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KENT COUNTY COUNCIL

KENT FLOOD RISK AND WATER MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE

MINUTES of a meeting of the Kent Flood Risk and Water Management Committee
held in the Council Chamber, Sessions House, County Hall, Maidstone on
Wednesday, 10 June 2026.

PRESENT: Mr J Baker, Mr W Chapman (Chair), Mr J Finch, Mr M Paul, Mr R Ford
and Mr H Rayner

ALSO PRESENT: Mr M A J Hood, Mr S Jeffrey (Maidstone Borough Council),
Charles Mackonochie (KALC), Clir D Kent (Tonbridge Wells Borough Council) Mr R
Yates (Swale Borough Council) and Clir T Hills (Folkestone & Hythe Borough
Council)

IN ATTENDANCE: Andy Jeffrey (Head of Resilience and Emergency Planning)
Louise Smith (Flood and Water Manager) Carol Valentine (Highways Asset Drainage
Manager) Mr David Goff (Chairman-Kent Flood Action Group Forum) and James
Willis (Democratic Service Officer)

UNRESTRICTED ITEMS

Apologies
(Iltem 1)

Apologies were received from Clir Boughton and Clir Summersgill. An update on the
Membership of the Committee was provided and welcomed Mr Ford and Mr Rayner

Declarations of Interest
(Item 2)

There were no declarations of interest.

Minutes of the meeting on 04.03.26
(Iltem 3)

RESOLVED that the minutes of the meeting held on 4 March 2026 were an accurate
record and that they be signed by the Chair.

KCC Severe Weather Response Activity Report
(ltem 4)

Andy Jeffery, (Head of Resilience and Emergency Planning), was in attendance for this item

1.The officer discussed the following key points:

a) Provided an update on the Kent and Medway Resilience Forum’s water supply disruption



plan, which covered the multi-agency response to water outages. The officer explained
that, following discussions at previous meetings, work had commenced to review and
update the plan, with a more detailed report to be presented at a future meeting.

b) The officer informed the committee that a detailed report on the most recent water outages
would be included in the next committee meeting, as the incidents fell within the next
reporting quarter.

c) Reassured Members of the committee that, ahead of the summer period, the County
Council was working with partners within the Kent and Medway Resilience Forum (KMRF)
to ensure that plans and incident response capabilities were in place and effective,
enabling all responding agencies to manage any disruption over the coming months.

2. In response to the report Members asked the following:

a) Concerns were raised regarding recent water supply disruption in Thanet, including the
provision of 12 litres of water to individuals on the Priority Services Register (PSR), the
deployment of water tankers, and the establishment of bottled water stations at Manston
Airport and a local supermarket were all highlighted.

b) Discussions referred to recent correspondence with water companies and noted reports
that reservoir levels were lower than usual. Concern was expressed regarding the
resilience of the water supply during periods of increased demand, and questions were
raised about how close the affected area had come to water shortages. Members also
sought clarification on the specific factors that had contributed to the recent supply
disruption.

c) The officer acknowledged the concerns raised but advised that they were unable to
respond to questions requiring detailed technical input from the relevant water companies
and specialist engineers responsible for the infrastructure discussed.

d) Questioned the County Council’s current response to water supply disruptions and
expressed concern that limited progress appeared to have been made. Concern was also
raised regarding the level of information being provided by water companies and the
extent to which a lack of transparency hindered effective scrutiny. Members emphasised
the County Council’s public health responsibilities and the importance of ensuring that
water companies were held to account.

e) Members raised additional concerns regarding groundwater flooding and its impact on
local communities. It was noted that groundwater entering the ground could infiltrate
sewerage networks, creating operational pressures that required the regular deployment of
tankers to remove wastewater and maintain essential sanitation service.

f) Discussed the significant inconvenience caused to residents, including frequent tanker
movements within villages, and referenced previous past discussions and a site visit
undertaken by an officer.

