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1 About the Mansfield District SFRA

What is a Strategic Flood Risk Assessment?

1.1 Local Planning Authorities like Mansfield District Council (MDC) are required
to produce a Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) as determined by the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). An SFRA is a necessary evidence document
used to inform where development should go (as informed by the 'Sequential Test')
and to inform policy and policy guidance formulation for the Local Plan. As part of
the preparation of developing the Local Plan, information in the SFRA is also used
to info(r1r{1 the Sustainability Appraisal process used to ensure that the Local Plan is
sound" .

1.2 The Mansfield District SFRA was written in 2008 by the consultancy RPS, as
commissioned by Mansfield District Council’s Planning Policy team, and in partnership
with the Environment Agency; Severn Trent Water, Nottinghamshire Wildlife Trust,
and the Mansfield District Citizen’s Panel (2007). The Mansfield District Council
SFRA includes a ‘Guide for Planners and Developers’ and a ‘Technical Report’. For
more detailed information on Strategic Flood Risk Assessments and planning policy,
please see the National Planning Policy Guidance website:
planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk.

1.3 The 2008 SFRA covers the following issues as guided by National Planning
Policy Guidance and the National Planning Policy Framework:

A) SFRA Guide for Planners and Developers

e Sets out and applies the guidance and legislation required to inform the SFRA
(Section 3).

e |dentifies the areas of flood risk from rivers and streams considering the presence
and absence of flood defences and flood risk from other sources, consolidating
these into maps in order to facilitate the application of the Sequential Test
(Various sections and appendices). Section 5.2 addresses the Sequential Test.

e Considers the of risk of flooding from reservoirs (Section 4.5)

e Considers the impacts from climate change (Sections 4.5 and 4.8)

1 The Sustainability Appraisal's role is to promote sustainable development by assessing the
extent to which the emerging plan, when judged against reasonable alternatives, will help to
achieve relevant environmental, economic and social objectives. This process is an opportunity
to consider ways by which the plan can contribute to improvements in environmental, social and
economic conditions, as well as a means of identifying and mitigating any potential adverse
effects that the plan might otherwise have. The SA should guide the application of the 'Sequential
Test'
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e Summarises the flood risk along River Maun and River Meden and constraints
to development (Section 4.4 & Table 4.4 - River Meden and Section 4.5 & Table
4.5 - River Maun).

e Addresses Water Framework directive objectives by, for example, identifying
opportunities where culverts could be reinstated as open channels for improved
biodiversity and where surface water run-off from development could assist to
replenish areas of low flow (Section 4).

e Sets out a ‘Flood Risk Assessment Code of Practice’ (Section 5.3 & Figure 5.2)
and a ‘SuDS Code of Practice’ (Section 5.4 & Figure 5.3).
B) The SFRA Technical Report

e Explains the how the historic and computer modelled data informed the SFRA
and gives a more in-depth look at how this information was applied (Sections 2
& 3).

One: About the Mansfield District SFRA

¢ Includes a ‘Biodiversity Enhancement Strategy’ identifying a range of
opportunities to improve wetland habitats and overall health of the water
environment including water quality (Section 4).

C) Appendices
1.4 There is also a series of Appendices that demonstrate the following:

e  Maps showing where flood risk has been identified (D to F) including Environment
Agency Flood Risk Zones and indicative areas of flood risk from water courses
and areas prone to significant areas of surface water run-off.

e Location and description of culverts (Appendix G - Key Structures)

e Map showing water courses with low flow water issues (Appendix H)

e Map showing designated sites for nature conservation and culverts identified
for specific enhancement needs (e.g. to restore to open water courses to improve
movement for wildlife) (Appendix | - Ecology)

e Map showing key areas within the Biodiversity Enhancement Strategy (Appendix
J - Biodiversity Enhancement Strategy)

1.5 A summary of flood risk from a district-wide perspective can be found in Section
4.7 of the SFRA - 'Guide to Planners and Developers'.



