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Rushcliffe Borough Council
Planning Policy
Rushcliffe Arena
Rugby Road
West Bridgford
Nottingham
NG2 7YG
Dear Sirs
Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 2: Preferred Housing Sites Consultation
Amec Foster Wheeler Environment and Infrastructure UK Limited (Amec Foster Wheeler) has
been instructed by The Crown Estate to submit representations to the above consultation, in
respect of their land interests at Radcliffe-on-Trent. The responses below are also provided
on the individual response forms attached to this letter at Appendix A.
We have significant concerns in respect of the evidence base for the Local Plan Part 2,
particularly in relation to the sequential test, the Green Belt assessment, and landscape impact.
RAD12 is in a sustainable location, within Flood Zone 1, and as such should be sequentially
preferable to land to the west which is within Flood Zone 2. In addition, any landscape impact
caused by the site’s development can be appropriately mitigated.
On this basis, we object to the allocation of RAD1 in the Local Plan Part 2 which fails the
sequential test, and suggest that the Council re-considers the allocation of RAD12 which is a
more appropriate and sequentially preferable location for development. It also raises issues of
the deliverability and marketability of a site that will remain identified as being within a flood
risk area by the EA in property searches. Further details are set out in the following sections.
Question 1: Do you agree with the Council’s proposal that Local Plan Part 2 should
identify enough land for around 2,550 new homes?
The increase in the overall housing allocation for Rushcliffe is supported, in particular the
increased allocation of 820 dwellings for Radcliffe-on-Trent.
Question 10: Do you agree that the Local Plan Part 2 should allocate greenfield land for
housing development at Radcliffe on Trent for around 820 homes in total?
The increase in allocation for Radcliffe to 820 homes is supported. Radcliffe is a highly
sustainable Key Settlement, containing a range of key services and facilities as well as a
railway station. The village is also located on the A52 route providing easy access into
Nottingham both by car and high frequency public transport, making it a highly sustainable
location for further development compared with other settlements within the Borough.
Gables House
Kenilworth Road
Leamington Spa
Warwickshire CV32 6JX
United Kingdom
Tel +44 (0) 1926 439 000
amecfw.com

Amec Foster Wheeler Environment
& Infrastructure UK Limited
Registered office:
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Question 11: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of the
following sites at Radcliffe on Trent?
The proposed allocation of RAD1 for 150 homes is not supported, and we have significant
concerns about the appropriateness of including this site when more sustainable sites at lower
flood risk are available around Radcliffe, such as the Crown Estate’s site north of Shelford
Road. As such, it is considered that the allocation of RAD1 in the Local Plan is unsound.
Our concerns are set out in detail below.
Flooding and Sequential Test
The RAD 1 site is within Flood Zone 2, and significant mitigation is required to enable
residential development on the site. We have consulted our flood and drainage expert in
relation to this issue, and the technical note at Appendix B sets out our argument as to why
RAD12 is a more appropriate location for development in respect of the sequential test.
The aim of the Sequential Test is to steer new development to areas with the lowest probability
of flooding (Flood Zone 1)(NPPF101). Only where there are no reasonably available sites in
Flood Zone 1, Local Planning Authorities may consider available sites within Flood Zone 2.
Even then the exception test must be passed and land should only be allocated if it is
demonstrated that there are wider sustainability benefits to the community that outweigh the
flood risk (NPPF102). No such stainability case exists to warrant development on land at
greater risk.
The Sequential Test for the Preferred Housing Sites October 2017 states on page 4 that the
development proposed within RAD1 could not be located within Flood Zone 1. This is
factually incorrect as The Crown Estate’s site (RAD12) is within Flood Zone 1, has been
repeatedly promoted through the Local Plan Part 2 as an alternative development site for up
to 200 dwellings. As such this site should be sequentially preferred to RAD1 if the sequential
test is applied correctly.
Furthermore, the Councils assessment of flood risk wrongly takes in to account the presence
of flood defences which for the purposes of the sequential test should be ignored. This results
in a site being allocated that has a history of flooding, is reliant on defences (not maintained
by the EA) and even requires flood early warning measures for residents. The attached
technical notes set out these points in detail. In contrast RAD12 has none of these issues.
There are no overriding landscape, Green Belt or other constraints to RAD12 which would
justify the Council allocating a site within Flood Zone 2, as set out in the following sections.
Landscape Impact
The Housing Site Selection Interim Report September 2017 states at paragraph 6.41 that sites
to the east (RAD04, RAD5b, RAD07 and RAD12) are not appropriate for allocation due to “the
extensive intrusion into the Green Belt and loss of countryside, landscape impacts, the
loss of best and most versatile land, the level of increased traffic through Radcliffe and
distance from the village centre.”
We strongly disagree with the impacts for RAD12 and consider that these, particularly the
landscape and Green Belt impacts have been overstated. It wrongly treats RAD12 the same
way as RAD04, RAD5b, RAD07 when these other sites would clearly result in ribbon
development and sprawl. This is not the case with RAD12 which sits immediately opposite
proposed sites RAD2 and RAD3, relates well to the existing settlement edge and is contained
to the east by Shelford Lodge Farm and associated landscape features (which can be
strengthened).
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We disagree with the suggested landscape impacts and scoring within the Council’s
Landscape and Visual Analysis 2017 for RAD12, particularly on page 194. We have consulted
our landscape expert and would argue that the landscape impact is not as great as stated.
Below are the main points in relation to The Crown Estate’s site (RBC/RAD/011 – Land north
of Shelford Road) that we consider have been scored incorrectly.
Landscape Value
With regards to landscape quality the assessment judges the site to be of High Landscape
Quality which from the interpretation of the methodology is “. . . A landscape in good condition
with intact elements that are well managed.”
However, we disagree with the site itself actually being intensive farmland in a
domestic/urbanised setting, due to the settlement edge and neighbouring Shelford Lodge farm
which had Planning permission for employment development. We therefore consider that a
more appropriate assessment of the site is that the site is of Medium Landscape Quality “. . .
A landscape in fair condition with some intact elements and signs of good management
practice” as there is evidence of:
x
x
x