g) Members queried that that groundwater flooding was not addressed within the report and
queried whether such issues were widespread across Kent or specific to certain areas and
requested that future reports include information on the extent and locations of
groundwater flooding across the county to better understand the scale of the issue.



h) Officers responded to previous concerns regarding groundwater flooding and the inclusion
of related information within the report. The officer explained that groundwater flooding did
not fall within the County Council’s direct responsibilities in the context of the report and
advised that while such information may be held by the County Council, it would largely be
derived from partner agencies. As a result, it had been agreed that the report should be
limited to information generated by the County Council itself, on which officers could
provide informed comment.

i) The officer clarified that where groundwater flooding resulted in incident responses involving
the County Council, these would be included within the report under the incident response
section and that the provided report covered the period January to March and, to their
knowledge, the County Council had not responded to groundwater flooding incidents during
that quarter.

j) Members discussed the role of the committee in providing oversight of these matters and
noted the value of having representation from both District Councils and the County Council.
Additional comments emphasised the importance of effective communication, coordination
and information sharing between the County Council and district councils during emergency
incidents in order to respond effectively to residents' concerns.

k) Highlighted the need for continued scrutiny of the water company's emergency response
arrangements and requested further information on the implementation of planned
improvements.

[) Members expressed concern that further water supply incidents were likely during the
summer period and emphasised the importance of understanding when the mitigation
measures identified by the water company would be implemented and become operational.

m)A Member requested that any future report submitted to the Committee provide greater
detail on the anticipated timescales for delivering proposed improvements. This was
considered particularly important in relation to the establishment of alternative bottled water
distribution locations and the implementation of other response and resilience measures.

n) In response the officer addressed the concerns raised and that they were able to comment
on improvements to Kent County Council and Kent and Medway emergency response
procedures, including the development of the water supply disruption plan previously
referenced but was unable to comment on aspects that lay beyond their own responsibility
or sat within other organisations.

o) The Committee sought an update on the reported failure of the storm warning system during
Storm Goretti in January and its impact on coastal areas of Kent. The Committee was
advised that, to the best of their knowledge, the incident had not required a significant
response from Kent County Council’s Emergency Planning Service. Members requested
that clarification be sought from the Environment Agency regarding the reported failure and
any lessons learned.

p) Additional concerns were raised regarding water supply outages. While the improved email
communications issued by officers during incidents were welcomed, concern was expressed
that updates relating to water distribution hubs were not always provided in a timely manner.
Members emphasised the importance of reviewing and strengthening incident response
arrangements to ensure that information was communicated more effectively during future
disruptions.
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q) Discussed current planning and development practices, noting apprehensions that new
developments were sometimes permitted to raise ground levels or building foundations to
reduce flood risk to those sites. It was highlighted that such measures could have
implications for drainage arrangements and surface water management in surrounding
areas.

r) Attendees were reminded that the Select Committee Review established by Full Council
was the agreed mechanism through which water outages and wider water-related matters
would be examined in detail. The recent Short Focused Inquiry (SFI) was also discussed.

s) Members reiterated the importance of having an appropriate mechanism to monitor and
review progress in implementing the recommendations and to examine developments
arising between formal reports to the Committee.

t) The discussion highlighted the need for continued oversight of water supply resilience,
infrastructure planning and partnership arrangements to ensure that concerns raised by
residents were addressed effectively.

RESOLVED to note the verbal update on KCC Severe Weather Response Activity Report

Romney Marshes Flood and Climate Change Assessment - Presentation
(Iltem 5)

Louise Smith (Flood and Water Manager) — was in attendance for the item.
1.The officer provided a presentation covering the following key points:

a) The study had originally been proposed by the previous Chair of the Committee. The
purpose of the study was to highlight the risks faced by Romney Marsh and surrounding
areas and to set out the work undertaken to date, alongside the next phases of activity.

