
Report from the West Sussex Joint Scrutiny Task and Finish 
Group 
 
December 2013 
 
Flooding 
 
Report by Chairman of the Task and Finish Group  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
1. Background and Methodology  
 
1.1 The Task and Finish Group (TFG) was established by the West Sussex Joint 

Scrutiny Steering Group to review the multi-agency responsibilities, roles, 
involvement in, and management of, major flooding incidents across West 
Sussex. 
 

1.2 The TFG comprised eight elected members – one from each district and 
borough council within West Sussex, and one from the County Council.  The 
TFG met twice – in October and November 2013 - to consider evidence and 
develop recommendations.   
 

2. Evidence 
 

2.1 Evidence was heard from officers of West Sussex County Council (including 
the Fire and Rescue Service) and Worthing Borough Council, and from 
representatives of the Environment Agency and Southern Water. A member 
of the public also addressed the Group on the subject of partnership funding. 
 

2.2 The TFG received reports on the June 2012 flooding event in West Sussex, 
including the causes and details surrounding the event, the response by the 
various partners, and what lessons had been learned for future resilience, 
response and recovery.  

 
2.3 The TFG heard evidence about the changes in roles and responsibilities under 

the Flood and Water Management Act 2010 (the Act), of the importance of 
partnership working between agencies and authorities to the effective 

Executive Summary  
 
A Task and Finish Group made up of one non-executive councillors from 
the County Council and each of the seven district and borough councils 
met to consider the arrangements in place for before, during, and after a 
flood event. The Group: 
 

 Explored the key issues arising from the June 2012 event  
 Scrutinised the working arrangements, roles, and responsibilities 

between partners  
 Identified areas for improvement in on-going flood risk 

management activities. 
 



delivery of flood risk management actions, and of the improvement in inter-
agency working arrangements and relationships since the June 2012 floods. 
 

2.4 The TFG learned about the Local Flood Risk Management Strategy (LFRMS) 
which the County Council, as Local Lead Flood Authority (LLFA) is required to 
develop under the Act. The Strategy had been subject to public consultation 
during summer 2013, and the Group was briefed on the main themes arising 
from the consultation feedback. One outcome arising from this work is the 
work programme, which identifies all county-wide flood risk-reduction 
projects not considered to be routine maintenance, but must be prioritised to 
ensure that any investment delivers the maximum benefit for taxpayers. 
 

3. Discussion and Recommendations. 
 
Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) 
  

3.1 As the LLFA, the West Sussex County Council has a number of duties and 
powers relating to the management of local flood risk. In order to achieve 
the benefits of having one authority for supervising local flood risks as 
envisaged in the Pitt report, the LLFA has to continue to take a strong and 
proactive role. However, the County Council cannot succeed in this role 
without a significant contribution, in terms of will and resources, from all 
other stakeholders, be they other West Sussex flood risk management 
authorities, parish and town councils, public and private agencies, or 
landowners.   
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Local Flood Risk Management Strategy  

 
3.2 The County Council had consulted extensively on the draft LFRMS, which will 

ultimately be signed off by the district and borough councils, and the County 
Council. However, the role of the risk management authorities1 is not limited 
to the drafting process - once the Strategy is implemented, partnership 
working will be integral to its success over the course of its five-year term.  

 
 

                                       
1 Flood Risk Management Authorities are defined under the Flood Water Management Act 
2010, and comprise the Environment Agency, the County, district and borough councils, 
highway authorities, and water and sewerage companies. 

Recommendations 
 
1. That West Sussex County Council will continue to develop its role as 

Lead Local Flood Authority 
 

2. That West Sussex County Council allocates resources required to 
carry out this role adequately, using appropriate funding where 
available 
 

3. That all local councils, water companies, and the Environment 
Agency support the Lead Local Flood Authority 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Partnership Funding 
 

3.3 The TFG learned that, due to changes in the way flood risk management 
activities are funded, few schemes would in future be wholly funded by 
central government. Any funding shortfall on a scheme would need to be 
made up through contributions from local authorities, businesses, residents, 
or other beneficiaries. The significant pressure for funding across the county 
will make it all the more important that the schemes which do move forward 
are the “right ones”, however this judgement is ultimately made. 
 