Hedgerows removed along the south western edge and encroachment of urban edge
into the site (i.e. sheds, decking, fencing, property furniture, electrical station all visible);
Post and wire fencing along northern edge where hedgerows are more fragmented;
and
Evidence of historic removal of hedgerows along the farm track and Shelford Road.

In respect of perceptual aspects the assessment judges the site to be of High Perceptual
Quality which from the interpretation of the methodology is “. . . A landscape that is aesthetically
pleasing, devoid of human influence, tranquil and/ or remote and has strong sense of place.”
However, we disagree that the site has a strong rural edge, and consider that the Perceptual
Quality is of Medium/Low value for the following reasons:
x
x

The site is located adjacent to the urban edge of Radcliffe and Shelford Road therefore
tranquillity and remoteness are considered low; and
The site is not devoid of human influence. Residential properties, farm buildings and
road traffic are all highly visible.

Landscape Susceptibility
With regards to perception, the assessment judges the site to be of High Perception which
from the interpretation of the methodology is “. . . The development on site will result in a
distinct change in the perception of the landscape.”
We, however, consider that the Perception is Medium for the following reason:
x

x

Proposed development within the site would represent a modest outward extension to
the eastern edge of Radcliffe (which is already highly visible from the surrounding
area). If sensitively designed and mitigated with mature tree planting either on site
and/or on the wider estate to the east, a proposed development could be visually
broken up and represent a minor change in the perception of the landscape.
Development to the north of the site on the highest part could be avoided through
detailed design and layout at the application stage.

If these aspects were to be lowered in light of the above, the Overall Landscape Sensitivity
Score would be reduced to 25/50.
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Visual Susceptibility
With regards to the visibility of site, the assessment judges the site to be Highly visible which
from the interpretation of the methodology is “. . . Site is highly visible from most angles / an
extensive area will be visually affected by development of the site.”
However, we consider that the site’s visibility is Medium because:
x
x
x

The majority of views are only accessible from close distance (i.e. adjacent residents);
There are very few publicly accessible views within the surrounding area (1 PRoW and
the minor road network); and
The northern ridgeline plus tree cover restricts the majority of views from the north and
residential development within Radcliffe restricts views from the south west.

If this aspect was to be lowered in light of the above, the Overall Visual Sensitivity Score would
be reduced to 30/50.
The site is an appropriate location for development, and any visibility or landscaping concerns
identified can be mitigated through design and landscaping. The site’s development would
form a modest extension of an already visible settlement edge, with extensive scope for
landscape enhancement/screening on the adjacent estate land to create a long-term
boundary.
The site should also be assessed on the basis that RAD3 will be developed, which provides
greater context to the visibility and appropriateness of development to the north-east of
Radcliffe along Shelford Road. Therefore, the site’s allocation should not be discounted on
landscape grounds.
Green Belt
We have already disagreed with the Council’s Green Belt Assessment both in terms of the
methodology in general and the way it has been applied to our site north of Shelford Road,
Radcliffe-on-Trent (RAD11 in the Rushcliffe Green Belt Review), as stated in our earlier
representations to the Further Sites consultation in March 2017. Although we provided
alternative scoring, it is disappointing that the Council has not taken this into account. We
maintain our comments previously made in respect of the Green Belt Assessment.
In respect of the methodology used in assessing the Land north of Shelford Road, an
alternative and more appropriate methodology for assessing Green Belt sites, which was
produced by Amec Foster Wheeler and is used by a number of Local Authorities, was included
at Appendix D of our representations to the Further Options consultation.
It is considered that the assessment for The Crown Estate’s site north of Shelford Road is
incorrect and does not appropriately reflect the character of the site or its wider context. The
photograph of the site included within the Green Belt Review does not adequately show the
residential properties to the west and Shelford Lodge Farm to the east, i.e. the site context.
A planning application for change of use of Shelford Lodge Farm to employment use was
permitted in 2008 with a new access road in the Green belt. An extension to the planning
permission was permitted in 2011. In addition to the farmhouse which was retained in
residential use, the site, although partly vacant, has a permitted employment use. Although
the current tenant resides in the farmhouse, the site ceased to be a working farm prior to the
submission of the planning application, and the land has been swept up within surrounding
landholdings. It has no historic designation.
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We have critiqued the Green Belt assessment and provided an alternative scoring which better
reflects the site and the impact it would have on the surrounding area if it was to be released
for residential development.
Table 1: Amec Foster Wheeler Revised Green Belt Assessment of Land North of
Shelford Road
Strategic Green
Belt Area