2 Why are we doing an addendum report?

2.1 The following addendum to the Mansfield District Council (MDC) Strategic
Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) June 2008 is to ensure that:

e The SFRA evidence base for the MDC Local Plan is consistent with changes in
the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF 2012) and other relevant
government policy, guidance and legislation;

e The strategic issue of flood risk with regards to Duty to Co-operate
addressed; and

e The overall document is up-to-date and adequately addresses strategic flood
risk and related issues in the district.

@ s sufficiently

2.2 This addendum was originally produced in October 2014 and was circulated
as part of a targeted consultation (October -December 2014 ) with statutory consultees
such as the Environment Agency, Nottinghamshire County Council and Natural
England and adjoining local authorities and parish councils. Responses are
summarised in Appendices 5-7 of this Addendum. In addition, changes to national
guidance (occurring between December 2014 and January 2016) have been
incorporated into this addendum, helping to inform the consultation draft of the Local
Plan (January 2016).

2.3 Further amendments were made to the document in January 2018 to take
account of comments submitted by the Lead Local Flood Risk Authority
(Nottinghamshire County Council) during the Local Plan consultation (2016) and
updates to the Environment Agency's Climate Change Allowances (2016).

2.4 A separate flood risk review of the Mansfield Central Area also provides
essential SFRA updates. This was a response to comments from the Environment
Agency during the 2016 local plan consultation. This area covers a section of the
the River Maun from the historic railway viaduct at Quarry Lane to Sandy Lane near
Carr Bank Park. Itincludes the Mansfield town centre and regeneration areas in and
around the following areas: White Hart Street/Bridge Street, the former Mansfield
Brewery and Riverside (a culverted section of the River Maun between the A60 ring
road, Littleworth and Great Central Road and the A6191). A map of the study area
is provided in Appendix 8. The approach to the flood risk review based on a holistic
study of flood risk including fluvial flooding, flooding from other sources and impacts
as a result of climate change allowances. This involved 1D/2D hydraulic modelling
of the River Maun, a river channel survey and flood risk and environmental
enhancement opportunities.

2.5 Further Environment Agency updates to flood zones within the River Maun
corridor are expected in 2018/2019.

2 http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidance/duty-to-cooperate
/what-is-the-duty-to-cooperate-and-what-does-it-require/
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2.6 As part of the 2014 consultation on this SFRA Addendum, a mandatory
question was asked of all consultees (Section 8). This focused on identifying
any cross-boundary and/or strategic issues that had not been addressed
through the SFRA and the draft Addendum. This was also important for helping
identify ways of working together, as part of the Council's obligations under
the 'Duty to Cooperate'. It is the ‘common sense' approach needed to
adequately address flood risk and improvements to river health and the its
wildlife.

2.7 This SFRA Addendum should be read alongside the Mansfield District SFRA
published in June 2008 (www.mansfield.gov.uk/localplan). Itis an important evidence
base and guidance document for informing decisions taken as part of the Mansfield
District Local Plan and planning applications.

2.8 The SFRA Addendum covers the following points:

e asummary of what the Mansfield Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA)
contains

e updates to the SFRA resulting from significant changes in legislation, policy
and/or important guidance documents, including climate change allowances

e demonstrating regard for the Water Framework Directive and the Humber River
Basin Management Plan

e updates to two SFRA Codes of Practice (Sustainable Drainage Systems & Flood
Risk Assessment) and the Biodiversity Enhancement Strategy

e updates to Mapping Evidence and Corresponding SFRA Appendices Maps and

e updates to River Meden and River Maun Catchments and Surface Water Flooding
in the District and adjoining areas.

Two: Why are we doing an addendum report?
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3 Updates to the SFRA resulting from significant changes
in legislation, policy and important guidance documents

3.1 The following documents are important for guiding the SFRA approach and
for informing its overall content as an evidence base for the Mansfield District Council
Local Plan, that have changed or did not exists at the time the SFRA was written.