3.4 Although the task of seeking non-government funding contributions for 
priority schemes appears daunting, there is little merit in delaying this work. 
Indeed, as other areas succeed in moving forward schemes in other parts of 
the country, the pool of central government funding available might diminish, 
further complicating the task. 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Planning 
 

3.5 One of the main feedback themes arising from the public consultation on the 
LFRMS concerned planning - specifically, a public perception that new 
development increases the flood risk to the existing housing stock.  Members 
heard of different practices within different planning authorities when 
proposed new developments were considered – for example: 
  
3.5.1 Whether planners typically consulted their district and borough flood 

risk/drainage engineers routinely on particular applications. Practice 
around the county varies from engineers seeing the full application list 
and making comment on those of highest risk, to engineers being 
consulted infrequently, if at all. District/borough engineers have 
extensive local knowledge of local site history, and have access to 

Recommendations 
 
4. That all West Sussex flood risk management authorities support the 

Local Flood Risk Management Strategy, and help implement its 
objectives using available resources 

 
5. That all West Sussex flood risk management authorities support one 

prioritised work programme for major flood and coastal risk 
management works 

 

Recommendations 
 
6. That the County, district and borough councils support a system of 

prioritising areas for investment for major flood and coastal risk 
management works within West Sussex 
 

7. That a multi-agency group be created to prioritise areas for 
investment, develop opportunities for co-operative funding, and 
identify and access external funding sources 



maps detailing risk of surface water and groundwater flooding. They 
can also provide detailed technical knowledge of whether a flood risk 
assessment submitted with an application is suitable and satisfactorily 
addresses the risks on that site.  
 

3.5.2 Whether County drainage engineers were consulted on applications. 
County engineers have knowledge of surface water and groundwater 
risk flood risk, as well as sustainable drainage systems and a strategic 
overview of flood risk management work in the County.  West Sussex 
County Council is not currently a statutory consultee in the planning 
process.  
 

3.6 Although recognising duties and powers coming into effect from April 2014 
should strengthen the role of local authorities, TFG members felt that all 
councils (including town and parish councils) needed to acknowledge public 
anxiety over development in areas of flood risk, no matter what the source of 
that risk, particularly in the face of the demand for more residential housing. 
When considering development applications in such areas, targeted 
consultation by the responsible planning authority with officers having 
specialised knowledge of the flooding issues (while not a legal requirement) 
could realise significant risk mitigation. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Riparian Ownership of Ditches and Watercourses 
 

3.7 Another feedback theme arising from the LFRMS public consultation 
concerned the riparian ownership responsibilities that came with owning a 
property alongside a watercourse. Experience showed that some of the 
flooding which occurs in West Sussex could have been alleviated or avoided 
had maintenance of watercourses been carried out by the riparian 
landowners. The recent drive toward stronger investigation and enforcement 
activities carried by county and district and borough officers has a part to 
play, but communication and education are far more cost-effective, and 
deliver greater benefits. All councils (including town and parish councils) 
could have a role in identifying potential maintenance requirements and 
informing responsible persons and organisations. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Recommendations 
 
8. That all councils recognise and promote the vital role played by the 

local planning authorities in ensuring that inappropriate 
development does not take place in areas of flood risk, no matter 
what the source of that risk 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4. Next Steps 
 
4.1 This report will be passed to the relevant Cabinet Members at each of West 

Sussex’s local authorities, with a request that a written response to the Joint 
Scrutiny Steering Group be provided by the end of February 2014. For 
information, a copy of the report will be sent to the relevant overview and 
scrutiny committees in each of these authorities, and to the Joint Scrutiny 
Steering Group. The Joint Scrutiny Steering Group will be asked to forward 
the relevant recommendations to the Environment Agency and to Southern 
Water. 
 
The report will be published on the County Council website and will be 
circulated to relevant interested parties, including the chairmen and mayors 
of all parish and town councils. 

 
5. Resource Implications and Value for Money 
 
5.1 Under the Flood and Water Management Act 2010 the County Council has 

become the Local Lead Flood Authority. However, significant contributions 
(both in funding and wider resources) will need to be forthcoming from 
district and borough councils (as well as other parties) for flood risk to be 
successfully managed in West Sussex. 

 
6. Risk Management Implications 
 
6.1 As well as the threat to life and health (both physical and psychological), 

flooding can result in extensive impact to property, communities, and 
businesses, and can have far-reaching economic impact.  

 
7. Other Considerations – Equality – Crime Reduction – Human Rights  

 
7.1 There are no implications for a local authority’s duty to avoid or to reduce 

crime or anti-social behaviour, or to assist partners to do so. 
 

There are no implications which compromise Human Rights. The proposals 
treat all members of the community equally. 
 
 

Recommendations 
 
9. That all councils recognise the vital role that landowner maintained 

ditches and watercourses have to play in ensuring county-wide land 
drainage operates efficiently 
 

10.That a county-wide campaign of education and awareness-raising is 
undertaken to ensure riparian owners are aware of their 
responsibilities 
 

11.That all councils continue to resource and support work to enforce 
riparian responsibilities for the free flow of drainage water 
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Roy Barraclough, Worthing Borough Council 
Keith Blake Crawley Borough Council 
Ann Bridges, Adur District Council 
Jack Callaghan, Mid-Sussex District Council 
Duncan England, Horsham District Council 
Paul English, Arun District Council 
Henry Potter, Chichester District Council 
Graham Tyler, West Sussex District Council (Chairman) 

 
 Contact:  
 

Ninesh Edwards - 0330 222 2542 


