends south from the A381 
to the site. The A381 is 
affected by fluvial flooding 
during the 1% and 0.1% AEP 
events. Access and egress 
therefore may not be 
possible during a fluvial flood 
event to the west of the site. 
However, access and egress 
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may be possible to the west 
of the site as this is only 
minorly affected by flooding. 
 In terms of surface water, 
access and egress may be 
impacted during the 0.1% 
AEP scenario along the A381. 
Surface water is impounded 
along the road, with 
maximum depths up to 0.6m, 
which would impact vehicular 
access. The hazard rating 
varies from ‘Caution’ to 
‘Danger for Most’ along this 
road. A site-specific FRA 
should be completed to 
assess the site accessibility, 
layout and design to ensure 
minimal risk. 
 
The site allocation passes the 
exception test in principle. 
Nevertheless, it will be 
necessary for developers to 
fully address the exception 
test at planning application 
stage. 
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GC8: Newton 
Abbot 

Wolborou
gh Way 

Yes, site 
within a 
sustainable 
development 
location. 

Residential More 85% Flood Zone 2, 
57% Flood Zone 3, 
15% 1 in 1000 SW, 
12% 1 in 100 SW, 13% 
1 in 30 (+25%), 13% 1 
in 100 (+25%) , 38% 1 
in 1000 (+25%), 13% 1 
in 30 (+65%), 15% 1 in 
100(+65%), 62% 1 in 
1000 (65%), 96% 
within 20m of Flood 
Zone 2.  

Yes Strategic 
Recommendation 
B 

Modelling indicates that 
the site is protected from 
fluvial flooding by defences 
during the 1% AEP event. 
Modelled flood extents 
occur during the 0.1% AEP 
event. Maximum modelled 
flood depths are between 
0.6-0.9m, maximum flood 
water velocities are 0.5-
1.0m/s and maximum 
hazard is ‘Danger for most’. 
The EA Flood Zones 
represent the undefended 
scenario. Fluvial flooding 
associated with River 
Lemon covers a wide extent 
of the site in both the 1% 
and 0.1% AEP events in the 
EA’s FMfP (Flood Zones 2 
and 3). 
 A large area of the site is 
flooded during the 1% and 
0.1% AEP events due to the 
low-lying topography and 
its proximity to the River 
Lemon. During the 1% AEP 
event, flooding covers the 
northern half of the site 
and most of the eastern 
portion. 
 During the 0.1% AEP event, 
fluvial flood water from the 
River Lemon extends across 
the entire site apart from 
the south-western corner 
where topography is 
highest. The site is 
protected from fluvial 

The site is located in a 
sustainable development 
location, scoring positively 
against the majority of 
objectives in the SA, with 
positive or significant positive 
effects identified in relation 
to objectives C (historic and 
built environment), D 
(climate change mitigation, F 
(land resources), H (homes), I 
(health), J, (wellbeing), K 
(access to services), L (jobs 
and the local economy), M 
(town centres),  and N 
(connectivity and transport). 
 
Development of the site may 
pose challenges and caution 
should be taken particularly 
towards the northwest of the 
site where risk is more 
prominent. To bring forward 
such a high flood risk site, 
significant reprofiling, flood 
defences and sustainable 
drainage work may be 
required. This is likely to 
affect the amount of land 
available for development. 
  
Flood resilient design is 
essential for this site due to 
the potential extent and 
depths of flooding: 
 o Where possible, more 
vulnerable development 
should be located outside of 
the area at risk along in the 
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flooding by wall defences 
along the River Lemon 
through the site. The 
defences closest to the 
north of the site have been 
built to a design Standard 
of Protection (SoP) of a 1% 
AEP event. Updated 
modelling indicates 
defences may be 
overtopped in future 
scenarios as a result of 
climate change. Recent 
modelled data (defended 
scenario), indicates that the 
site is protected from 
flooding by defences during 
the 1% AEP event. 
Modelled flood extents 
occur during the 0.1% AEP 
event. Maximum modelled 
flood depths are between 
0.6-0.9m and maximum 
flood water velocities are 
0.5-1.0m/s. These 
significant flood depths and 
speeds mean that the 
resulting flood hazard in 
the centre of the site is 
‘Danger for most’. 
  