Radcliffe
North
East

12 low-medium Green Belt importance

Green Belt
Purpose

AMEC
Revised
Score

Justification/Amec Comments

Check unrestricted
sprawl of
settlements

2

The site is bound by the settlement edge to the west,
Shelford Road and Crown Cottages to the south, the
access road and Shelford Lodge Farm to the east
which is in employment use, and the River Trent
escarpment provides a strong north-western boundary.
The boundaries are clear and identifiable as set out at
para.1.19 of the methodology.

(note NPPF refers
to ‘large built up
areas’)

Development of the site would not contribute towards
sprawl of the settlement, as the site is well contained by
existing development on three sides. It is modest in
scale well related to the built edge and distinctly
separate from the more open rural landscape to the
east beyond Shelford Lodge Farm and its access road.
It would essentially round off the settlement in this
location.
On this basis a lower score is recommended. The photo
viewpoint in Appendix E of our representations to the
Further Options consultation (viewpoint 1) illustrates
this point looking south west towards Shelford Lodge
Farm.
Prevent merging of
Settlements

1

(Note NPPF refers
to Towns)

The strategic function of the Green Belt is to prevent
merger with West Bridgford and not between villages,
the NPPF refers to the merging of ‘Towns’. The site
contributes nothing to this purpose.
Even if the Council’s modified criteria is used there is no
significant risk of merger with Shelford given the extent
of the gap and physical features, neither is there any
visual connectivity. The site contributes little to this
purpose.
A lower score is therefore recommended.

Assist in
safeguarding the
countryside from

2

Other than the farmhouse, which is retained in
residential use, the buildings which previously formed
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encroachment

part of Shelford Lodge Farm have been permitted for
employment use.
As stated above, the site is bound by residential
dwellings to the west, of which the large detached
dwelling at the corner of Shelford Road is visible from a
number of viewpoints. Shelford Lodge Farm
employment site lies adjacent to the east, and Crown
Cottages to the south on the opposite side of Shelford
Road. The site is well contained by existing residential
and employment development on three sides which
forms a partially urbanised context to the site.
The photographs provided at Appendix E of our
representations to the Further Options consultation
illustrate that the site is clearly seen against the existing
settlement edge or screened by the extensive building
and planting at Shelford Lodge Farm. The appended
layout shows that higher parts of the site can be
avoided.
Whilst the open countryside is a significant feature of
land to the east of Shelford Lodge Farm, this is not the
case for this site to the west.
Based on the above a lower score is recommended as
the contribution is limited.

Preserve setting
and special
character of
historic settlement

1

(Note NPPF refers
to ‘Towns’)

There are no designated heritage assets either within
the site or in close proximity. The site makes no special
contribution to the historic setting of any towns or the
village (noting that the NPPF actually refers to ‘Towns’).
It contributes nothing to strategic Green Belt purposes
in this respect.
We consider that the limited reference to the unlisted
Farm is inappropriate to a Green Belt study, which is
not intended to offer some other form of protection to a
very wide range of designated and undesignated
assets. The site has been repeatedly permitted for
conversion to B1 and B8 uses by the Council, allowing
new access roads on the site and increased parking.
On this basis a lower score is recommended.

Assist in urban
regeneration

3

This score should relate to the regeneration of
Nottingham, to focus development on brownfield land
within the urban area. It is difficult to assess how the
release of greenfield sites for development, particularly
those in more rural locations, would impact the
regeneration of the major urban areas. As such, it is
agreed that a moderate score should be given.
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Green Belt Score