b) The officer provided an overview of Romney Marsh, explaining that it is a low-lying area of
reclaimed wetland covering approximately 250 square kilometres. Members were advised
that the area is protected by an extensive network of tidal flood defences, which play a
vital role in reducing the risk of coastal flooding across the marsh.

c) Outlined the work completed to date and the planned future phases of the study, which
were intended to manage and mitigate the identified risks. The importance of ongoing
assessment, investment and partnership working was emphasised to ensure the long-term
resilience of Romney Marsh

d) Advised that Main Rivers within the area were managed by the Environment Agency, while
ordinary watercourses were the responsibility of the Romney Marsh Internal Drainage
Board. Members were informed that drainage was achieved through a combination of
gravity-fed systems and pumping stations, and that the area supported approximately
14,000 households and 700 businesses.



e) Discussed that increased rainfall, sea level rise and the potential for tide locking were
expected to increase flood risk across Romney Marsh, although the extent of these
impacts remained uncertain. Members were informed that the Romney Marsh Impact
Assessment would improve understanding of these risks and help identify options for
future flood risk management and adaptation

f) Explained that Romney Marsh was exposed to flood risk from a range of external sources,
including tidal inundation from the English Channel and fluvial flooding associated with
Main Rivers, particularly the River Rother.

g) It was advised that these flood risks were being considered through a range of existing
studies, the findings of which would inform the current assessment. Members were
informed that the Romney Marsh Impact Assessment would focus on watercourses within
the study area, including how flood risk may change over time and the potential effects of
sea level rise.

h) Members were informed that Kent County Council had appointed Arcadis Consulting to
undertake Phase 1 of the Impact Assessment, to support a submission to the Southern
Regional Flood and Coastal Committee Local Levy.

i) Phase 1 of the study had involved a review of existing flood risk data for Romney Marsh.
Members were informed that the area contained an extensive network of watercourses, with
a series of outfalls regulating the discharge of water to external bodies. It was noted that
Main Rivers could drain to multiple outfalls and that watercourses managed by the Internal
Drainage Board formed an interconnected drainage system across the marsh.

j) Members were advised that pump operation data for pumped outfalls had been reviewed as
part of Phase 1. It was noted, however, that information relating to gravity outfalls was
limited and would be examined further during Phase 2 of the assessment.

k) Southern Water had provided data on surface water sewers and pumping stations,
identifying six catchments serving urban areas within the study area. It was highlighted that
this information would support Phase 2 in assessing flood risk impacts on the sewer
network.

[) Historical flood data had been gathered from the Environment Agency, Internal Drainage
Boards, Kent County Council and East Sussex County Council. Data had shown that
recorded flooding had primarily occurred around Camber, New Romney, Dymchurch, Lydd
and inland at Brookland.

m)Funding for Phases 2 and 3 had been secured through the Southern Regional Flood and
Coastal Committee Local Levy, with contributions of £120,000 from the levy and £10,000
from Southern Water, alongside further contributions sought from Folkestone and Hythe
District Council and the Internal Drainage Board.

n) Phase 2 would involve modelling to assess interactions between watercourses, pumps and
outfalls and it was explained that the study area would be divided into catchments based on
outfalls, with modelling used to assess flood storage and risk to key locations.

o) The officer advised that, due to the low-lying and pumped nature of the catchments, flood
volume was likely to be a more significant factor than peak flows and that the Environment
Agency had recommended the use of the Coastal Design Sea Level 4 dataset for deriving
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tidal levels, with allowances applied to account for sea level rise.

p) The officer explained that the proposed modelling would improve understanding of water
level management and long-term flood risk associated with climate change.

g) Members were advised that the outputs from Phase 2 would inform the detailed scope of
Phase 3. Phase 3 would provide a high-level assessment of potential options to manage
future water levels and flood risk across Romney Marsh.

r) Phase 3 of the assessment would explore a range of potential flood risk management
options, including innovative approaches and lessons learned from comparable
environments elsewhere in the United Kingdom and Europe.

s) A multi-criteria assessment would be used to identify suitable options, alongside providing
high-level cost estimates and clarified that Phase 3 would not be a detailed options
appraisal, but would instead act as a guide for future decision-making, further work and
investment.

t) Members were informed that the overall assessment would improve understanding of
water level management in low-lying areas, particularly those reliant on pumped and
gravity outfalls, and identify potential approaches to managing future flood risk.