Surface water flooding is 
mainly confined to the 
immediate proximity to the 
River Lemon, with a 
maximum hazard of 
‘Danger for all’ in the 1% 
and 0.1%AEP events. Risk 
across the rest of the site is 

south-west of the site. 
 o A resilient approach to 
design should be taken for 
any development within the 
floodplain. Habitable floor 
levels must be above the 1% 
AEP flood level considering 
climate change (Upper End 
scenario). 
 o The residual risk must be 
taken into account to allow 
safe shelter for residents 
during an extreme event and 
so habitable flood levels are 
above the level that might be 
reasonably expected should 
any future flood defences 
breach. Flood resilient urban 
design will therefore still be 
essential in areas defended 
against fluvial and tidal 
flooding in future scenarios. 
  
The developer will need to 
show, through an FRA, that 
future users of the 
development will not be 
placed in danger from flood 
hazards throughout its 
lifetime. It is for the applicant 
to show that the 
development meets the 
objectives of the NPPF’s 
policy on flood risk. For 
example, how the operation 
of any mitigation measures 
can be safeguarded and 
maintained effectively 
through the lifetime of the 
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minimal. 
  
Flood extents are likely to 
increase across the site 
during modelled climate 
change scenarios. The site 
is likely to remain 
unaffected during the 1% 
AEP fluvial event plus 
Central (+41%) scenario. 
During the 1% AEP event 
plus Higher Central (53%) 
scenario, the majority of 
the site will be inundated 
with flood water. The 
maximum depth of 
floodwater during this 
event is 0.7m which 
corresponds to a hazard of 
‘Danger for Most’ where 
flooding is deepest. Surface 
water flow paths exist 
during all events. During 
the 3.3% AEP event, surface 
water follows the 
alignment of the River 
Lemon and hence is shown 
to follow the river channel; 
this is the case for both the 
1% AEP and 0.1% AEP 
events as well. During the 
3.3% AEP event, maximum 
flood depths are 0.61m and 
maximum flood velocities 
are 1.37m/s, resulting in a 
maximum hazard of 
‘Danger for most’ within 
the river channel. During 
the 1% AEP event, 

development. (Para 048 
Flood Risk and Coastal 
Change PPG) 
  
Access and egress is possible 
via the A382 at the eastern 
site boundary, and via the 
A381 at the southern site 
boundary. Access and egress 
is affected on both roads in 
the 1% and the 0.1% AEP 
fluvial flooding events from 
the EA’s FMfP. However, 
access and egress would be 
possible along the A381 from 
the Southern end of the site. 
In the modelled 0.1% AEP 
event, flood depths along the 
northern end of the A381 are 
up to 0.5m which would 
impact vehicular access. 
Access and egress therefore 
may not be possible during a 
fluvial flood event from the 
North. A Flood Warning and 
Evacuation Plan should be 
prepared for the site, with a 
policy of shelter in situ on a 
level above the maximum 
water level of >0.6m in a 
0.1% AEP event considering 
the highest risk climate 
change scenario to allow safe 
refuge for residents. As the 
site is already at significant 
risk during the present-day 
scenario, the access and 
egress will also be affected in 
in future scenarios 
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maximum floodwater 
depths reach 1.75m and 
velocities reach a maximum 
of 2.27m/s. This forms a 
maximum hazard of 
‘Danger for all’. Flood 
depths are much greater 
during the 0.1% AEP event, 
reaching a maximum of 
2.58m. Maximum flood 
velocities reach 2.28m/s, 
forming a maximum hazard 
of ‘Danger for all’. 
 During the 0.1% AEP event, 
a surface water flow path 
forms from higher ground 
south of Gothic Road and 
flows along the A381 along 
the sites southern 
boundary. The depth of 
surface water that is shown 
just out of bank is 0.3-0.6m. 
Flood velocities are 1-
1.5m/s. The resulting flood 
hazard is ‘Danger for Most’. 
This is expected as it is 
following the channel. 