09

Low

Based on the above, it is considered that Land north of Shelford Road does not make a
significant contribution to Green Belt purposes, and allocating it for development would not
cause a detrimental impact on this part of the Green Belt. The site clearly performs better than
sites which are in open countryside, in critically narrow parts of the Green Belt or encourage
ribbon sprawl along major road corridors.
The site is not very visible from the north, from either Shelford or Stoke Bardolph. The site is
visible from the south, although it sits within the context of existing development along Shelford
Road to the west including the large detached dwelling at the corner of the site which forms a
prominent feature in the landscape, and the Shelford Lodge Farm employment site to the east.
Photographs at Appendix E of our of our representations to the Further Options consultation
provide the context of the site from a number of viewpoints.
This land to the north-east is not within an area of flooding risk, and is in a wide part of the
Green Belt with a large physical and visual separation between Radcliffe-on-Trent and
Shelford. This area is scored by the Council as having low to moderate importance for Green
belt purposes. However, we consider it to be of low value and suitable for release. It is,
therefore, concluded that the Land north of Shelford Road is an appropriate location for
delivering a proportion of Radcliffe’s housing requirement, and that the Green Belt should be
amended to release this site for development therefore avoiding houses being built in areas at
flood risk.
Traffic Impact
As the Council is aware traffic modelling undertaken by Amec Foster Wheeler has been
submitted. This built upon the work conducted by WYG, identifying trip rates using more upto-date datasets to appropriately reflect current travel patterns. As a result, the trip rates and
traffic distribution were revised, and it was demonstrated that up to 600 dwellings could be
accommodated to the north-east of Radcliffe-on-Trent, through the implementation of some
additional minor improvements to the highway network.
It is also considered that there is more scope for the use of alternative routes around Radcliffe
and into Nottingham from the east of the village, than there is from land to the west due to its
close proximity to the A52 junction.
It has therefore been demonstrated that RAD12 should not be discounted due to traffic impact.
Location to the Village Centre
RAD12 is approximately 1.2km north-east of the railway station and approximately 1.6km from
the village centre. Radcliffe Infant and Junior Schools are approximately 1.9km from the site,
and the Co-op Foodstore and Library are approximately 1.4km from the site. There are a
number of bus stops along Shelford Road, and the site is in close proximity to a comprehensive
footway network and an alternative traffic free bridleway along the River Trent. Therefore, the
site is well located in terms of sustainable access opportunities.
It should also be noted that RAD 3, south of Shelford Road, is proposed as an allocation and
will include a new Primary School. It is also understood that the doctor’s surgery is considering
relocating to the site. RAD12 would be in a highly appropriate location if this site was to be
developed, being with walking distance approximately 750m from the new Primary School and
doctor’s surgery, without having to travel through Radcliffe village centre. Further details in
relation to the sites suitability for development are included in the Promotional Document
previously provided to the Council.
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Appendix A
Response Forms
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Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 2: Land and Planning
Policies – Preferred Housing Sites

Response Form
Please return by 5pm on Monday 27 November 2017 to:
Planning Policy, Rushcliffe Borough Council
Rushcliffe Arena, Rugby Road
Nottingham. NG2 7YG
Or to: localdevelopment@rushcliffe.gov.uk

Please note that your comments can be directly entered through the Borough Council’s
online consultation system: http://rushcliffe-consult.objective.co.uk/portal

Your Details
The Crown Estate
C/O Agent

Click here to enter text.

Agent details (where applicable)
Name
Address

Neil Hall
Amec Foster Wheeler
Gables House
Kenilworth Road
Leamington Spa
CV32 6JX

E-mail

Housing Development
Housing Land Supply

Question 1: Do you agree with the Council’s proposal that Local Plan Part 2 should
identify enough land for around 2,550 new homes?

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..

3

No

…………………………………………………………………………….



Don’t …………………………………………………………………………….
know
Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
1



The increase in the overall housing allocation for Rushcliffe is supported, in particular the
increased allocation of 820 dwellings for Radcliffe-on-Trent.

(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Housing Sites within the Main Urban Area

Question 2: Do you agree with the Council’s proposed allocation of the Abbey
Road Depot (site WB01) for the development of around 50 new homes?

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..



No

…………………………………………………………………………….



Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
You may like to give your views on what development should look like, in terms of
the design, mix and layout of new housing and other uses (for example, open space)
on site.
Click here to enter text.
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Housing Sites adjacent to the Main Urban Area

Question 3: Do you agree with the Council’s proposal that no sites adjacent to the
main urban area of Nottingham (within Rushcliffe) should be allocated for housing
development through Local Plan Part 2?

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..



No

…………………………………………………………………………….



Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.

2

Click here to enter text.
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Housing Development at the 'Key Settlements'
Bingham

Question 4: Do you agree with the Council’s proposal that no sites adjacent to
Bingham should be allocated for housing development through Local Plan Part 2?

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..



No

…………………………………………………………………………….



Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
Click here to enter text.
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Cotgrave

Question 5: Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should allocate greenfield land for
housing development at Cotgrave for around 350 homes in total?

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..



No

…………………………………………………………………………….



Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
Click here to enter text.
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

3

4

Question 6: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of the
following sites at Cotgrave:
Yes
No

Land rear of Mill Lane/The Old Park
(estimated capacity around 170 homes)





Sites COT09 – Land south of Hollygate Lane (1);
COT10 – Land south of Hollygate Lane (2); and
COT11a – Land south of Hollygate Lane (3a)
(estimated capacity around 180 homes)





Site

COT01 –

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
For each of the proposed housing sites, you may like to give your views on what
development should look like, in terms of the design, mix and layout of new
housing and other uses (for example, open space) on site.
Click here to enter text.
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

East Leake

Question 7: Do you agree with our proposal that only sites EL01, EL02, EL04, EL05
and EL08 (as shown at Figure 4) should be allocated for housing development at
East Leake?

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..



No

…………………………………………………………………………….



Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
Click here to enter text.
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

5

Keyworth

Question 8: Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should allocate greenfield land for
housing development at Keyworth for around 580 homes in total?