1. Members discussed the following points:

a) Members commended the officer on the hard work undertook and praised the details
captured within the presentation.

b) Questions were raised if there was any scope to capture and store excess water for later
use. The officer advised that consideration was being given to opportunities for capturing
and storing surface water for irrigation purposes, including the potential to reduce flood risk
and could reduce reliance on mains water for agricultural uses, particularly for non-potable
purposes, including irrigation and livestock supply.

c) In response to questions regarding whether solar farm developments could increase flood
risk, the officer advised that, in their role as a statutory consultee within the Sustainable
Drainage Team (SDT), proposals for solar farm developments were routinely assessed as
part of the planning process to ensure that flood risk and drainage implications were
appropriately considered.

d) It was noted that assessments considered the volume of surface water generated by
developments and the proposed management of runoff. The officer advised that
developments were expected to limit discharge rates to no greater than greenfield runoff
levels, with runoff arrangements reflecting the previous use and characteristics of the site.

e) Where necessary, developers might be required to incorporate on-site storage and adopt
sustainable drainage measures to manage water appropriately.

f) A Member referred to Thanet Earth, the largest commercial greenhouse complex in the
United Kingdom, and noted concerns raised locally following reports that the site had been
required to disconnect from the Southern Water supply. Concern was expressed regarding
the potential implications for water resilience and future demand on local water resources.



g) In response, the officer advised that they were not aware of the specific case at the time of
the meeting but acknowledged the importance of engagement with water companies and
major water users. Members were informed that collaborative work between Kent County
Council and Thanet Earth was ongoing in relation to rainwater harvesting and water
resilience measures

h) Members asked what lessons could be learned from the work being undertaken in
Romney Marsh and whether the approach could be applied to other coastal communities
across Kent.

i) In response, the officer advised that partner organisations, including the North Kent
Internal Drainage Board, were undertaking similar work relating to water level
management. It was noted that findings and lessons learned would be shared across
these projects to support a consistent and informed approach to flood risk management
across Kent.

j) Members were advised that the Environment Agency’s Shoreline Management Plans
identified locations where managed realignment may be required in the future, recognising
that it would not be feasible or sustainable to maintain existing coastal defences in all
areas indefinitely.

k) In response to questions regarding whether the power station had been included within the
study, the officer advised that the current focus was on understanding the implications of
flood risk for communities and businesses within the study area. It was noted that the
project remained in the early stages of Phase 2 and that there would be scope to consider
additional factors, including critical infrastructure, as the assessment progressed.

[) Members queried the scope of the study, officers advised that consideration could be
given to activities undertaken by the nearby nuclear power station, including its flood
defence infrastructure, and whether these had any implications for the surrounding area.

m)A Member asked whether Government funding was being sought to support investment in
water storage infrastructure for farmers. In response, the officer advised that current
discussions were focused on securing investment from water companies, as increased
water storage capacity could help reduce demand on the mains water supply and deliver
wider resilience benefits.

n) It was noted that Government funding had not been pursued at this stage. The officer
advised that water companies were expected to play a key role in supporting such
initiatives, given the potential benefits to water supply resilience and the reduction of
demand on the mains network.

RESOLVED to note the Romney Marshes Flood and Climate Change presentation

26. KCC Highways and Transport - Road Drainage Presentation
(Item 6)



Carol Valentine (Highways Asset Drainage Manager) — was in attendance for the item.