considering climate change 
and a shelter in situ policy 
remains necessary. Safe 
access and egress is therefore 
more likely from the south of 
the site during both present 
day and future scenarios. 
 In terms of surface water, 
there is a flow path of surface 
water along the A381. 
However, surface water 
depths are <0.3m, so access 
and egress would still be 
possible via this route. 
 
The site allocation passes the 
exception test in principle. 
Nevertheless, it will be 
necessary for developers to 
fully address the exception 
test at planning application 
stage. 
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RT3  Inner Bell, 
Exeter 
Road, 
Chudleigh 

Yes, site 
within a 
sustainable 
development 
location. 

Residential More Flood Zone 1, Low risk 
of SW 

No Strategic 
Recommendation 
D 

The site has very low risk of 
flooding from any sources, 
and the site has not been 
identified as having critical 
drainage problems. 

Not Applicable, Development 
is in an appropriate location 
under NPPF flood risk policy. 

V4  Field 
north of 
Easterway
s, 
Broadhem
pston 

Yes, site 
within a 
sustainable 
development 
location. 

Residential More Flood Zone 1, Very 
Low risk of SW 

No Strategic 
Recommendation 
D 

The site has no known risk 
of flooding from any 
sources, and the site has 
not been identified as 
having critical drainage 
problems. 

Not Applicable, Development 
is in an appropriate location 
under NPPF flood risk policy. 

V6  Field off 
Knights 
Mead, 
Chudleigh 
Knighton 
(Parish of 
Hennock) 

Yes, site 
within a 
sustainable 
development 
location. 

Residential More 40% Flood Zone 2, 
40% Flood Zone 3, 
15% 1 in 1000 SW, 
CHECK SW, 100% 
Located with High 
Risk of GW 

No Strategic 
Recommendation 
B 

The extent Flood Zone 2 
and 3 are located to the 
south of the site adjacent 
to the A38 underbridge, 
surface water mapping 
consistently follows the 
identified Flood Zones. The 
north of the site is wholly 
located within Flood Zone 1 
and not within an area of 
surface water flooding. 
Given the underlying 
ground conditions and the 
presence of the 
watercourses in close 
proximity, shallow ground 
water will be an issue to be 
resolved in detailed design.  
 
The extent of floodplain 
within the site will need to 
be assessed and mapped.  
No development should be 
located within the 
floodplain.   
 
Investigate opportunities to 
enhance the watercourse 

The site is located in a 
sustainable development 
location, scoring positively 
against the majority of 
objectives in the SA, with 
positive or significant positive 
effects identified in relation 
to objectives A (natural 
environment), D (climate 
change mitigation, H 
(homes), I (health), K (access 
to services), and N 
(connectivity and transport). 
 
It is proposed to allocate to 
approximately 15 Custom 
Build, as such sufficient space 
within Flood Zone 1 is 
available. Development will 
avoid areas falling within 
flood zones 2 and 3, which 
will be utilised for the 
purposes of flood gain, and a 
further 20m buffer will be 
applied to allow for potential 
future climate change 
impacts.  
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corridor. Ditches and 
watercourses (together 
with wetland habitat) 
within the site should be 
kept as open water habitat 
and suitable buffer strips 
should be maintained 
alongside them.  European 
eel (protected species) 
likely to be present and will 
need to be considered in 
any designs. 
 
Parts of the site may be 
difficult to properly access; 
it is unlikely that a bridge 
across the minor 
watercourse to the East will 
be permitted.  
 

Access should be facilitated 
to the north of the site and 
from the east where 
culverting of a minor 
watercourse is required.  
 