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..



No

…………………………………………………………………………….



Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
Click here to enter text.
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Question 9: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of the
following sites at Keywort.
Yes

No

Site KEY4a – Land off Nicker Hill (1)
(estimated capacity around 150 homes)





Site KEY8 – Land between Platt Lane and Station Road
(estimated capacity around 190 homes)





Site KEY10 – Land south of Debdale Lane (1)
(estimated capacity around 190 homes)





Site KEY13 – Hillside Farm
(estimated capacity around 50 homes)





Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
For each of the proposed housing sites, you may like to give your views on what
development should look like, in terms of the design, mix and layout of new
housing and other uses (for example, open space) on site.
Click here to enter text.
6

(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Radcliffe on Trent

Question 10: Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should allocate greenfield land for
housing development at Radcliffe on Trent for around 820 homes in total?

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..

3

No

…………………………………………………………………………….



Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
Please refer to covering letter.
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Question 11: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of
the following sites at Radcliffe on Trent.
Yes

No

Site RAD01 –

Land north of Nottingham Road
(estimated capacity around 150 homes), with
employment development to the west of the
powerlines that separate the site.



3

Site RAD02 –

Land adjacent Grooms Cottage
(estimated capacity around 50 homes)





Site RAD03 –

Land off Shelford Road
(estimated capacity around 400 homes)









Site RAD05a – Land north of Grantham Road to south of
railway line (1a)
(estimated capacity around 140 homes)
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Yes

No

Site RAD06 –

72 Main Road
(estimated capacity around 5 homes)





Site RAD13 –

The Paddock, Nottingham Road
(estimated capacity around 75 homes)





Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
For each of the proposed housing sites, you may like to give your views on what
development should look like, in terms of the design, mix and layout of new
housing and other uses (for example, open space) on site.
The proposed allocation of RAD1 for 150 homes is not supported, and we have significant
concerns about the appropriateness of including this site when more sustainable sites at
lower flood risk are available around Radcliffe, such as the Crown Estate’s site north of
Shelford Road. As such, it is considered that the allocation of RAD1 in the Local Plan is
unsound. Please refer to covering letter for further details.

(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Ruddington

Question 12: Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should allocate greenfield land for
housing development at Ruddington for around 410 homes in total?

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..



No

…………………………………………………………………………….



Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
Click here to enter text.
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)
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Question 13: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of
the following sites at Ruddington.
Yes

No

Site RUD01 – Land to the west of Wilford Road (south)
(estimated capacity around 180 homes)





Site RUD05 – Land south of Flawforth Lane
(estimated capacity around 50 homes)





Site RUD11 – Old Loughborough Road
(estimated capacity around 10 self and custombuild homes)





Site RUD13 – Land opposite Mere Way (estimated capacity
around 170 homes)





Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
For each of the proposed housing sites, you may like to give your views on what
development should look like, in terms of the design, mix and layout of new
housing and other uses (for example, open space) on site.
Click here to enter text.
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Housing Development at the 'Other Villages'
Cropwell Bishop

Question 14: Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should allocate greenfield land for
housing development at Cropwell Bishop for around 160 homes in total?

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..



No

…………………………………………………………………………….
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Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
Click here to enter text.
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Question 15: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of
the following sites at Cropwell Bishop.
Yes
No

Site CBI02 – Land north of Memorial Hall(1)
(estimated capacity around 90 homes)





Site CBI05 – Land east of Church Street
(estimated capacity around 70 homes)





Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
For both of the proposed housing sites, you may like to give your views on what
development should look like, in terms of the design, mix and layout of new
housing and other uses (for example, open space) on site.
Click here to enter text.
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

East Bridgford

Question 16: Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should allocate greenfield land for
housing development at East Bridgford for around 100 homes in total?

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..



No

…………………………………………………………………………….



Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
Click here to enter text.
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(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Question 17: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of
the following sites at East Bridgford
Yes

No

Site EBR06 – Closes Side Lane (west)
(estimated capacity around 20 homes)





Site EBR07 – Closes Side Lane (east)
(estimated capacity around 20 homes)





Site EBR8 –

Land to the north of Butt Lane
(estimated capacity around 15 homes)





Site EBR10 – Land south of Butt Lane
(estimated capacity around 45 homes)





Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
For each of the proposed housing sites, you may like to give your views on what
development should look like, in terms of the design, mix and layout of new
housing and other uses (for example, open space) on site.
Click here to enter text.
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Gotham
Question 18: Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should allocate greenfield land for
housing development at Gotham for around 100 homes in total?
Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..



No

…………………………………………………………………………….



Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
Click here to enter text.
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(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Question 19: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of
the following site at Gotham:

Site GOT5a – Land east of Gypsum Way/The Orchards (1)
(estimated capacity around 100 homes)

Yes

No





Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
You may like to give your views on what development should look like, in terms of
the design, mix and layout of new housing and other uses (for example, open
space) on site.
Click here to enter text.
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Bunny Brickworks

Question 20: Do you support the proposed allocation of the former Bunny
Brickworks (site BUN01) for a mixed development of around 100 new homes and
employment development?

