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November 2021
Full report can be found on Citizen Space

Introduction
There is a long history of flooding in the Thames Valley catchment, which covers the area
around the non-tidal section of the River Thames and its tributaries from its source in
Gloucestershire to the tidal limit at Teddington, just upstream of London.

Introduction (continued)
The Environment Agency and partners have done much over the years to manage
flood risk across the Thames Valley. Nowadays, people are better protected by
flood defences than ever before. Despite this, many communities in the Thames
Valley remain at risk of flooding and this risk will continue to increase due to
climate change, which will bring more frequent and severe floods.
The Thames Valley Flood Scheme is looking at a catchment-wide approach to
managing the risk of flooding. The 17 approaches being considered are:
• Offline flood storage
• Joint water resource and flood
storage
• Run-off attenuation features
• Improved urban drainage
• Changes in soil and crop
management
• Managed aquifer recharge
• River restoration
• Woodland planting

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Property level resilience
River deepening and widening
Flood relief channel
Washlands
Temporary or removable flood
barriers
Online flood storage
Wetland creation
Flood water transfer
Permanent flood barriers

Approaches being considered

Thames Valley Flood Scheme consultation
We held a public consultation on the approaches being
considered by the Thames Valley Flood Scheme for 12
weeks from 26 May to 20 August 2021.
At this early stage of the project, our consultation objective
was to encourage people who live or work in, and those who
visit the Thames Valley to share their views on the
catchment-scale approaches being considered to help us
shape the direction of the project.

Consultation responses
• We received a total of 264 responses
• Feedback suggests general support for our objectives
and approaches
• Particular support woodland planting and wetland
creation, as well as other natural flood management
techniques
• Less support for approaches involving hard engineering
• Common concerns raised about development in the
floodplain and sewage flooding
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Consultation responses (continued)

Postcode area and counties

We received responses from postcode areas throughout the Thames Valley study
area. with most responses coming from Berkshire and Oxfordshire. The chart
below show the postcode areas and counties identified and the number of
responses received from each.
RG - Berkshire, Oxfordshire, Hampshire
OX - Oxfordshire, Berkshire, Northamptonshire
GU - Surrey, Hampshire
TW - Buckinghamshire, Surrey, Middlesex
SL - Berkshire, Buckinghamshire
GL - Gloucestershire
SN - Wiltshire
HP - Buckinghamshire
KT - Surrey
BS - Somerset
SP - Wiltshire
UB - Middlesex
MK - Buckinghamshire
SP - Wiltshire
SM - Surrey
AL - Hertfordshire
SO - Hampshire
RH - Surrey
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Summary of responses to
general questions
In this section, you will see a snapshot of responses received to our
general consultation questions. Full details for each question can be
accessed in the output report.

Question 1a: Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree that
managing flood risk in the Thames Valley is important.
We asked whether participants agree that managing flood risk in the Thames Valley
is important:
2%
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Strongly agree
Agree
Disagree
Neither/no opinion
Strongly disagree
Not answered
77%

Question 1b: On a scale of 1 to 5 (1 being not useful and 5 being very
useful) how useful did you find the information sections within our
consultation?
We presented sections of background information as part of the consultation
materials and asked respondents to rate their usefulness:
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Question 1b: Information sections (continued)
We also asked if there was any other information we could provide that
would be helpful. The most frequently requested information was:
•

More detail on scheme risks, benefits, impacts and timing

•

More information on existing flood risk management

•

A short version option of the consultation materials

•

More specific, localised information

•

More information on differing roles and responsibilities between the
Environment Agency, Lead Local Flood Authorities (LLFAs) and
others

•

More information on the costs, economics and budget of the
project

•

More information on how the project relates to or interacts with
other existing or planned schemes in the area

•

More information about planned future engagement
with communities and other organisations

Question 2: Please rate on a scale of 1 to 5 how strongly you agree or
disagree (with 1 being strongly disagree and 5 being strongly agree)
with the importance of meeting project objectives.
We asked respondents to rate how much they agree with the need to meet project
objectives:
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Question 2: Importance of meeting project objectives (continued)
We gave participants the opportunity to provide comments on the
objectives. Some of the points raised in the consultation responses
included:
• Widespread support for the objectives to reduce flooding and build
climate resilience with calls for more detail on how we plan to fulfill
these objectives
• Comments around the importance of protecting and enhancing
habitats and biodiversity, with many suggesting we use natural
flood management methods
• Calls to align the objectives with other local strategies and deliver
the objectives in partnership

Question 3a: What do you like about the approaches identified and
do any of them concern you?
The table below shows the number of respondents who mentioned each approach
and their general sentiment towards it:
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Woodland planting
Permanent flood barriers
Wetland creation
Flood relief channel

Approaches

Improved urban drainage
Changes in soil and crop management
River restoration
Offline flood storage
Temporary or removable flood barrier
Washlands
Runoff attenuation features
Online flood storage
Managed aquifer recharge
Property level resilience
River deepening and widening
Joint water resource and flood storage
Flood water transfer
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Question 3a: Approaches (continued)
• There was overall support for the approaches and appreciation of the
range of options being considered
• Comments that a holistic approach is needed to be successful and
many supported using a combination of approaches in different
locations to benefit the maximum number of people
• Frequent comments advocating use of natural flood management
approaches
• Proposed approach with the most positive comments was ‘Woodland
planting’, whilst the approach with the most negative comments
associated with it was ‘Permanent flood barriers’
• Most commonly mentioned concern was around ensuring that any
approach taken does not just transfer flood risk to other areas