1. The officer presented the following information:

a) Introduced the item by outlining the structure and responsibilities of the highway’s

drainage team, with particular reference to duties under section 100 of the Highways Act.
The officer explained that the team’s role was to ensure that surface water was kept off
the highway and that highway assets were maintained and constructed to keep roads as
reasonably safe and practicable from flooding.

b) The officer advised that the team comprised of 24 staff and was organised into four

principal functional areas. Two teams focused on planned works and capital delivery,
while the remaining two were responsible for maintenance and technical support
activities.

c) Members were advised that the team had managed a high volume of enquiries, receiving

more than 8,500 enquiries during 2025/26 compared with an average of approximately
8,000 enquiries each year. Members were informed that, despite the team’s small size,
workload levels remained consistently high, and the work undertaken was essential to
maintaining highway safety and managing flood risk across the county’s highway network.

d) Highlighted a number of ongoing challenges, including issues relating to third-party

assets, securing compliance from landowners regarding drainage responsibilities, and
coordinating works with district and borough council partners. It was noted that these
factors could affect the timely delivery of maintenance and flood risk management
activities.

e) In addition, the team would also be responsible for a large number of assets, including up

f)

to 250,000 drains, around 250 ponds and lagoons, 15 pumping stations (20-30 pumps),
and approximately 8,500 soakaways. The team was further supported by an electronic
asset system used to identify hotspots, target recurring issues, and inform future
investment. Maintenance was a key function, including cyclical, risk-based cleaning, with
high-speed and strategic roads serviced annually.

Aspects further outlined how the cyclical maintenance operated on a risk-based
approach, with strategic and high-speed roads (e.g. key routes) would be cleaned
annually and Minor roads were cleaned every one to two years, depending on risk factors
such as flood history, road hierarchy and traffic level. It was anticipated that all roads
would now be cleaned at least every two years.

g) Confirmed that the annual maintenance programme was established at the start of each

financial year and delivered throughout the year. Members were advised that, in addition
to planned maintenance activities, reactive works were undertaken in response to urgent
issues reported by residents and highway users to ensure that highway drainage assets
continued to operate effectively and that flood risk and highway safety were appropriately
managed.

h) In addition, it was highlighted that while there was no statutory duty under the Highways

Act to address internal property flooding and the service recognised the distress caused
and sought to respond where possible. The Officer further expanded upon the
investigation process of drainage systems and rooting out the causes of issues that could
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impact the public.

i) Plans for the 2026/27 maintenance programme included the cleansing of approximately
60,000 drainage assets across the strategic highway network, together with associated
pipework where silt and debris commonly accumulate. Members were informed that
around 9,000 gullies located on high-speed roads were cleaned annually, with these
works typically scheduled between April and September.

j) It was further noted that approximately 80,000 gullies on the minor network would be
cleaned on an annual or biennial basis, depending on risk. The officer emphasised the
significant scale of the drainage maintenance programme.

k) Issues identified through routine maintenance activities were referred to the planned
works team where more substantial drainage interventions were required. Members were
informed that these schemes were then assessed by the relevant teams, with engineers
responsible for the design, development and delivery of any necessary works.

[) Advised that delivery of drainage improvement works was undertaken by external
contractors, with the team responsible for managing contractor performance, programme
delivery and budgets. Members were informed that the capital drainage budget was
approximately £5 million per annum over the next three years and was used to deliver
drainage improvements and reduce flood risk. It was further noted that opportunities to
secure additional funding were actively pursued where available to enhance the
programme and increase the scale of works delivered.

m)Storm event responses were discussed and the notable challenges faced. The officer
advised that the team sought to minimise disruption to residents and road users wherever
possible through coordinated response arrangements and the deployment of appropriate
flood mitigation measures. Members were also provided with a brief overview of the flood
defence measures in place and the compensation arrangements available in certain
circumstances following flooding incidents.

n) A programme would be developed for the inspection and improvement of ponds and
lagoons. Members were informed that the required works would be phased over the next
three to five years to bring these assets up to the required standard and support their
ongoing effectiveness in managing drainage and flood risk.

o) Discussed that a mainline cleansing programme would be introduced to address
blockages within drainage pipes beyond gullies, particularly in strategic locations.

p) Flooding hotspots would be more comprehensively mapped within the asset
management system to support improved planning ahead of winter highlighted the
importance of collaboration and innovation, including the use of new technologies to
better predict and manage flooding risk. Longer-term scheme planning would be
developed in partnership with contractors to support delivery over a two-to-three-year
period.