Development will require 
flood risk mitigation and 
drainage solutions, informed 
by a flood risk assessment. 
Development will consider 
groundwater flood risk. 
 
The site allocation passes the 
exception test in principle. 
Nevertheless, it will be 
necessary for developers to 
fully address the exception 
test at planning application 
stage. 
 

GC11  Land and 
Buildings 
at Hopkins 
Lane, 
Newton 
Abbot 

Yes, site 
within a 
sustainable 
development 
location. 

Residential More 88% Flood Zone 3, 
88% Flood Zone 2, 
97% within 20m of 
Flood Zone 2, 22% 1 
in 1000 SW. 
 
CHECK SW CC 

No Strategic 
Recommendation 
B 

Although not included 
within the Garden 
Community SFRA Level 2, 
data provided within the 
modelling undertaken  
indicates that the site is 
protected from fluvial 
flooding by defences during 
the 1% AEP event.  
 
Modelled flood extents 
occur during the 0.1% AEP 
event. Maximum modelled 
flood depths are between 
0.6-0.9m, maximum flood 
water velocities are 0.5-
1.0m/s and maximum 
hazard is ‘Danger for most’. 

The site is located in a 
sustainable development 
location, scoring positively 
against the majority of 
objectives in the SA, with 
positive or significant positive 
effects identified in relation 
to objectives A (natural 
environment), D (climate 
change mitigation, F (land 
resources), H (homes), I 
(health), J, (wellbeing), K 
(access to services), L (jobs 
and the local economy), M 
(town centres),  and N 
(connectivity and transport). 
 



33 
 

Local 
Plan 

Policy 

Site Name 
/ Address 

Site Name 
/ Address 

Sequential 
Test Passed 

Type Development 
Vulnerability 

Flood Zone Exception 
Test 

required? 

Flood Screening 
Result 

Flood Risk Contextual 
commentary 

Would the development 
pass both parts of the 

exception test? 

The EA Flood Zones 
represent the undefended 
scenario. Fluvial flooding 
associated with River 
Lemon covers a wide extent 
of the site in both the 1% 
and 0.1% AEP events in the 
EA’s FMfP (Flood Zones 2 
and 3). 
  
Surface water flooding is 
mainly confined to the to 
the  proximity to the River 
Lemon, with a maximum 
hazard of ‘Danger for all’ in 
the 1% and 0.1%AEP 
events. Risk across the rest 
of the site is minima 

The majority of the site lies 
within Flood Zone 3 and 2, 
therefore the Exception Test 
is required for the site. The 
Exception Test is needed if, 
‘More Vulnerable’ and ‘Less 
Vulnerable’ infrastructure 
should not be permitted 
within Flood Zone 3b. 
Residential development 
should be steered away from 
Flood Zone 3 wherever 
possible as it is considered 
‘More Vulnerable’ 
infrastructure. Potential for 
Less Vulnerable uses on 
ground floor, Habitable floor 
levels must be above the 1% 
AEP flood level considering 
climate change (Upper End 
scenario). Allowing for safe 
access and Egress to the rear 
of the of Kings Street which 
would facilitate safe access 
and Egress from any 
development.  
 
Given the flood risk assessed 
to the north Access and 
egress may not be possible to 
the north during a  during a 
fluvial flood event from the 
North during a climate 
change scenairo. A Flood 
Warning and Evacuation Plan 
should be prepared for the 
site, with a policy of shelter in 
situ on a level above the 
maximum water level of 
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>0.6m in a 0.1% AEP event 
considering the highest risk 
climate change scenario to 
allow safe refuge for 
residents. Access and egress 
therefore may not be 
possible during a fluvial flood 
event from the North. A 
Flood Warning and 
Evacuation Plan should be 
prepared for the site, with a 
policy of shelter in situ on a 
level above the maximum 
water level of >0.6m in a 
0.1% AEP event considering 
the highest risk climate 
change scenario to allow safe 
refuge for residents. 
 