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..



No

…………………………………………………………………………….



Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
You may like to give your views on what development should look like, in terms of
the design, mix and layout of new housing and other uses (for example, open space)
on site.
Click here to enter text.
12

(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Flintham – Former Islamic Institute

Question 21: Do you support the proposed allocation of the former Islamic Institute
at Flintham for the development of up to 95 new homes?

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..



No

…………………………………………………………………………….



Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
Click here to enter text.
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Other Issues

Question 22: Please identify any matters related to housing development which
are not covered here or elsewhere and which you wish to raise.
Click here to enter text.
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Please return by 5pm on Monday 27 November 2017 to:
Planning Policy,
Rushcliffe Borough Council
Rushcliffe Arena
Rugby Road
Nottingham. NG2 7YG
Or to: localdevelopment@rushcliffe.gov.uk

Please note that your comments can be directly entered through the Borough Council’s
online consultation system: http://rushcliffe-consult.objective.co.uk/portal
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Data protection: The details you submit to the Borough Council will be used in the plan making
process and may be in use for the lifetime of the Local Plan and associated processes in
accordance with the Data Protection Act 1998. Please note that comments and personal details
cannot be treated as confidential and may be made available for public inspection both physically
and/or through the Borough Council’s website. We may publish all names, addresses and
comments received, including on our website. We will use our best endeavours to not publish
signatures, personal telephone numbers or email addresses. By sending the Council your
details you will automatically be informed of future consultations on planning policy documents
unless you indicate otherwise.
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Continued…

Appendix B
Technical Note – Rushcliffe Local Plan: Radcliffe on Trent RAD1
and RAD12 Allocations.
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Technical note:
Rushcliffe Local Plan: Radcliffe on Trent RAD1 and
RAD 12 allocations

1.

Introduction

Amec Foster Wheeler have been requested to appraise the relative merits of two of the twelve potential
residential development allocations for Radcliffe on Trent, as identified in Rushcliffe Borough’s Local Plan.
This note compares our client’s site (RAD12) which is at very low risk of flooding (Flood Zone 1 and is
situated 25m or more above the River Trent, with a minimal risk of surface water flooding), and RAD1, a
more low-lying site indicated as being at risk from: the River Trent for current events with a probability
between 1% and 0.1%; under future with climate change scenarios; having historically flooded; and with
major surface water flood risk constraints.

2.

Appraisal of Flood Zones at the RAD1 Site

The 2012 FRA and current Environment Agency’s (EA) online ‘Flood Map for Planning’1 indicates that the
Environment Agency classify RAD1 as being situated entirely within Flood Zone 2 (Figure 1).
The submitted FRA for RAD1 (completed by Capita Symonds, 2012) states that the site is located in Flood
Zone 1, based on the flood risk mapping included in the Greater Nottingham Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment (GN-SFRA), prepared in 2010 (Figure 2). This is on the basis that the railway embankment to
the west of the site forms part of a continuous defence (with a hump being present where Holme Lane and
another road to the east pass under the railway) that acts to limit the extent of flooding from the River Trent.
The FRA also details that a flap valve is present to exclude flood water from the River Trent passing through
a land drainage culvert beneath the embankment.
As stated in the GN-SFRA: “1.1.8 The SFRA differs from the Environment Agency’s Flood Zone Maps by
providing flood mapping taking into account existing flood defences. The Flood Zone Maps (as published on
the Environment Agency’s web site) ignore the presence of man made structures (e.g. flood defences,
railway embankments etc.).” The SFRA is intended to provide additional detail to establish the areas of
highest risk, and quantity the hazard from flooding. It does not consider flood risk from minor watercourses
(i.e. the drains/culverts/Lamcote Brook present on-site), and does not replace the EA’s Flood Map for
Planning.
Planning Practice Guidance2 indicates that Flood Zones should be defined “ignoring the presence of flood
defences”. Therefore, the presence of the railway embankment, localised raising of low points by roads
passing through the embankment, and the presence of flap valves to prevent flood water from the River
Trent back-flowing onto the site should not be considered when defining which flood zone the site is situated
within.
The EA’s response to the 2013 planning application indicates that the railway embankment is not an EA
managed flood defence, and they have no knowledge of its condition, or design standard. The EA also state
1
2

https://flood-map-for-planning.service.gov.uk/summary/464394/339126
See: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-change
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that the hump on Holme Lane is understood to act as a defence up to the 1% AEP event, but would be
overtopped in the 1% AEP with 20% climate change scenario.
Comparison of the edge of Flood Zone 3 upstream of the site with LiDAR data indicates the edge of Flood
Zone 3 is situated at 21.3m AOD (where the railway line crosses the A52). To the east of the point where
the railway line crosses the River Trent, the edge of Flood Zone 3 is situated at 20.3mAOD. The respective
values for the edge of Flood Zone 2 are: 22.3mAOD and 20.5mAOD. Land levels within RAD12 drop as low
as 19.5mAOD.
Supporting this, the EA’s historic flood mapping (Figure 3) indicates that the RAD1 site was inundated by
flooding from the River Trent in 1947, a period before the construction of the railway embankment (historic
mapping indicates the railway along RAD1’s western edge was constructed in the mid-1960s). The area of
Flood Zone 2 overlying RAD1 (on Figure 1) has the exact same southern edge as the historic outline (Figure
3). Therefore, at RAD1, the Flood Map for Planning appears to be a composite of modelled and historical
data.
On this basis the site is likely within Flood Zone 3a and 2, but benefits from some informal flood defence
provided by the railway line/raising of the roads that pass through the embankment.
Based on land levels alone, ignoring the defences RAD1 would be more accurately defined as a mixture of
Flood Zone 3a, Flood Zone 2 and Flood Zone 1.

