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Darren
Johnson
(Deputy
Chair):��Good�morning.��Welcome�to�this�meeting�of�the�London�
Assembly’s�Environment�Committee.��We�welcome�our�guests�David�Wardle�[Head�of�London�
Group,�Environment�Agency]�and�Peter�Quarmby�[Thames�Flood�Risk�Manager,�Environment�
Agency]�from�the�Environment�Agency.��Our�main�item�of�business�today�is�Managing�River�and�
Surface�Water;�Flood�Risk�in�London.��We�had�an�initial�look�at�this�back�in�September�2010.��We�
also�had�a�site�visit�in�Lewisham�and�Greenwich�looking�at�some�of�the�river�restoration�work�
there�as�part�of�the�flood�risk�management�work,�which�was�extremely�useful�for�Members.��
Welcome�to�our�guests�from�the�Environment�Agency.�Please�introduce�yourselves�and�tell�the�
Committee�about�some�of�the�structural�changes�that�have�been�introduced�and�how�they�will�
work�in�connection�with�the�Greater�London�Authority�(GLA)�and�London�Councils.�
�
Peter
Quarmby
(Thames
Flood
Risk
Manager,
Environment
Agency):��I�am�Peter�
Quarmby.��I�am�Regional�Flood�Risk�Manager�for�Thames�Region�and�will�be�for�the�new�
Environment�Agency�South�East�Region.�
�
David
Wardle
(Head
of
London
Group,
Environment
Agency):��I�am�David�Wardle�and�I�am�
now�the�London�Environment�Manager�for�the�London�Environment�Team;�which�is�what�we�
have�created�for�Environment�Agency�South�East.��Basically,�we�have�decided,�for�efficiency�
reasons,�to�merge�two�of�the�Agency’s�regions.��So�that�is�the�Thames�region�and�the�Southern�
region.��So�we�have�now�got�a�region�that�covers�the�South�Coast�from�Kent,�all�the�way�round�to�
the�Isle�of�Wight�and�then�comes�up�through�Hampshire,�Berkshire,�round�to�Hertfordshire�with�
little�bits�of�Buckinghamshire�and�Essex,�and�London�in�the�middle.��So�it�is�a�very,�very�large�
area.���
�
We�have�done�that�to�save�£6.5�million�worth�of�salary�costs;�and�that�is�within�a�year�and�
£1.5�million�of�property�savings�which�we�realised�over�about�3�years�as�we�were�able�to�get�out�
of�leases�that�we�were�in.��So�we�create�this�very,�very�large�region.��It�was�recognised�in�doing�
that�that�the�uniqueness�of�London�meant�that�it�would�be�difficult�to�provide�a�strategic�
response�to�London,�as�part�of�that�big�region,�and�share�that�amongst�all�the�other�authorities�
and�large�bodies�we�need�to�work�with�throughout�that�region.���
�
So�it�was�decided�we�would�have�a�separate�London�team�which�was�focused�only�on�London.��
That�is�not�something�that�we�had�done�previously�in�Thames�region.��In�Thames�we�had�what�we�
called�a�regional�strategy�that�looked�at�the�remit�for�the�whole�region.��Now�we�have�got�a�team�
that�is�under�me�that�is�just�focusing�on�London.���
�
So�I�have�got�25�or�26�people�who�will�be�dedicated�to�providing�a�service�to�London,�who�I�hope�
will�form�a�very�strong�relationship�with�the�GLA�to�try�to�support�you�and�your�aspirations�and�
make�sure�that�everyone�is�well�informed,�that�the�data�is�correct�and�that�we�are�able�to�make�
decisions�based�on�good�information.��Whilst�I�think�it�is�a�massive�efficiency�saving�across�the�
whole�of�the�new�region,�I�think�for�London�it�gives�you�a�very,�very�good�service.�
�
Darren
Johnson
(Deputy
Chair):��So�we�have�now�got�this�special�team�for�London,�in�
recognition�of�London�structurally,�for�the�first�time,�which�is,�obviously,�useful�in�terms�of�
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working�with�the�GLA.��You�have�achieved�these,�or�will�achieve�these�large�efficiency�savings.��
Are�there�any�risks�inherent�in�this�approach,�this�restructuring?�
�
David
Wardle
(Head
of
London
Group,
Environment
Agency):��I�think�without�a�doubt�
there�is�risk�for�the�whole�of�this�new�big�region;�it�is�a�very�large�region.��We�have�achieved�
many�of�the�savings�by�reducing�management:�we�have�created�larger�units�than�we�perhaps�had�
in�the�past.��So�I�think�for�the�region�as�a�whole�it�is�going�to�be�a�challenge,�especially�to�try�to�
reflect�the�identity�right�across�a�region�as�big�as�that.���
�
We�have�broken�down�the�region�into�four�operational�areas;�we�have�tried�to�create�areas�that�
give�some�form�of�identity:�we�have�got�the�North�East�area,�which�is�virtually�the�same�as�the�
North�East�area�in�Thames,�so�North�London�and�Hertfordshire;�we�have�got�a�West�area�which�is�
basically�all�of�the�upper�Thames,�so�all�of�the�non-tidal�Thames�is�in�the�West�area.��Then�we�
come�down,�going�anti-clockwise�to�Solent�and�South�Downs�which�is�the�South�Coast�and�Isle�
of�Wight.��Finally�we�have�got�South�London�and�Kent.��Of�the�four�operational�areas,�two�of�
those�areas�will�work�in�London,�one�each�side�of�the�river.���
�
We�have�done�that�because,�for�operational�teams,�we�end�up�basing�them�outside�London�for�
cost�reasons�and�they�travel�in�to�work�in�London.��At�one�stage�we�looked�at�doing�that�
operation�in�London�as�one�patch�but�still�found�that�we�would�be�basing�teams�each�side�of�
London;�we�have�left�it�as�it�is,�so�those�teams�will�work�in�South�London�and�North�London.��My�
job�is�to�make�sure�that�we�provide�a�single�service�for�London.�
�
Murad
Qureshi
(Deputy
Chair):��Given�the�new�structure,�where�does�the�Mayor�and�the�GLA�
fit�into�it�all?���
�
David
Wardle
(Head
of
London
Group,
Environment
Agency):

We�need�to�be�responsive�to�
all�of�those�key�stakeholders�throughout�the�whole�region.��I�believe�that�we�have�decided�we�
need�to�give�London�special�focus,�so�that�means�that�teams�will�be�there�to�make�sure�the�whole�
of�the�Agency�works�on�behalf�of�London,�but�we�understand�London’s�issues�and�can�record�
and�report�those�properly.�
�
Murad
Qureshi
(Deputy
Chair):��When�you�give�a�special�focus,�where�does�the�Mayor�of�
London�sit�in�this?��The�Mayor�has�got�various�initiatives:�the�London�Waterways�Commission,�
the�London�Resilience�Partnership,�and�the�Drain�London�Forum.��I�just�want�to�know�where�that�
all�fits�into�the�scheme�of�things,�and�this�new�structure�that�you�have�put�together.�
�
David
Wardle
(Head
of
London
Group,
Environment
Agency):��Our�job�is�to�facilitate�the�
Mayor’s�structure.��Basically,�I�will�sit�on�the�Waterways�Commission.��Peter�[Quarmby]�is�on�the�
Resilience�Team�and�Howard�[Davidson]�sits�in�the�Resilience�Forum�with�the�Mayor.��
Howard�Davidson,�who�was�the�Regional�Director�for�Thames�is�now�the�Regional�Director�for�
this�new�large�region.��We�will,�I�think,�continue�to�do�what�we�have�done�before�as�far�as�
engagement�with�GLA,�but�do�more.�
�
Murad
Qureshi
(Deputy
Chair):��As�an�example,�one�of�the�outputs�we�have�had�in�recent�
times�has�been�the�London�Rivers�Action�Plan.��Who�is�going�to�be�the�driving�force�on�that�and�
what�role�will�the�Mayor’s�officers�have�in�this�respect?���We�have�seen�the�product�of�some�of�its�
good�work�in�recent�times�by�a�visit�to�Sutcliffe�Park�during�the�year.��On�these�types�of�
operational�and�flood�management�schemes,�where�is�the�onus�going�to�be?�
�
David
Wardle
(Head
of
London
Group,
Environment
Agency):��We�are�very�pleased�with�
what�has�happened�with�the�London�Rivers�Action�Plan,�and�we�will�continue�to�support�that�in�
exactly�the�same�way.��We�will�not�be�reducing�the�resources�that�go�into�that�action.�
�
Murad
Qureshi
(Deputy
Chair):��So�you�see�it�operating�much�the�same?�
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�
David
Wardle
(Head
of
London
Group,
Environment
Agency):
�I�do�essentially.�
�
Peter
Quarmby
(Thames
Flood
Risk
Manager,
Environment
Agency):��That�was�one�of�the�
intentions�of�the�changes.��The�costs�that�we�are�taking�out�are�predominantly�management�and�
overhead�rather�than�the�people�that�are�doing�the�work�on�the�ground;you�should�have�the�
same�level�of�service.��Of�course,�we�are�facing�cuts�through�the�Spending�Review�so�some�of�
those�service�levels�may�have�to�change�over�time.�
�
Murad
Qureshi
(Deputy
Chair):��Just�taking�that�analogy;�you�still�see�the�Mayor�as�your�
major�client�and�you�will�be�lead�by�his�direction�and�focus�presumably�in�these�–�
�
David
Wardle
(Head
of
London
Group,
Environment
Agency):��Our�major�client�for�London,�
yes.�
�
Peter
Quarmby
(Thames
Flood
Risk
Manager,
Environment
Agency):��We�do�see�that�as�a�
two-way�partnership�because�there�are�obviously�things�that�we�would�like�to�work�very�closely�
with�the�Mayor�on.�
�
Darren
Johnson
(Deputy
Chair):��When�we�looked�at�this�issue�several�years�ago,�one�of�the�
real�concerns�the�Committee�picked�up�on�was�the�really�confusing�patchwork�of�different�
agencies�and�bodies�with�different�responsibilities,�and�often�overlapping�responsibilities�for�
flood�risk�management.��You�obviously�want�to�reassure�us�that�nothing�is�going�to�change�for�
the�worst,�but�are�things�becoming�more�transparent�and�more�accountable�now�in�terms�of�the�
strategic�overview?��Can�you�reassure�us�that�things�have�moved�on�since�we�did�our�last�report�
several�years�ago?�
�
Peter
Quarmby
(Thames
Flood
Risk
Manager,
Environment
Agency):��Certainly�the�
implementation�of�the�Floods�and�Water�Management�Act�and�the�creation�of�duties�for�lead�
local�flood�authorities,�which�are�all�the�individual�boroughs�in�London;�they�are�creating�a�much�
clearer�allocation�of�responsibilities.��It�still�gives�us�the�strategic�overview,�but�it�does�give�very�
clear�responsibilities�to�the�lead�local�flood�authorities.���
�
That�is,�I�think,�going�to�lead�to�much�greater�clarity�and�part�of�that�is�working�up�the�flood�
partnership�arrangements�which�need�to�work�in�London�to�make�sure�that�we�are�making�the�
best�of�synergies�of�all�of�the�organisations�who�do�interact�on�flood�risk�coming�together.��
Those�are�evolving�as�we�speak;�I�think�you�have�dealt�with�some�of�those�and�their�creation�at�
your�last�meeting�in�September.�
�
Mike
Tuffrey
(AM):��Could�you�please�confirm�what�area�the�Thames�Flood�and�Coastal�
Committee�covers.�
�
Peter
Quarmby
(Thames
Flood
Risk
Manager,
Environment
Agency):��That�covers�from�
the�source�of�the�Thames�in�Gloucestershire�right�the�way�down�to�what�I�would�call�most�of�the�
London�part,�right�down�to�Deptford.�
�
Mike
Tuffrey
(AM):��So�that�is�the�top�big�level?�
�
Peter
Quarmby
(Thames
Flood
Risk
Manager,
Environment
Agency):

Yes.�
�
Mike
Tuffrey
(AM):��In�terms�of�getting�the�local�boroughs�in�London�who�are�the�lead�
authorities,�as�you�just�said,�to�hang�together�and�work�with�the�Mayor�in�terms�of�his�strategies;�
since�clearly�if�we�had�a�flood�the�water�does�not�stop�at�the�borough�boundary�-�“Oops,�sorry�
Greenwich,�not�allowed�in�there”�-�it�will�flow�where�it�wants�to,�so�having�32�of�those�is�an�
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organisational�challenge.��Are�you�relying�on�Drain�London�to�hold�the�whole�thing�together�in�
London?�
�
Peter
Quarmby
(Thames
Flood
Risk
Manager,
Environment
Agency):��Certainly�that�is�
where�we�are�putting�all�of�our�effort�into;�making�sure�the�partnerships�which�are�working�
around�Drain�London�are�effective�and�are�supported�as�well.��Certainly�it�was�something�which�
we�have�been�working�very�closely�through�the�Regional�Flood�Defence�Committee�which�is�
going�to�become�the�Regional�Flood�and�Coastal�Committee.���
�
Certainly�it�was�a�major�item�of�discussion�at�the�last�meeting�looking�at�future�expenditure�plans�
for�identifying�funding�to�support�the�setup�and�creation�and�delivery�of�the�Flood�Water�
Management�Act�responsibilities�throughout�the�region�and,�in�particular,�in�London.��That�is�
where�there�will�be�additional�support�coming�on�specifically�tailored�to�the�needs�of�the�local�
flood�partnership�groups�in�London.���
�
We�are�working�very�closely�with�the�boroughs�at�the�moment�in�taking�on�their�new�
responsibilities.��I�think�the�thing�that�certainly�came�through�from�Mike�Long�[Emergency�
Planning�Manager,�Richmond�upon�Thames]�at�the�last�meeting�was�the�lack�of�the�technical�
capabilities�in�some�of�the�local�boroughs,�and�some�resources�to�be�able�to�take�forward�every�
aspect�of�their�new�responsibilities.��That�is�where�we�would�be�supporting�the�boroughs�in�some�
of�the�technical�skills�and�knowledge�that�we�have�got�to�help�them�take�on�their�responsibilities.�
�
Mike
Tuffrey
(AM):��If�the�Thames�Flood�and�Coastal�Committee�is�allocated�money�-�when�we�
get�onto�the�question�of�allocation�of�money�-�we�might�want�to�come�back�to�that.�
�
Darren
Johnson
(Deputy
Chair):��We�will�dig�deep�into�that�when�we�come�to�money.���


Len
Duvall
(AM):�This�is�a�question�to�David.��In�theory�with�the�new�London�group,�we�have�
got�to�be�very�clear�-�because�it�is�backed�by�legislation�-�about�the�arrangements�around�the�
flooding�issues�in�London.��We�have�got�to�be�clear�about�who�is�doing�what,�and�who�is�working�
with�what.��We�should�in�the�coming�months,�be�able�to�see�a�London�plan�of�the�work�of�the�
Environment�Agency�and�of�all�the�other�issues�about�where�those�relationships�lie�and�the�level�
of�work�that�is�being�undertaken.��Does�all�of�that�exist�now,�in�theory?��There�has�not�been�a�
London�region,�but�with�the�establishment�of�your�group,�the�rest�of�the�Environment�Agency�
activities�including�planning�this�could�be�put�into�a�single�document�and�presented�annually�-�a�
work�programme�I�presume�-�of�the�work�that�you�will�be�holding�the�ring�for.�
�
David
Wardle
(Head
of
London
Group,
Environment
Agency):��We�are�just�working�up�a�
business�plan�now�which�will�start�from�April.��We�would�be�more�than�happy�to�share�that�with�
you;�it�shows�what�the�aspirations�are�across�the�whole�of�our�remit.�
�
Len
Duvall
(AM):��Will�it�reflect�the�activities�that�you�will�be�undertaking�with�partners�whether�
it�is�flood�work�or�planning�issues,�commenting�on�planning�and�waste�issues?�
�
David
Wardle
(Head
of
London
Group,
Environment
Agency):��Indeed�it�will.�
�
James
Cleverly
(AM):��Within�the�new�structure�and,�obviously,�with�the�umbrella�of�the�‘big�
society’�perhaps�over�us,�could�you�talk�through�how�you�see�community�interaction�and�the�civil�
society�interacting�with�what�you�are�doing�and�what�contribution�they�could�make?�
�
Peter
Quarmby
(Thames
Flood
Risk
Manager,
Environment
Agency):��I�think�it�is�one�area�
where�we�worked�for�quite�a�number�of�years�in�several�different�aspects.��One�is�when�we�have�
been�looking�at�new�schemes�we�have�been�very�much�consulting�the�local�communities�through�
the�development�of�options�and�finalising�the�options�so�that�they�are�aware�and�have�a�say�in�
what�the�scheme�looks�like,�what�the�choices�were�and�why�we�have�chosen�at�the�end�to�go�
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down�one�route.��They�have�been�involved�in�that�development�phase�but�they�are�also�aware�of�
what�I�would�call�the�residual�flood�risk.���
�
Whenever�you�are�putting�in�a�new�scheme,�it�only�protects�to�a�certain�level,�you�can�never�
provide�absolute�protection.��Because�of�this�communities�need�to�be�aware�of�what�that�residual�
flood�risk�is�so�they�can�make�any�community�flood�plans�around�that.��In�terms�of�community�
flood�plans,�that�is�something�which�we�have�been�working�on�and�pushing�on;�you�will�find�that�
there�are�community�flood�plans�being�created�in�a�lot�of�areas�now.���
�
I�think�certainly�the�work�that�we�have�done�with�the�local�authorities�in�London�are�probably�the�
best�examples�of�that�in�terms�of�the�multi-agency�flood�plans,�which�are�created�by�each�
borough�focusing�on�plans�for�if�there�is�a�major�flood:�what�the�consequences�would�be,�how�
best�that�risk�can�be�managed,�what�the�best�communications�are,�and�what�would�be�the�issues�
for�managing�those�events;�there�is�a�lot�of�that�planning.���
�
At�the�same�point�in�time�there�is,�I�think,�much�more�challenge�in�London.��It�is�much�more�
difficult�for�us�working�with,�what�I�would�call�communities�in�London.��I�compare�London�with�a�
lot�of�communities�where�we�have�been�working�in�Oxfordshire�following�the�flooding�in�2007�
where�there�are�small�villages,�really�defined�communities�where�it�is�much�easier�to�sit�down�in�a�
village�hall�in�a�parish�community�and�talk�to�them.��They�are�very�well�networked�and�organised,�
whereas�in�quite�a�few�locations�in�London,�one�street�away�they�are�not�aware�of�the�river�
existing.��That�presents�challenges�in�terms�of�engaging�with�defined�communities�because�the�
communities�do�not�fit�very�well�or�very�neatly�necessarily�around�the�rivers.���
�
That�is�an�area�where�we�certainly�have�to�work�very�closely�with�local�authorities�in�making�sure�
that�we�do�communicate,�and�we�work�with�the�communities�in�developing�plans�and�managing�
flood�risk.�
�
James
Cleverly
(AM):��You�mentioned�local�authorities�and�your�interaction�with�them�which,�
of�course,�is�incredibly�important.��Certainly�in�my�experience�you�often�find�voluntary�groups�are�
very,�very�passionate�about�the�river�and�are�often�very�much�driven�by�a�desire�to�re-naturalise�
the�river.��From�the�site�visits�we�have�seen�this�can�often�run�very�much�in�parallel�with�flood�
mitigation�plans.��What�is�the�game�plan�with�regard�to�better�utilisation�of�those�kinds�of�
organisations?�
�
Peter
Quarmby
(Thames
Flood
Risk
Manager,
Environment
Agency):��I�think�you�have�hit�
the�nail�on�the�head�there!��That�is�absolutely�critical�for�when�we�are�looking�at�some�of�the�
flood�risk�options�and�have�talked�about�the�river�restorations.��I�think�that�is�where�you�can�
create�much�more�community�groups�to�look�at�and�support�some�of�the�actions�which�are�
needed�around�those�river�restorations.��Certainly�the�groups�that�we�have�supported�and�worked�
with,�like�the�Quaggy�Action�Group�etc,�are�fundamental�to�making�sure�that�what�we�are�
creating�will�work,�and�will�get�supported.���
�
To�a�large�extent�they�are�also�integral�to�the�management�of�those�areas�going�forward�because�
that�is�always,�certainly�for�us,�a�major�issue�in�that�we�can�invest�and�create�new�flood�schemes.��
But�schemes�rely�on�a�lot�of�good�neighbourly�action�to�ensure�that�they�are�not�having�things�
dumped�in�the�rivers;�to�ensure�that�both�communities�are�aware�of�the�flood�risk�and�are�making�
sure�that�those�actions�do�not�happen�and�are�also�spotting�them�and�know�who�to�report�to�if�
that�does�happen;�having�community�action�to�try�to�limit�that�is�very�important.�
�
James
Cleverly
(AM):��Local�authorities�and�friends�of�river�groups,�like�the�Quaggy�Action�
Group�for�example,�are�fairly�obvious.��The�Committee�did�work�which�looked�at�the�effect�of�
paving�over�front�gardens�and�that�kind�of�stuff.��Now�residents�associations,�again,�are�often�
very�passionate�about�maintaining�the�existing�character�of�certain�areas.��I�know�certainly�in�my�
constituency�in�both�boroughs�there�are�very�well�structured�and�very�well�supported�residents�
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associations.��With�regard�to�things�like�maintaining�the�trickle�down�through�and�not�paving�
over�front�gardens,�what�is�your�interaction�with�residents�associations�to�get�them,�to�try�to�get�
that�bottom-up�support�that�can�be�so�important�in�preventing�surface�water�flooding?�
�
Peter
Quarmby
(Thames
Flood
Risk
Manager,
Environment
Agency):��I�think�that�that�is�
probably�where�our�resources�would�struggle�to�be�able�to�interact�in�a�big�way.��That�is�probably�
where�our�strategic�overview�and�work�with�local�authorities�is�best�managed�because�there�are�
some�organisations�and�local�authorities�who�are�better�placed�to�do�some�of�that�local�
interaction.��We�can�provide�a�lot�of�the�evidence�and�work�with�them�at�the�partnership�level�to�
make�sure�that�that�evidence�and�the�different�ways�of�sharing�best�practice�are�then�delivered�
through�the�local�authority�groupings.�
�
Murad
Qureshi
(Deputy
Chair):��James�has�dealt�with�one�end�of�the�spectrum�with�
communities�and�civil�society.��At�the�other�end�you�have�got�the�water�utilities;�they�do�have�a�
substantial�role�here.��They�abstract�from�the�rivers�and�provide�us�with�our�water�supplies.��Is�the�
nature�of�that�relationship�going�to�be�changing�in�this�at�all?��Have�they�got�equal�weight�to�the�
residents�which�James�was�talking�about�or�have�they�got�more�weight?�
�
Peter
Quarmby
(Thames
Flood
Risk
Manager,
Environment
Agency):��I�would�never�say�
that�there�was�a�weighting�between�the�two;�I�think�both�are�equally�important.��I�think�that�the�
relationships�are�different�by�their�very�nature�because�we�are�the�regulator�of�Thames�Water.��
We�will�be�exercising�our�regulatory�power�and�taking�them�to�court�on�frequent�occasions;�
hopefully�less�frequent�than�we�have�done�in�the�past.���
�
We�are�also�working�very�closely�with�them�on�some�of�the�more�strategic�solutions�such�as�the�
Tideway�Tunnel�and�their�future�investment�plans.��That�is�something�where�certainly�I�would�
look�at�the�future�plans�as�being�very�important�for�flood�risk,�water�quality�and�water�resources.���
�
Also�very�important�is�our�interaction�with,�not�just�Thames�Water,�but�also�Ofwat,�who�
determine�the�programme,�and�stakeholders�such�as�GLA�and�the�boroughs�in�terms�of�their�
aspirations,�and�how�they�value�some�of�the�water�quality,�some�of�the�sewer�flooding�issues.��
We�need�to�make�sure�that�that�gets�built�in�to�the�proposals�which�do�end�up�going�forward�and�
hopefully�getting�funded�through�Ofwat.���
�
Certainly�that�is�where�I�see�we�have�got�to:�a�pulling�together�and�an�influencing�role.�
�
Murad
Qureshi
(Deputy
Chair):��Essentially,�you�will�still�be�regulating�them�which�is�assuring.��
With�these�changes�will�the�nature�of�your�relationship�with�Ofwat�change?�
�
Peter
Quarmby
(Thames
Flood
Risk
Manager,
Environment
Agency):

No,�I�do�not�think�
so.��Our�relationship�with�Ofwat�is�always�one�of�some�tension�because�we�want�to�maximise�the�
improvement�to�the�environment,�while�they�want�to�minimise�the�impact�on�customer�bills�
through�investment�by�the�water�companies;�there�is�an�in-built�tension�in�there.���
�
Clearly�we�have�certain�drivers�such�as�the�European�directives�in�terms�of�water�quality�and�the�
Water�Framework�Directive�in�terms�of�the�water�resources�to�ensure,�on�the�basis�of�evidence,�
that�we�are�including�investments�to�make�sure�that�we�are�meeting�the�relevant�standards.���
�
I�think�in�some�areas�there�is�much�more�of�an�influencing�role�outside�those�statutory�drivers,�
and�that�is�where�I�think�the�tension,�the�influence�and�getting�the�wider�support�is�much�more�
important.��Things�like�sewer�flooding�is�one�of�those�areas�in�particular�where�getting�much�
more�widespread�support�and�getting�Ofwat�to�understanding�what�the�issues�are�is�much�more�
important�because�there�is�less�of�a�statutory�driver�and�much�more�of�a�cost�benefit�approach,�
which�is�not�necessarily�aligned�with�the�way�that�we�would�do�things.�
�
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Murad
Qureshi
(Deputy
Chair):��I�am�glad�that�you�have�mentioned�the�sewer�flooding.��The�
examples�I�come�across,�certainly�in�West�London,�in�places�like�Hammersmith�and�Fulham,�there�
have�been�issues�around�that�particularly�when�there�has�been�heavy�rainfall.�More�importance�
has�been�given�to�local�authorities�through�legislative�changes;�have�any�of�these�regional�
changes�in�the�Environment�Agency’s�set-up�going�to�make�it�different�from�the�operation�of�
those�issues�as�and�when�they�arise?�
�
Peter
Quarmby
(Thames
Flood
Risk
Manager,
Environment
Agency):��No.��I�do�not�think�
so.��Certainly�not�from�the�sewer�flooding;�it�will�not�change�that�relationship.��We�have�already�
got�people�being�organised�and�set�up�to�develop�proposals�for�the�next�Asset�Management�
Planning�round:�which�is�in�2015.��We�are�already�starting�to�work�on�that�and�we�will�be�looking�
at�Thames�Water.���
�
There�is�probably�a�much�improved�relationship�on�the�water�resources�side�because�there�is�a�lot�
of�interconnectivity�between�the�Thames�catchment�and�the�Southern�catchments�through�the�
water�companies.��That�is�certainly�where�strategically,�I�think,�we�can�manage�the�water�
resources�better�as�one�region;�looking�at�that�in�a�way�we�have�not�done�in�the�past.�
�
David
Wardle
(Head
of
London
Group,
Environment
Agency):��That�was�one�of�the�drivers�
for�the�idea�of�merging�the�two�regions�because�we�felt�we�were�already�working�very,�very�
closely�on�water�resources�because�it�was�a�problem�that�could�not�be�tackled�without�doing�
that.�
�
Darren
Johnson
(Deputy
Chair):

On�this�tension�between�investing�in�environmental�
improvements�and�flood�risk�management�in�keeping�bills�down,�have�you�got�a�direct�role�in�
terms�of�communicating�with�customers�about�the�potential�benefits?�
�
Peter
Quarmby
(Thames
Flood
Risk
Manager,
Environment
Agency):��We�do�not�have�a�
direct�role�with�customers�as�such.��I�think�we�have�an�influencing�role�through�some�of�the�water�
boards�and�the�customer�committees�of�the�water�companies,�and�also�through�organisations�
such�as�GLA�and�the�boroughs�who�do�have�an�influencing�role�back�through,�not�just�Ofwat,�but�
also�the�Department�for�Environment,�Food�and�Rural�Affairs�which�is�setting�some�of�the�game�
plan�with�Ofwat.�
�
Darren
Johnson
(Deputy
Chair):��Let�us�move�on�from�structures�and�organisation�to�the�
questions�about�resources�and�spending.���
�
Mike
Tuffrey
(AM):��There�will�be�a�separate�question�in�a�minute�about�how�the�monies�are�
allocated�and�changes�to�outcome-based�funding�and�so�forth.��Let’s�just�start�with�how�much�
resources�are�available�for�flood�defence�in�particular.��The�issue�of�the�moment�is�the�very�tight�
squeeze�that�all�public�bodies�are�undergoing�over�a�three�or�four-year�timeframe.��Can�you�just�
set�the�scene�for�us�in�terms�of�the�reductions�that�are�being�made�to�your�budgets?�
�
Peter
Quarmby
(Thames
Flood
Risk
Manager,
Environment
Agency):��I�will�start�from�the�
big�picture�and�then�build�in�some�of�the�London�specifics�if�I�can.��Defra’s�spending�on�flood�risk�
has�increased�over�the�last�four�years�and�it�rose�from�around�£500�million�in�2007/08�to�
£665�million�in�2010/11.��Defra�now�plan�to�spend�£540�million�per�annum�over�the�next�four�
years�of�the�Comprehensive�Spending�Review�with�a�target�to�improve�the�level�of�protection�for�
145,000�households�in�England.��One�can�see�the�funding�from�last�year�is�higher�than�it�will�be�
going�forward.��Clearly�there�is�a�reduction�in�the�amount�which�is�going�to�be�spent�in�flood�risk.���
�
The�funding�for�the�Environment�Agency�for�flood�risk�is�from�three�sources:�grant-in-aid�from�
Defra,�which�is�by�far�the�largest�element;�levies�raised�by�flood�defence�committees�such�as�
Thames�Region�Flood�Defence�Committee,�which�is�£10�million�within�the�Thames�Region�Flood�
Defence�Committee;�that�is�around�10%�of�what�we�spend,�so�it�is�not�insignificant�at�all;�and�
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then�external�contributions.��We�are�currently�finalising�our�programmes�based�upon�the�Defra�
funding�allocations�and�approvals�are�going�through�as�we�speak�at�the�Environment�Agency�
board.��We�will�also�go�through�the�Regional�Flood�Defence�Committee�for�final�approval.��At�the�
moment�I�have�got�indicative�figures�prior�to�them�being�approved�and�they�show�the�following,�
for�granting�aid�from�Defra:�Capital�will�be�reducing�by�27%�in�2011/12�from�2010/11,�that�in�
one�move�is�a�drop�of�27%.��It�will�then�remain�flat�for�the�rest�of�the�spending�review�period�but�
with�an�expectation�of�a�15%�efficiency�savings�through�our�procurement�strategy.�Defra�will�be�
expecting�more�outcomes�with�that�reduced�amount�of�money�by�the�end�of�the�Spending�
Review�period.��In�terms�of�revenue�spending;�that�is�going�to�be�reducing�by�18%�over�the�
spending�review�period.��Our�approach�has�been�to�allocate�that�reduced�capital�funding�to�those�
projects�delivering�the�best�outcomes�on�a�national�basis.�
�
Mike
Tuffrey
(AM):��Let�us�come�onto�how�the�money�is�spent�in�a�minute.��What�is�the�
quantum�available�to�us?��Have�you�anything�more�to�add�on�that?�
�
Peter
Quarmby
(Thames
Flood
Risk
Manager,
Environment
Agency):��No.��I�think�that�
that�is�probably�the�main�key�figures�on�a�national�basis.��Clearly�within�Thames�region,�because�
the�capital�programme�is�prioritised�nationally,�the�capital�programme�goes�up�and�down�
according�to�the�needs�and�the�national�prioritisation.��The�revenue�funding�will�be�coming�down�
progressively�over�the�next�couple�of�years.�
�
Mike
Tuffrey
(AM):��If�we�stick�with�the�capital�side�then�-�obviously�this�is�a�sharp�initial�
reduction�to�27%�which�is�the�sort�of�number�that�local�authorities�are�talking�about,�Transport�
for�London�for�example.��You�then�get�the�opportunity�to�manage�that�forward�with�the�
efficiency�savings�thing.��Am�I�right,�you�just�said�that�you�are�expecting�£540�million�a�year?��So�
that�is�still�£40�million,�still�10%�up�on�the�2007/08�year?�
�
Peter
Quarmby
(Thames
Flood
Risk
Manager,
Environment
Agency):��It�is,�yes.�
�
Mike
Tuffrey
(AM):��In�other�words,�there�is�a�reduction�but�after�having�had�27%�or�
something�increase�over�the�last�few�years?�
�
Peter
Quarmby
(Thames
Flood
Risk
Manager,
Environment
Agency):��The�context�I�would�
put�on�that,�is�that�they�have�done�some�foresight�reviews�of�flood�risk.��They�reported�to�
Government�that�we�should�be�spending�and�investing�£1�billion�per�annum�on�flood�risk�on�a�
national�basis;�you�have�got�to�put�it�in�that�context.�
�
Mike
Tuffrey
(AM):��I�was�about�to�make�the�point�as�a�segue�into�the�next�section�that�this�is�
an�area�that�is�risk�based�and�that�there�is,�in�a�sense,�never�too�much�you�can�spend�because�
you�can�always�spend�more�and�reduce�the�risks�further.��There�is�a�judgement�call�to�be�made�
about�how�much�is�needed,�which�we�are�coming�onto.��I�am�just�trying�to�get�a�question�in�
about��what�the�resources�are.��Clearly�there�is�a�squeeze�there�that�is�going�to�have�an�effect.�
�
Can�I�just�ask�about�the�external�contributions?��Aside�from�the�levies�some�of�that�might�be�
local�authorities�who�are�obviously�having�a�very�big�squeeze�themselves;�some�of�it�will�
presumably�be�some�kind�of�Section�106�contribution�the�back�of�developments�and�so�forth�–�
�
Peter
Quarmby
(Thames
Flood
Risk
Manager,
Environment
Agency):

That�is�probably�less�
so.��Less�money�comes�directly�to�us;�in�fact,�very�rarely�does�it�come�to�us�on�Section�106.�
�
Mike
Tuffrey
(AM):

That�is�interesting.��Because�I�would�have�thought�that�when�there�was�a�
big�development�and�there�is�a�flood�risk�element�that�payment�for�that�comes�out�of�the�
development.�
�
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Peter
Quarmby
(Thames
Flood
Risk
Manager,
Environment
Agency):

I�think�they�pay�for�
it�but�they�don’t�give�us�the�money.�
�
Mike
Tuffrey
(AM):��So�there�is�a�tranche�of�money�which�should,�if�the�development�industry�
gets�going�again�and�it�has�come�off�the�bottom�but�is�not�back�to�where�it�was�obviously,�that�
this�is�another�strand�of�resources�that�we�should�forget�about.���
�
Can�I�then�just�check�before�we�get�onto�the�capital�allocations�side?��For�example,�Drain,�which�
we�just�identified�in�the�previous�set�of�questions�as�crucial�to�keeping�London�together,�how�is�
that�resourced�and�is�that�protected?��Indeed,�I�have�got�a�question�here�about�the�London�
Rivers�Action�Plan�which�is�in�place�for�2015,�are�the�resources�around�that�still�in�place?�
�
Peter
Quarmby
(Thames
Flood
Risk
Manager,
Environment
Agency):��In�terms�of�Drain�
London,�that�had�a�separate�funding�allocation�from�Defra�to�implement�the�Surface�Water�
Management�Plan.��So�certainly�London�got�rather�a�large�share�of�the�national�figure.��That�
reflected�the�risk.��
�
Mike
Tuffrey
(AM):��Is�that�still�in�place?�
�
Peter
Quarmby
(Thames
Flood
Risk
Manager,
Environment
Agency):��Yes,�that�is�still�in�
place.��It�is�fair�to�say,�I�think,�that�because�of�the�consortium�which�has�been�led�very�well�
through�the�GLA�it��has,�obviously,�been�much�more�efficient�to�put�into�place�on�a�pan-London�
basis�than�it�would�have�been�on�a�piece�meal�basis�borough�by�borough.��I�think�that�there�is�
certainly�a�real�win�there.��The�Defra�funding�does�end�once�the�Surface�Water�Management�
Plans�and�the�Drain�London�is�delivered.��Then,�it�is�really�a�case�of�how�we�fund�the�action�plans�
which�come�out�from�the�Surface�Water�Management�Plans,�and�it�is�also�how�the�lead�local�
flood�authority�responsibilities�are�funded.�
�
Mike
Tuffrey
(AM):��So�when�does�that�become�an�issue�then?�
�
Peter
Quarmby
(Thames
Flood
Risk
Manager,
Environment
Agency):�This�next�financial�
year,�the�lead�local�flood�authorities�are�receiving�area-based�grant�for�their�lead�local�flood�
authority�responsibilities.�
�
In�London�next�year�there�will�be�just�round�about�£4.5�million�for�lead�local�flood�authorities�and�
in�2012/13�it�will�be�£7.5�million.��That�is�a�reasonable�amount�of�funding�for�lead�local�flood�
authority�responsibilities.��Certainly�it�is�our�belief�that�if�that�is�looked�at�and�managed�
effectively�and�efficiently�through�shared�services�and�other�such�efficiency�management�that�
some�of�that�funding�could�then�go�and�fund�some�of�the�Surface�Water�Management�Actions�as�
well.�
In�terms�of�Drain�London�that�funding�will�stop�at�the�end�of�the�Drain�London�project.�
�
Mike
Tuffrey
(AM):�Which�is�when?�
�
Peter
Quarmby
(Thames
Flood
Risk
Manager,
Environment
Agency):�That�should�be�by�
the�end�of�this�financial�year:�all�of�the�plans,�Surface�Water�Management�Plans,�all�of�the�
preliminary�flood�risk�assessments�should�be�delivered,�through�the�Drain�London�funding.�
�
Mike
Tuffrey
(AM):��You�are�talking�about�by�March�2011?�
�
Peter
Quarmby
(Thames
Flood
Risk
Manager,
Environment
Agency):��Yes,�by�March�2011.��
As�I�understand,�things�are�on�track.��London�is�going�to�be�well�placed�for�the�local�authorities�
to�meet�their�preliminary�flood�risk�assessment�work�as�a�result�of�that.�
�
Mike
Tuffrey
(AM):��If�they�use�that�increase�in�funding�to�help�keep�the�coordination�going�--�
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�
Peter
Quarmby
(Thames
Flood
Risk
Manager,
Environment
Agency):��Then�I�think�it�is�a�
question�of�how�that�£4.5�million�is�used�because,�of�course,�it�is�individual�local�authorities�and�
it�is�not�ring-fenced.��It�is�down�to�individual�boroughs�as�to�how�they�spend�that�money�and�
how�they�join�together�and�looked�at�shared�services.�
�
Mike
Tuffrey
(AM):��I�suspect�as�a�Committee�we�will�want�to�have�something�to�say�about�
that�in�our�final�report.��In�which�case,�Chair,�just�on�the�London�Rivers�Action�Plan,�did�we�want�
to�ask�about�that?�
�
Darren
Johnson
(Deputy
Chair):��I�think�it�would�be�useful�to.���
�
Mike
Tuffrey
(AM):��There�is�the�issue�about�whether�the�resources�to�see�that�one�through�
are�in�place�and�whether�the�targets�implicit�by�2015�are�likely�to�be�met.�
�
Peter
Quarmby
(Thames
Flood
Risk
Manager,
Environment
Agency):��In�terms�of�the�
London�Rivers�Action�Plan,�we�are�a�partner�and�we�would�look�at�what�programmes�that�we�
have�got�in�terms�of�investments�and�look�at�where�those�investments�coincide�with�the�Rivers�
Action�Plans.��On�the�backs�of�some�of�our�schemes�and�investments�that�is�where�we�would�aim�
to�be�maximising�the�delivery�of�the�river�restoration�work.���
�
The�Thames�Regional�Flood�Defence�Committee�also�identifies�a�proportion�of�the�levy�which�is�
dropping�from�5%�to�3%�to�fund�environmental�enhancements.��Obviously�that�can�be�also�used�
for�partnership�funding�for�schemes�such�as�the�Rivers�Restoration�Trust;��those�are�the�
predominant�sources.���
�
Certainly�we�are�always�contributing�advice�and�technical�expertise�to�projects.��The�history�does�
tend�to�be�that�they�tend�to�be�very�much�partnership�projects�delivering�a�lot�of�the�Rivers�
Restoration�Trust.��We�will�always�see�ourselves�as�a�willing�partner�and�where�we�can�bring�funds�
then�we�will�do.�
�
Mike
Tuffrey
(AM):��I�did�not�hear�any�alarm�bells�there�in�terms�of�your�contribution�into�that�
process�and�partnership,�but�you�are�not�the�lead�and�it�does�not�fall�to�you�to�make�sure�the�
whole�thing�works?�
�
Peter
Quarmby
(Thames
Flood
Risk
Manager,
Environment
Agency):��That�is�right.�
�
Darren
Johnson
(Deputy
Chair):��I�would�just�ask�then:�how�confident�are�you�that�the�target�
in�the�action�plan�of�restoring�15kms�of�London�rivers�by�2015�will�be�met?�
�
Peter
Quarmby
(Thames
Flood
Risk
Manager,
Environment
Agency):��I�think�that�is�going�
to�be�probably�more�of�a�challenge�because�a�lot�of�organisations�in�the�public�sector,�local�
authorities�and�ourselves�are�being�squeezed.��The�ability�to�bring�some�of�these�forward�and�
deliver�all�of�those�aspirations,�I�suspect�may�be�challenging.��I�would�not�like�to�comment�in�
more�detail�than�that,�but�I�think�it�will�be�more�challenging,�yes.�
�
Darren
Johnson
(Deputy
Chair):��Because�of�pressures�on�budgets�across�the�public�sector�
you�expect�that�to�be�–�
�
Peter
Quarmby
(Thames
Flood
Risk
Manager,
Environment
Agency):��Because�there�is�less�
money�to�go�around�it�does�not�mean�to�say�that�there�will�not�be�anything,�but�I�suspect�that�
there�will�be�less.�
�
Darren
Johnson
(Deputy
Chair):��Is�there�a�possibility�that�river�restoration�projects�face�more�
of�a�squeeze�than�other�more�traditional�flood�risk�management�projects?�
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�
David
Wardle
(Head
of
London
Group,
Environment
Agency):��For�me,�I�think�that�is�
extremely�difficult�to�answer.��One�of�the�issues,�Darren,�that�has�come�about�is�that�the�rivers�
that�we�would�want�to�restore�within�London;�200m�is�being�done�in�Moselle�Brook�and�we�are�a�
partner�in�that�project.�We�are�de-culverting�that�bit�of�the�river�that�runs�through�the�park�and�
that�is�really�good�news.��That�is�going�to�reduce�flood�risk,�therefore,�we�would�be�able�to�put�
money�in.��It�gives�extra�habitat,�it�is�a�park�so�we�have�got�amenity;�it�reduces�maintenance�long�
term�because�the�siltation�is�much�–�
�
Darren
Johnson
(Deputy
Chair):��It�can�be�very�cost�effective�in�the�long�term�compared�to�
traditional�methods.�
�
David
Wardle
(Head
of
London
Group,
Environment
Agency):��There�is�a�‘however’�though.��
Now�it�is�opened�people�then�realise�just�how�badly�polluted�those�rivers�are�and�how�difficult�it�
is�to�resolve�the�pollution�problems.��Because�what�they�have�found�in�the�park�basically�there�is�
now�a�very�good�partnership�with�Haringey�and�Thames�Water�who�are�doing�major�
investigations�to�try�to�sort�out�the�huge�misconnections�there�are�in�that�area.��All�of�those�are�
extremely�difficult�detective�tasks�to�find�out�where�and�put�them�right.��I�think�the�rivers�that�we�
want�to�open�up�-�we�know�once�we�open�them�up�-�will�bringing�other�costs�in.�
�
Darren
Johnson
(Deputy
Chair):��So�you�have�success�in�engaging�the�community�finally�with�
the�local�river�and�then�they�want�you�to�take�firm�action�to�actually�clean�it�up?�
�
David
Wardle
(Head
of
London
Group,
Environment
Agency):��Yes.��I�understand�the�firm�
action,�but�when�it�is�hidden�you�do�not�know�there�is�problem.��When�you�uncover�it�you�realise�
the�problem�is�a�long�way�further�back�than�where�you�have�uncovered�and�takes�a�lot�of�work�to�
find�out.��I�mean,�we�are�finding�basically�schools,�flats;�all�sorts�of�things�that�are�connected�to�
the�wrong�system.��So�they�have�connected�their�foul�water�to�the�surface�water�which�finds�it�
way�into�Moselle�Brook.��Now�we�know�that�that�was�probably�the�source�of�most�of�the�
problems,�but�where�the�actual�problem�was�is�only�apparent�when�you�do�massive�detection�
work.��That�is�going�to�be�the�case�with�many�of�the�rivers�we�would�like�to�open�up�in�London.�
�
Gareth
Bacon
(AM):��We�have�touched�a�couple�of�times�on�capital�funding�which�obviously�is�
crucial�in�this�regard.��Defra,�we�know,�are�consulting�on�a�change�in�the�way�capital�funding�is�
allocated;�the�Payment�for�Outcomes�which�you�mentioned�earlier.��Can�you�talk�us�through�that�
system�and�how�that�system�is�going�to�work�in�practice?��Clearly�this�being�the�London�
Assembly�Environment�Committee�we�are�particularly�interested�in�how�that�is�going�to�work�for�
London.�
�
Peter
Quarmby
(Thames
Flood
Risk
Manager,
Environment
Agency):��Yes.��The�aim�of�
Defra’s�proposals�are�to�increase�the�investment�in�flood�and�coastal�risk�schemes�to�reduce�flood�
and�coastal�erosion�overall.��Although,�as�I�said,�their�funding�is�less�than�last�year�and�there�is�a�
cut,�they�are�wanting�and�hoping�that�this�will�lead�to�increased�investment�overall.��I�can�try�to�
describe�the�proposals�as�simply�as�possible.�
�
The�proposals�operate�on�a�tariff�base;�so�you�deliver�an�outcome,�and�you�get�payment�
according�to�a�tariff.���For�instance,�if�you�reduce�the�flood�risk�to�a�property�that�is�worth�so�
much�money�to�one�property,�if�that�is�in�a�deprived�area�it�is�worth�more�money.��You�have�got�
several�different�types�of�outcomes�which�are�funded:�there�is�property�flooding,�there�is�the�
business�impact,�there�are�environmental�benefits�and�there�are�environmental�outcomes�which�
get�funded�through�this�process.��When�you�are�looking�at�a�flood�scheme�you�have�got�a�
collection�of�potential�benefits�there�from�properties,�from�businesses,�from�environmental�
improvements�and�enhancements.��If�the�benefits�of�all�those�tariffs,�times�the�number�of�
properties�etc�that�you�have�got�exceeds�the�potential�costs�of�the�scheme,�then�it�is�going�to�be�
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fully�funded�through�the�Defra�Payments�for�Outcomes.��They�will�be�giving�100%�of�the�
funding�towards�that�scheme.�
�
Gareth
Bacon
(AM):��Sorry�to�interrupt�you.��Is�there�a�threshold�there?��Because�for�a�very�
large�scheme�you�can�see�that�the�value�would�potentially�be�very,�very�big�and�there�maybe;�
certainly�from�a�layman’s�perspective�from�what�you�have�just�said,�greater�chance�of�getting�
funding�from�Defra�for�a�larger�scheme.��For�medium�and�smaller�schemes,�is�there�any�value�
threshold�whereby�Defra�say�that�they�will�not�fund?�
�
Peter
Quarmby
(Thames
Flood
Risk
Manager,
Environment
Agency):��No.�
�
Gareth
Bacon
(AM):��So�any�scheme�would�be�open�to�this�and�assessed�in�the�same�way?�
�
Peter
Quarmby
(Thames
Flood
Risk
Manager,
Environment
Agency):�Absolutely.��Right�
down�to�an�individual�property�resilience.��There�is�a�payment�of�outcome�for�one�property�
making�itself�more�resilient�to�flooding�through�putting�in�flood�boards�etc.��So�you�can�take�it�
right�the�way�down�to�an�individual�property�level�at�the�extreme�end.���
�
I�think�the�way�that�the�system�works�is�that�there�will�be�a�range�of�schemes�which�will�attract�
100%�funding.��If�I�am�looking�in�London�then�a�lot�of�the�Thames�Tidal�and�the�Thames�Barrier�
is�where�you�will�get�well�over�the�100%�benefits�exceeding�the�costs.��Those�schemes�I�would�
expect�in�the�future�to�be�fully�funded�through�Government�granting�through�the�public�purse.���
�
Where�the�costs�are�greater�than�those�total�outcomes;�then�you�have�got�two�choices�to�
progress�with�that�scheme.��You�have�got�either�to�reduce�the�costs,�and�that�is�always�a�
challenge�because�in�some�respects�that�means�you�are�going�to�get�less.��You�are�probably�
going�to�be�reducing�some�of�the�benefits�and�it�is�just�a�question�of�how�that�works.��Or,�you�
can�gain�external�contributions�to�make�up�that�difference,�but�you�have�to�have�those�secured�
before�you�can�move�forward�with�implementing�that�project.�
�
So�that�makes�it�very�important�to�make�sure�that�we�are�maximising�external�contributions.��
There�are�a�multitude�of�sources�for�external�contributions:��you�have�got�the�Flood�Defence�
Committee�Levies,��so�the�£10�million�in�the�Thames�Regional�Flood�Defence�Committee�is�quite�
a�significant�leverage�in�terms�of�funding�the�missing�gaps�on�some�of�these�schemes;�you�have�
got�contributions�from�industrial�and�commercial�companies,�so�if�businesses�are�benefiting�
directly�they�should�be�funding.��We�already�do�some�element�of�that�but�where�the�scheme�at�
the�moment�is�100%�funded�the�companies�know�that�and�it�is�actually�quite�difficult�to�force�
them�to�pay�because�there�is�no�forcing�mechanism,�they�have�got�to�voluntarily�pay.�
�
Gareth
Bacon
(AM):��Is�part�of�your�role�now�then�going�to�be�liaising�and�building�
relationships�with�commercial�organisations�and�various�other�potential�funders�and�persuading�
them�to�do�that?�
�
Peter
Quarmby
(Thames
Flood
Risk
Manager,
Environment
Agency):��Yes.��I�mean,�we�
have�done�it,�and�we�do�do�it�for�a�lot�of�the�large�schemes.��I�think�the�best�example�is�Gatwick�
Airport�who�are�contributing�over�£4�million�because�of�the�reduction�of�flood�risk�that�they�are�
receiving�through�the�schemes�that�we�are�putting�in�around�Crawley;�that�is�a�significant�
contribution�that�we�secured.�
�
For�the�Thames�Tidal�defences�I�think�it�is�quite�different�as�well�because�there�is�the�
Metropolitan�Flood�Act�which�enables�us�to�get�the�riparian�owner�to�pay�certainly�for�all�of�the�
maintenance.��There�are�already�external�contributions�coming�in�for�a�lot�of�the�Thames�Tidal�
frontages�from�developers�etc�that�is�also�contributions.��There�are�contributions�from�
communities:��we�have�got�examples�where�even�one�community,�50�properties,�they�have�come�
up�with�£600,000.��Now�that�is�quite�a�staggering�amount.��That�shows�the�disparity�between�
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some�communities�which�are�well�off�and�urban�areas�where�your�chances�of�securing�
contributions�from�communities�are;�well�I�will�wait�for�your�judgement�on�that.�
�
Gareth
Bacon
(AM):�In�a�London�context�I�would�say�that�is�going�to�be�variable�is�it�not?�
�
Peter
Quarmby
(Thames
Flood
Risk
Manager,
Environment
Agency):��That�is�right.��One�
of�the�good�things�about�Defra�scheme�is�that�they�do�give�enhanced�outcome�funding�for�work�
in�deprived�areas;�that�still�present�challenges.��There�are�contributions�directly�from�local�
authorities,�contributions�from�other�sources.��The�Land�Restoration�Trust�secured�£1.8�million�in�
Barking�and�Dagenham�for�work�on�a�package�there�which�is�delivering�a�lot�of�public�realm�
enhancement�work�and�developers�in�general.��We�would�expect�developers�where�they�are�
developing�frontages�along�the�Thames,�to�pay�for�100%�of�the�work�which�we�deem�necessary�
to�make�sure�that�we�have�got�a�robust,�resilient,�and�long�term�defence�in�London.��In�actual�
fact�we�pay�not�a�lot�for�a�lot�of�the�Thames�Tidal�frontages.�
�
Gareth
Bacon
(AM):��That�is�as�it�is�now,�and�going�forward�there�is�going�to�be�greater�
emphasis�on�that?�
�
Peter
Quarmby
(Thames
Flood
Risk
Manager,
Environment
Agency):��Yes.��That�will�just�
be�a�greater�emphasis.�
�
Gareth
Bacon
(AM):�You�mentioned�local�government�and�Mike�made�the�point,�obviously,�
that�local�government�is�facing�particularly�challenging�times�as�well.��How�much�reliance�has�
there�been�on�local�government�to�step�up�and�fund�portions�of�the�schemes?��I�think�you�can�
probably�guess�where�I�am�going�with�that�because�with�local�government�funding�being�as�
tightly�squeezed�as�it�is,�there�is�a�danger�that�local�authorities�may�back�out�and,�therefore,�
schemes�may�not�happen?�
�
Peter
Quarmby
(Thames
Flood
Risk
Manager,
Environment
Agency):��I�think�there�is�a�
risk.��There�is�also�an�opportunity�because�certainly�we�have,�and�we�still�are,�getting�some�
contributions�being�promised�from�some�local�authorities�for�some�of�the�schemes�that�we�are�
unable�to�fully�fund�at�the�moment.��There�are�examples�down�at�Worcester�Park�of�the�local�
authority�promising�£200,000�there�for�enabling�a�flood�scheme�to�go�forward.��I�do�not�think�it�
will�be�a�total�barrier.���
�
Where�I�see�some�of�the�opportunities�are�is,�where�you�have�got�the�combination�of�surface�
water�flood�risk�and�you�have�got�fluvial�flood�risk�there�are�quite�a�lot�of�occasions�where�there�
is�a�combination.��I�think�that�there�will�be�much�more�interest�in�local�authorities�when�they�are�
looking�at�some�of�their�highway�drainage�schemes�and�some�of�their�investment�in�the�drainage�
infrastructure,�the�culverts,�the�bridges�and�enlarging�capacity,�because�they�will�actually�get�
potentially�a�payment�for�that�outcome�which�they�have�not�had�in�the�past.�
�
This�may�encourage�local�authorities�when�they�are�looking�at�some�of�the�highway�schemes�to�
actually�do�some�enhancement�rather�than�replacement�work�because�there�is�a�funding�source�
to�allow�that�to�happen.��I�can�see�that�there�is�a�potential�for�actually�getting�better�solutions.�
�
Gareth
Bacon
(AM):��That�is�quite�interesting.��Have�you�taken�soundings�with�local�authority�
people�to�assess�their�views�on�that�or�is�it�too�early?�
�
Peter
Quarmby
(Thames
Flood
Risk
Manager,
Environment
Agency):��I�think�that�that�is�
some�of�the�nuances�which�are�coming�out.��Certainly�I�have�been�engaging�with�local�authorities�
on�that�and�there�is�some,�“Oh,�I�did�no�realise�that”�and�expressions�of�interest.��I�think�that�
there�has�got�to�be�some�time�to�develop�that�and�to�get�the�thinking�around�that�done�because�
a�lot�of�these�schemes�take�a�long�time�to�develop�and�to�look�at�where�those�opportunities�are.��
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I�really�do�see�that�what�is�being�delivered�by�Drain�London�in�terms�of�the�Surface�Water�
Management�Plans�will�identify�some�of�those�hot�spots.���
�
It�will�identify�potentially�some�of�those�solution�areas�where�we�can�look�at�the�multi-source�
flooding,�multi-source�funding�coming�from�Highways,�coming�from�Environment�Agency,�
coming�from�Levy�to�come�together�to�actually�secure�flood�risk�improvement�for�surface�water�
and�for�fluvial�flood�risk.�
�
Gareth
Bacon
(AM):��The�final�question�I�am�going�to�ask�you�is�a�little�bit�mischievous�I�
suppose�because�Defra�hope�that�by�shifting�to�the�Payment�for�Outcomes�approach�that�more�
schemes�will�get�through,�get�done�and�get�funded�and�be�efficiently�managed.�Do�you�think�
they�are�right�to�think�that?�
�
Peter
Quarmby
(Thames
Flood
Risk
Manager,
Environment
Agency):��I�think�that�at�the�
moment�because�of�the�cuts�which�a�lot�of�the�public�sector�organisations�are�facing;�that�will�be�
a�challenge.��I�think�long-term�it�has�got�to�be�the�right�approach;��it�is�going�to�be�difficult�to�
predict�over�the�next�few�years�that�that�will�end�up�with�an�increase.��I�suspect�that�longer�term,�
yes,�it�would.�
�
Gareth
Bacon
(AM):��We�are�in�a�tricky�transitional�stage�now�but�you�are�hopeful�and�
optimistic�that�longer�term�that�will�actually�be�what�comes�to�pass?�
�
Peter
Quarmby
(Thames
Flood
Risk
Manager,
Environment
Agency):��I�think�if�a�lot�of�the�
organisations�are�working�together�and�looking�at�this�strategically,�they�can�actually�long�term�
plan�and�look�at�all�of�their�plans�coming�together.��That�is�the�Surface�Water�Management�
Plans,�our�fluvial�and�catchment�management�plans.��We�should�be�bringing�those�together�to�
make�sure�that�we�are�merging�and�combining�investment�in�the�right�places�and�covering�a�
multitude�of�sins;�shall�we�say,�in�one�investment�opportunity�and�looking�at�where�that�funding�
source�can�come�from.��I�think�there�are�potentials�there,�we�have�got�to�just�make�sure�that�they�
actually�start�to�happen,�and�that�we�start�developing�some�of�these�opportunities.�
�
Murad
Qureshi
(Deputy
Chair):��Can�you�just�confirm�to�me�whether�the�Environment�Agency�
actually�manages�and�runs�the�Thames�Barrier?�
�
David
Wardle
(Head
of
London
Group,
Environment
Agency):��Yes�it�does�manage�the�
Thames�Barrier.�
�
Murad
Qureshi
(Deputy
Chair):��Can�I�ask�a�simple�question�then?��How�does�this�new�
Payment�for�Output�system�affect�the�regular�maintenance�of�the�Thames�Barrier�given�that�it�is�
actually�being�used�a�lot�more�than�the�GLC�(Greater�London�Council)�envisaged�and�was�a�very�
important�part�of�the�legacy?�
�
Peter
Quarmby
(Thames
Flood
Risk
Manager,
Environment
Agency):��There�are�two�
elements�to�the�funding�for�the�Thames�Barrier�and�associated�gates:�one�is�the�operation�and�
day�to�day�maintenance�costs�and�those�are�not�subject�to�Payment�for�Outcomes.��There�is�as�
part�of�that�£540�million�an�amount�which�is�therefore�asset�management�and�operation�and�
although�it�will�be�going�down�overall�nationally,�it�will�be�targeted�at�need.��I�think�the�Thames�
Barrier�will�come�pretty�high�up�on�that�need.��I�do�not�have�any�major�concerns�in�terms�of�the�
operation�and�day�to�day�maintenance.�
�
Then�the�second�element�is�that�there�are�the�major�overhauls�and�improvements�that�are�
necessary.��Those�are�where�you�are�making�capital�investments,�where�you�should�be�looking�at�
the�Payment�for�Outcomes.��Our�initial�assessment�is�that�100%�of�those�will�get�paid�through�
Payment�for�Outcomes.��When�we�have�looked�at�the�impact�of�the�Spending�Review�and�the�
drop�in�the�capital�allocation,�we�saw�it�was�not�really�significantly�affecting�the�prioritisation�
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nationally�for�work�on�the�Thames�Barrier,�and�work�on�the�Thames�Tidal�defences�because�of�
the�cost�benefit�and�because�of�the�number�of�houses�protected.��I�do�not�see�that�as�
significantly�affecting�at�all�the�future�management�and�capabilities.�
�
Murad
Qureshi
(Deputy
Chair):��Thank�you�for�that�reassurance.��Finally,�I�know�last�year�you�
did�a�lot�of�work�on�going�beyond�into�the�21st�Century�about�the�possibility�of�another�Thames�
Barrier.��It�may�be�that�this�Payment�for�Outcomes�system�may�not�be�in�existence�as�and�when�
we�make�that�investment.��I�assume�the�work�that�you�have�done�on�that�front�will�still�be�
maintained�within�all�of�these�structures?�
�
David
Wardle
(Head
of
London
Group,
Environment
Agency):��It�certainly�will.��The�other�
thing�on�Payment�for�Outcomes�as�Peter�[Quarmby]�said�is�that�we�do�get�within�Thames�-�
because�of�the�Act�-�the�riparian�owners�maintaining�their�frontage.��We�are�able�to�log�up�the�
money�that�is�spent�on�maintenance,�and�when�it�comes�to�a�point�that�we�need�a�capital�scheme�
to�replace�it�that�all�goes�into�the�calculation.��That�is�contribution�that�is�being�logged�up�over�
time.��We�get�a�very,�very,�very�good�cost�benefit�ratio�because�of�the�amount�of�property�and�
people�defended�by�those�tidal�defences,�but�on�top�of�that,�Payment�for�Outcomes�will�also�put�
in�a�contribution�which�will�make�that�ratio�even�better.�
�
Darren
Johnson
(Deputy
Chair):��Thank�you�David�and�Peter�for�coming�along�today;�that�was�
a�really�useful�input�into�our�investigations�so�many�thanks�for�giving�us�that�update.���
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