Question 3b: Can you think of other ways to manage flood risk that
we have not included?
We asked respondents to share any alternative suggestions for managing
flood risk in the Thames Valley.
The most common alternatives suggested by respondents included the
use of leaky dams, rewilding of areas and a general preference towards
soft or natural options.
Other alternative options provided by respondents included:

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Better planning policy
River maintenance
Dredging
New technology
Better drain clearance and maintenance
Improving current incident response plans
Use of existing assets to control flood risk
Pumps

Questions 4a to 4d: Project ambitions
Participants were presented with the project’s ambitions, split into 3 types:
flood risk, environmental and other. They were asked to rate them all in
terms of their importance:
• The highest rated flood risk ambition was ‘Benefit communities and
businesses that have previously suffered river flooding where
defences have not been built and are not planned’
• The highest rated environmental ambition was ‘Create new
habitat(s) of regional significance delivering net gain for biodiversity
and natural capital’

• The highest rated ambition in the ‘other’ category was to ‘Explore
opportunities to work with others to reduce flood risk from surface
water, groundwater and sewers’

Summary of responses to
sustainability appraisal
scoping report
In this section, you will see a snapshot of responses received to our
sustainability appraisal scoping report. Full details for each question
can be accessed in the output report.

Questions 5: Are there any others regulations, policies and plans we
should be aware of in creating the sustainability objectives?
We asked participants if they were aware of any additional regulations,
policies and plans that we should be considering for the sustainability
appraisal. Some of the additional information identified included:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

AONB (Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty)
Management Plans
Thames Water Drainage and Wastewater
Management Plans
England Trees Action Plan
UK Forestry Standard (particularly the
section on water)
Environmental Land Management schemes
Local Nature Recovery Strategies
Update to the National Planning Policy
Framework

•
•
•
•
•

Pitt Review
Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA)
strategic flood risk management
documents
Government’s Net Zero commitment and
Net Zero Strategy
Environment Agency: reaching net zero
by 2030 report
National Infrastructure Assessment and
Government’s response to the
assessment

Question 6a: Participants were asked to comment on whether we
have considered the right information in our sustainability appraisal
at this stage.
48% of total respondents did not answer this question. Of those who
responded, 76% said that we had considered the right information at this stage,
with 24% saying we had not.
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Question 6a: Sustainability appraisal information (continued)
Of those who responded to say that we did not consider the right information at
this stage, some suggestions raised included:
• The need to consider local plans
• Consider all sources of flooding

• Identify priority habitats early
• Ensure flood risk is not transferred and consider
• Consider the disparity between projections of future growth for the region
versus local authorities’ growth aspirations
• Consider more social issues, such as language barriers, social deprivation
and mental health issues.

Question 6b: Do you think we should consider any additional
information in assessing the likely impacts of the scheme?
49% of total participants did not answer this question. Of those who did provide a
response, 47% said we should consider additional information and 53% said this
was not necessary.
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Question 6b: Additional information in assessing the likely impacts of
the scheme (continued)
There were several suggestions to:
• Work closely with landowners and communities who have local
knowledge to understand the potential impacts of the scheme
• Consider baseline information on the different sources of
flooding and detailed information on certain habitats and species
• Assess the interconnectedness between issues to better understand the
opportunities and risks

Question 7a: We asked participants to share their thoughts on
whether the scheme would be sustainable if we met the objectives.
51% of total participants did not answer this question. Of those who did provide a
response, 69% thought the scheme would be sustainable if we meet the
objectives, with 31% saying it would not.
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Question 7a: Sustainable of the scheme if we met the objectives
(continued)
Of those who responded that the scheme would not be sustainable if we met the
objectives, common comments included:
• Issues around continued development in high flood risk areas
• Calls to build regular reviews into the appraisal process to ensure we are
continually assessing the options

• Suggestions to strengthen or refine the wording for some of the
environmental objectives
• Suggestions to put more emphasis on nature recovery

Question 7b: Are there any further objectives that you think should
be included?
56% of participants did not respond to this question. Of those who did provide a
response, 60% said that there are no further objectives that should be included,
with 26% saying that there should be.
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Question 7b: Sustainability appraisal objectives (continued)
Of those who responded that additional objectives should be included in
the sustainability appraisal, some suggestions included:
• Reduce the risk of flooding to energy infrastructure
• Empower communities to manage their own flood risk and know
how to prepare and how to respond in a flood event
• Enhance local community engagement, education and participation
• Establish a whole catchment and ecosystem services approach
• Reduce or regulate floodplain development
• Maintain an understanding of changing flood risk due to climate
change
• Enable nature recovery and reconnect habitats

Question 8: Have we identified the right topics to include
in the sustainability appraisal?
54% of total participants did not answer this question. Of those who did, 80% of
people said we have identified the right topics, with 20% saying we have not.
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Question 8: Sustainability appraisal topics (continued)
Of those who responded that we have not identified the right topics, some
of the common suggestions for additional topics were:
• Ongoing maintenance of the scheme
• Partnership working
• Transportation issues
• The complexity of catchment management.

Next steps…
Responses gathered from this consultation will be used to inform the
development of the project. We will provide responses to the general
issues raised and will explain how we have used the feedback gathered
through the consultation in a follow-up consultation outcomes report in
early 2022.
This won’t be the only consultation – engagement will be ongoing
throughout the project’s lifetime, with further formal consultations in
future when we have more detail to consult on.
To access the full output report and related documents or to read
more about the scheme, please visit our page on Citizen Space:
https://consult.environment-agency.gov.uk/thames/tvfs-home/.
If you have any questions or comments, please contact:
TVFS@environment-agency.gov.uk