3.

Currency and quality of available flood modelling and mapping

The Environment Agency was consulted in 2009 for data to support the 2012 FRA, their response included a
map of the modelled 0.1% AEP flood extents for the River Trent (Figure 3). This modelling, undertaken by
Black & Veatch in July 2008 suggests that RAD1 would not be at risk from the 0.1% AEP flood event. This
modelling:
a) Has been superseded;
b) Is clearly stated as being modelled flood extents for the River Trent only. The modelling will likely
have some limitations associated with defining the model domain (i.e. focused on representation of
the River Trent floodplain corridor, and not necessarily including all details of features such as the
railway embankment), and
The 2012 FRA presents 2010 modelling carried out as part of the GN-SFRA (Figure 4) as showing most of
the RAD1 site (except the northern most portion) as being in Flood Zone 1 on the basis that the site benefits
from flood defences. Nevertheless, the mapping indicated some overtopping of the hump on Holme Lane,
and flows spilling into the northern portion of RAD1. As stated at 1, the presence of flood defences should
be ignored when defining flood zones. This is since whilst flood defences help to reduce the risk of flooding,
they do not eliminate it entirely, and the land may be at risk of flooding from other sources.
The current EA Flood Map for Planning (Figure 1) appears to be a composite of modelled extents for the
River Trent, and a historic outline of the 1947 flood event (Figure 2). More detailed consultation would be
needed with the EA to understand the most recent modelling data underpinning this map, however the
historic outline would appear to cover flooding from the River Trent, and a number of local sources. This
map is the key map that should be used to undertake the Sequential Test. If a challenge is to be made,
suitable modelling ought to be undertaken and outputs agreed with the Environment Agency to justify
considering the site as being at a lower risk of flooding for sequential purposes. The 2012 FRA presents
various investigations, which illustrate that the site is far from being Flood Zone 1, but have not been
presented in a form to challenge the Flood Map for Planning.
It should be noted that a) the EA Flood Map for Planning does not include for climate change, and that all
previous climate change mapping uses an older (lower) climate change allowance (20% for fluvial or rainfall).
The equivalent current guidance3 specifies 30% for fluvial, and 40% for rainfall intensity, which in the context
of RAD1’s complicated (Flood Zone 2/3a, Lamcote Brook, east-west drain and surface water flooding),
suggests the location is even less suitable.
3

See: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-assessments-climate-change-allowances (accessed 02-11-17)
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[The 2012 FRA details a range of hydrological investigations into the elevation of the raised humps on Holme
Lane, the east to west drain passing through the north of RAD1 which then drains under the railway
embankment to the River Trent, and the Lamcote Brook which passes through the south-west corner of the
site. Flood modelling is detailed and defines areas of Flood Zone 3 (1% AEP + 20% climate change
allowance) for the east-west drain, however it is considered that no Lamcote Brook remains within bank. No
modelling has been undertaken to define the 0.1% AEP event to delineate Flood Zone 2. Details of the
culvert conveying the Lamcote Brook beneath the railway line and any infrastructure that would prevent flows
from the River Trent passing onto site are not provided.]

4.

Application of the NPPF Sequential Test at Radcliffe on Trent

The NPPF states that “a sequential approach to site selection so that development is, as far as reasonably
possible, located where the risk of flooding (from all sources) is lowest, taking account of climate change and
the vulnerability of future uses to flood risk”. The Rushcliffe Borough non statutory replacement Local Plan
(2006) states that “development will not be permitted in areas where a risk of flooding or problems of surface
water disposal exist”.
NPPF is clear that all new development should be directed to Flood Zone 14. Where there are no
‘reasonably available’5 sites in Flood Zone 1, sites in Flood Zone 2 may be considered.
Therefore, RAD1 should only be considered if the LPA consider that there are insufficient sites reasonably
available in Flood Zone 1. Reasonably available sites should be developable and deliverable, as defined by
being:
x

Appropriate for the proposed development;

x

Within the agreed Area of Search;

x

Of a comparable size to accommodate the required development;

x

Owned by the applicant/for sale at a fair market price/surplus publically owned land available for
development; and

x

Not safeguarded in the local plan for other uses.