2.Members raised the discussed points:
a) In response to Members’ questions, officers advised that there was no countywide
ranking or ‘league table’ of flooding hotspots. It was further noted that questions relating

to insurance claims and compensation arrangements fell outside the scope of the
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presentation and would be more appropriately directed to the relevant insurance
specialist.

b) Members raised concerns on flood events impacting Drill Lane Ford in Ickham. A number
of cyclists had been injured in 2026 and members asked if better signage could be
explored to help combat the current issues faced. The presenting officer addressed the
concerns and would look to talk with the Highways Improvement Team to explore what
has been completed to date and what further options are available.

c) In relation to a question regarding recurring flooding at pedestrian subways in Maidstone,
the officer acknowledged the long-standing nature of the issue and advised that the
matter would be reviewed in greater detail to better understand the causes and potential
solutions.

d) Questions were raised on the regularity of drain cleanings and debris removal. In
response the officer discussed the forward and ongoing programme of maintenance and
suggested exploring publishing timetables to make the wider public aware of the areas
that will be treated. The officer would look to update the committee on the current publish
Ing progress.

e) In response to concerns raised on the flooding of Church Road, the officer acknowledged
the ongoing impacting issues and highlighted that a number of solutions that had
explored. The presenting officer suggested meeting with the Member to discuss the
options in greater depth.

f) Members highlighted the restricted budgets that had been in place and asked how big of
a scale was the current outstanding drainage works. In response it was discussed
authority had been managing a significant backlog of approximately £5 million in 2023—
24. It was noted that this level of backlog was comparable to, or in excess of, the annual
budget available.

g) The officer advised that the backlog had the potential to increase over time, placing
additional pressure on available resources. Efforts were being made to address the
situation, including improvements to processes and the introduction of new assets where
possible, in order to manage demand and mitigate further growth in the backlog.

h) Concerns were raised on the drainage option for the proposed 1500 homes to be located
in Paddock wood. The officer acknowledged the points made and discussed that all new
development proposals were referred to the drainage team as part of the authority’s
established approval process. This had ensured that drainage considerations were
incorporated at an early stage.

i) A Member sought clarification regarding the proposed changes to the frequency of
cleansing on the minor road network. It was noted that the current arrangement involved
a three-year cycle, while the new contract proposed more frequent servicing.

j) The officer explained that all minor roads would be included within a two-year rolling

programme. This meant that if a minor road was cleaned in one year, for example in
2026, it would next be cleaned in 2028, ensuring consistent coverage across the network.
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RESOLVED to note the Highways and Transport-Road Drainage presentation.

27. Kent Flood Action Group Forum - Update
(ltem 7)

Mr David Goff (Chairman-Kent Flood Action Group Forum) — was in attendance for the
item.

1.Mr Goff discussed the following:

a) Introduced the role of Flood Action Groups, explaining that they were volunteer-led
groups with significant local knowledge and experience of flooding issue and worked
closely with local communities and partner agencies to raise awareness of flood risks
and preparedness.

b) Advised that Flood Action Groups monitored local conditions, coordinated community
responses and often acted as flood wardens, including supporting vulnerable residents
during flood events and also played a role in advocating for improvements to flood
management arrangements.

c) Discussed the collaborative works with the Kent Resilience Forum and the
Environment Agency and outlined that Flood Action Groups aimed to engage with
communities and increase awareness of flood risk.

d) It was discussed that recent evidence indicated a proportion of residents remained
unaware that they were at risk of flooding and that improving awareness was a key
challenge, particularly in the context of strengthening community resilience to flooding.