The site allocation passes the 
exception test in principle. 
Nevertheless, it will be 
necessary for developers to 
fully address the exception 
test at planning application 
stage. 
 

GC17  East of 
Haytor 
Drive, 
Newton 
Abbot 

Yes, site 
within a 
sustainable 
development 
location. 

Residential More Low risk of SW 
however threshold 
met in 1 in 1000 
(+65%) 20% 

No Strategic 
Recommendation 
C 

Low risk, developer led site 
specific flood risk 
mitigation and drainage 
solutions, informed by a 
flood risk assessment. Site 
has a low risk of Surface 
Water flooding under the 
65% Climate Change, site 
layout and infrastructure to 
take consideration of flow 
paths. 

Not Applicable, Development 
is in an appropriate location 
under NPPF flood risk policy. 
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GC10  Coach 
Road 
Nursery, 
Newton 
Abbot 

Yes, site 
within a 
sustainable 
development 
location. 

Residential More 26% Medium Risk of 
Groundwater, Low 
risk of SW however 
threshold met in 1 in 
1000 (+65%) 26%  

No Strategic 
Recommendation 
C 

Low risk, developer led site 
specific flood risk 
mitigation and drainage 
solutions, informed by a 
flood risk assessment. Site 
has a low risk of Surface 
Water flooding under the 
Current, 25 and 65% 
Climate Change, site layout 
and infrastructure to take 
consideration of flow paths. 
Proportion of site has 
medium risk of 
Groundwater, to be 
considered with 
appropriate ground 
investigation. Discharges to 
Decoy lake will need to 
support improvements to 
level controls within the 
lake infrastructure. 

Not Applicable, Development 
is in an appropriate location 
under NPPF flood risk policy. 

RT1  Land 
South of 
Le Molay 
Littry 
Way, 
Bovey 
Tracey 

Yes, site 
within a 
sustainable 
development 
location. 

Residential More 30% Flood Zone 2, 
30% Flood Zone 3, 
95% High Ground 
Water. 54% within 
20m of Flood Zone 2 
(Climate Change 
Proxy) 

Yes Strategic 
Recommendation 
B 

A proportion of the site sits 
within the within the 
functional floodplain of the 
River Bovey to the South of 
the site together with a 
potential to be impacted 
from fluvial flood risk 
within climate change is 
considered. The area to the 
North-East is wholly within 
Flood Zone 1 and not at risk 
of Surface water. Access 
should be facilitated 
directly from Le Molay 
Littry Way within the North 
East as opposed to the 
North West which sits 
wholly within the Flood 

The site is located in a 
sustainable development 
location, scoring positively 
against the majority of 
objectives in the SA, with 
positive or significant positive 
effects identified in relation 
to objectives D (climate 
change mitigation, H 
(homes), I (health), K (access 
to services), L (jobs and the 
local economy), M (town 
centres), and N (connectivity 
and transport). 
 
It is proposed to allocate to 
10 dwellings, as such 
sufficient space within Flood 
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Zones and the presence of 
the water watercourses 
which would require 
culverting to facilitate 
access.  
 
A very small proportion of 
the site is shown to be at 
risk of low-risk surface 
water flooding. 
Development should 
consider this within the 
layout.  
 
The full extent of the extent 
of floodplain within the 
site, together with the 
minor watercourses will 
need to be assessed and 
mapped.  No development 
should be located within 
the floodplain.   

Zone 1 is available. 
Development will avoid areas 
falling within flood zones 2 
and 3, which will be utilised 
for the purposes of flood 
gain, and a further 20m 
buffer will be applied to allow 
for potential future climate 
change impacts. 
Development will require 
flood risk mitigation and 
drainage solutions, informed 
by a flood risk assessment. 
Development will consider 
groundwater flood risk. 
 
The site allocation passes the 
exception test in principle. 
Nevertheless, it will be 
necessary for developers to 
fully address the exception 
test at planning application 
stage. 
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