A site is not reasonably available if it fails on one of the above.
Figure 1 makes it clear that the RAD1 is in Flood Zone 2, the available information on RAD1 suggests that
some areas of the site are in fact Flood Zone 3a under the definitions provided by the NPPF and associated
guidance. Further some current flood risk mapping indicates that the risk of flooding at RAD1 will increase
with future climate change.
Figure 5 shows the level of surface water flood risk at the RAD1, and Figure 6 the equivalent mapping for
RAD12. These maps clearly show RAD1 has severe surface water flood risk problems, whilst RAD12 has
minimal surface water flood risk. This also need to be considered within the sequential testing of sites, since
NPPF guidance indicates that: “within each flood zone, surface water and other sources of flooding also
need to be taken into account in applying the sequential approach to the location of new development”.

5.

Complexity of the proposed flood mitigation measures for the RAD1
Site

The submitted applications for RAD1 rely on significant mitigations to enable the development. The FRA for
RAD1 involves substantial reprofiling of the sites. Ground lowering is proposed to provide compensatory
4

See: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-change#aim-of-Sequential-Test (accessed 02-1117)
5 See NPPF para. 47 and associated footnotes
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storage areas within a large central corridor through the development, and to provide a preferential pathway
for flow in the event of a 1% AEP event with a 20% allowance for climate change. Development platforms
are to be set at 20.4 mAOD, with Finished Floor Levels (FFLs) set 600mm above this (21.0 mAOD). It is not
clear how the proposed scheme responds to the current requirements for climate change allowances, or the
0.1% AEP event.
The above suggested levels respond to any the ‘best-case’ functioning of mitigations such as flood events on
the local surface water drainage network (ref the east-west ditch) or the Lamcote Brook not coinciding with
the River Trent. Further, the 0.1% AEP flood event is not modelled to understand what would happen in this
event - for the Lamcote Brook, the presented modelling indicates the watercourse is predicted not to spill in
the 1% AEP plus 20% climate change. However flood levels are only marginally below the land levels that
would cause it to spill across part of RAD1, so flooding of the site would be expected during the 0.1%AEP
event. Some modelling assumptions are questionable, for example that peak flows draining directly to RAD1
from the Nottingham Road drain will be restricted by the size of the culvert, LiDAR data indicates any excess
flow could follow the topography to arrive at the site. This suggests that surrounding areas of the
development would be inundated in the event of more extreme or less favourable in-combination flood
events. Whilst the FFLs may be sufficiently elevated to protect individual properties (given preferential flow
along the lowest land, and the storage areas available on site), flooding of the site may still occur restricting
access and egress.
In addition to this, regular clearance of the east-west drainage culvert beneath the railway and associated
watercourse would be required. Maintenance is stated as likely falling to Nottinghamshire County Council
(or a suitable management company). Frequent inspections of the condition of the road hump at Holme
Lane will also need to be undertaken to check for defects. The FRA is not clear on the requirements for
inspecting the culvert associated with the Lamcote Brook, or the Nottingham Road drain.
Various precautions with regards to access/egress, the use of flood resilient materials are also detailed to
provide additional resilience in
Recommendations are made that the EA Flood Warning area is extended to include the site, and that
residents sign up to the EA’s Flood Warnings service.
Clearly ensuring development at the RAD1 site is safe from flooding is dependent on a considerable scheme
of mitigations and required ongoing associated maintenance.
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Figure 1
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Supporting Flood Risk Mapping Figures
Current Environment Agency Flood Map for Planning - RAD1

Source: https://flood-map-for-planning.service.gov.uk/ (accessed 21/11/17)
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Figure 2
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2008 Modelled Flood Extents - RAD1

Source: taken from the Capita Symonds 2013 FRA for the RAD1 Site
In comparison – the current EA flood map shows the Site to be entirely within Flood Zone 2 (i.e. on the
above the site would be shaded blue as per legend)

November 2017
Doc Ref: 40221 Radcliffe on Trent RAD 1 and RAD12

7

Figure 3
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Environment Agency Historic Flood Extent Map - RAD1

Environment Agency historic flood extent map (taken from the Capita Symonds 2013 FRA for the RAD1 site)
showing the 1947 flood extent (in blue) as extending over the RAD1 site.

Figure 4

2010 Greater Nottingham SFRA modelling - 0.1% AEP event - RAD1

Source: http://www.rushcliffe.gov.uk/planningpolicy/localplan/supportingstudies/sfra/ (accessed 21-11-17)

November 2017
Doc Ref: 40221 Radcliffe on Trent RAD 1 and RAD12

8

Figure 5
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Environment Agency Surface Water Flood Risk Mapping - RAD1

Source: https://flood-warning-information.service.gov.uk/ (accessed 21-11-17). High risk: greater than 3.33%
AEP; Medium risk: between 3.33% and 1% AEP; Low risk: between 1% and 0.1% AEP; and Very Low risk:
less than 0.1% AEP
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Figure 6
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Environment Agency Surface Water Flood Risk Mapping - RAD12

Source: https://flood-warning-information.service.gov.uk/ (accessed 21-11-17). Flood Zone 3: greater than
1% AEP; Flood Zone 2: 0.1% AEP; Flood Zone 1: less than 0.1% AEP
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