e) Highlighted the important role played by parish councils and Flood Action Groups in
supporting local flood resilience. Concern was expressed that, despite often operating
within the same communities, communication and coordination between these groups
was not always as effective as it could be.

f) Noted that Internal Drainage Boards also played an important role in local water
management. The officer advised that there were five Internal Drainage Boards
operating across Kent, working alongside other risk management authorities to
support drainage and flood risk management activities.

g) Advised that the National Flood Forum acted as the secretariat for the All-Party
Parliamentary Group on flooding, meeting with Members of Parliament on a quarterly
basis. Work undertaken at a local level was fed into these national discussions,
alongside information received from central government.

h) Mr Goff outlined a number of ongoing challenges associated with flood risk
management, including development within floodplains, the impact of agricultural
practices and surface water runoff, and collaborative work with the Environment
Agency to address obstructions within river systems. It was noted that effective
partnership working remained important in managing these issues and reducing flood
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risk.

i) Raised concerns on the resourcing pressures face both the Environment Agency and
the County Council and how the Flood Action Groups could play a supportive role by
assisting communities to engage with flood risk management and contributing local
knowledge.

j) Discussed the role of the forum in coordinating and collating information during flood
events to support situational awareness and the local response. Members were
advised that elected Members also played an important role in sharing information
from affected communities and helping to ensure that local concerns were
communicated to the relevant agencies.

k) Highlighted the concerns that residents living in areas at risk of flooding could face
difficulties obtaining mortgage terms beyond 25 years. Concern was expressed about
the potential long-term implications for affected communities, including impacts on
property values, investment and the sustainability of local areas.

[) Closed out the discussion that managing flood risk remained a significant challenge
requiring joint working between agencies and communities and that that not all
communities could be fully protected from flooding, and that there were instances
nationally where relocation had been necessary due to unmanageable risk

m)Emphasised the importance of improving public understanding of flood risk and
increasing awareness of the limitations of flood defence infrastructure. It was
recognised that every flood event presented different challenges and circumstances,
and that while efforts were focused on protecting communities wherever practicable,
equal importance needed to be placed on strengthening long-term resilience and
adaptation for future generations.

2.In response to the presentation Members raised the following points:

a) Members raised the discussion of dedicated flood wardens and suggested that the
option be explored at greater depth, The concept had been proposed to the
Environment agency.

b) In response to questions regarding the role of the forum in relation to water quality
issues, Mr Goff advised that the forum was not currently involved in the testing or
monitoring of water quality. He explained that the forum’s focus was on flood risk
management and resilience, with responsibility for water quality monitoring resting
with the relevant regulatory bodies and agencies.

c) Members discussed the effectiveness of flood warnings issued by the Environment
Agency and raised concerns that warnings were sometimes repeated without a clear
explanation or issued late at night, which could cause confusion and disruption for
residents. Members emphasised the importance of timely and clearly communicated
warnings to support community preparedness and response during flood events.

d) Mr Goff acknowledged the concerns raised and highlighted the challenges
associated with increasing public awareness and understanding of flood risk.
Members also discussed recent changes to the Environment Agency’s flood risk
maps and the difficulties some residents faced in obtaining affordable home
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insurance in areas at risk of flooding. It was noted that clear communication and
public engagement remained important in supporting community resilience and
preparedness.

e) Members were advised that there could be challenges in formally linking Flood Action
Groups with parish or town councils, as doing so could alter the focus of the groups
from community-led resilience and support activities towards broader governance
and administrative matters. It was noted that maintaining the independent, resident-
focused nature of Flood Action Groups was an important consideration when
exploring opportunities for closer working arrangements.

f) The committee thanked Mr Goff for his ongoing collaborative efforts with a number of
Members present. Additional concerns were raised on skill retention and the how the
issues faced could be communicated with newer generations.

RESOLVED to note the Kent Flood Action Group Forum - Update

13