A) The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 2012 & the
National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG) 2014 (and as updated)

3.2 Policy in the NPPF and policy guidance in the NPPG replace previous policy
and guidance in Planning Policy Statement (PPS) 25.

3.3 Fundamentally, PPS25 and NPPF/NPPG appear to have similar policy
approaches, and as such, the Mansfield SFRA (2008) planning guidance on flooding
is still based on relevant principles. Nonetheless, the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF) and its companion web-based guidance NPPG, replace all
PPS25 references and guidance in the Mansfield SFRA (2008). Planned updates
to the NPPF (draft March 2018) will need to be considered, as and when they
are adopted. Please note that these changes may replace some wording
quoted below from the NPPF 2012 version.

3.4 There is one notable change to the 2008 SFRA that should be highlighted. In
the SFRA's - Guide to Planners, wording in Section 5 indicates that ‘flooding must
be addressed as a material planning consideration for all major developments greater
than 1 ha and for all development within Flood Zones 2 & 3.’

3.5 Rather, the approach should focus on applying the Sequential Test to most
development (see below) and consider flooding from all sources, including surface
water run-off. Any reference to specific size thresholds in the NPPF/NPPG is
associated with requirements for site specific flood risk assessments (Paragraph
103, footnote 20). This is supported by NPPF paragraph 101 that emphasises that
the 'sequential approach should be used in areas known to be at risk from any form
of flooding.'

3.6  Most minor developments and changes of use, with exceptions(3), are not
subject to the Sequential or the Exceptions tests 'but should still meet the requirements
for site-specific flood risk assessments' (paragraph 104 and footnote 22). The
requirement for site specific flood risk assessments (FRAs) is guided by Paragraph
103.

3.7 NPPF paragraph 103 states that:

3 'Except for proposals involving a change of use to a caravan, camping or chalet site, or to a
mobile home or park home site, where the Sequential and Exception tests should be applied
as appropriate’
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3.8 'When determining planning applications, local planning authorities should
ensure flood risk is not increased elsewhere and only consider development
appropriate in areas at risk of flooding where, informed by a site-specific flood risk
assessment following the Sequential Test, and if required the Exception Test, it can
be demonstrated that:

e within the site, the most vulnerable development is located in areas of lowest
flood risk unless there are overriding reasons to prefer a different location; and

e development is appropriately flood resilient and resistant, including safe access
and escape routes where required, and that any residual risk can be safely
managed, including by emergency planning; and it gives priority to the use of
sustainable drainage systems.'

3.9 Guidance for planning applications regarding safe access to emergency
services is available in Appendix 4 of this SFRA Addendum.

3.10 Footnote 20 to Paragraph 103 defines when site specific FRAs are required.
This includes development proposals of:

e '1 hectare or greater in Flood Zone 1 [surface water flood risk]

e all proposals for new development (including minor development and change
of use) in Flood Zones 2 and 3, or in an area within Flood Zone 1 which has
critical drainage problems (as notified to the local planning authority by the
Environment Agency) and

e where proposed development or a change of use to a more vulnerable class
may be subject to other sources of flooding.'

3.11 As quoted above, the NPPF prioritises the integration of sustainable
drainage systems in all development (para. 103). Section 5 of this Addendum
provides further detailed information regarding sustainable drainage system
(SuDS) in relation to new development.

3.12 If an Exception Test is required, one of the requirements is to
demonstrated that development can provide wider sustainability benefits to
the community that outweigh flood risk overall (NPPF paragraph 102). The
SFRA (2008) and the Mansfield Central Area Flood Risk Review (Feb 2018)
provide recommendations for consideration when applying the Exception Test.
Additionally, the Council's Sustainability Appraisal and Green Infrastructure
Study should also be used to inform the process.

Three: Updates to the SFRA resulting from significant changes in legislation, policy and important guidance documents



B) Trent River Catchment Flood Management Plan (CFMP)

3.13 The SFRA (Guide for Planners and Developers Section 3) refers to the draft
Trent River CFMP version. This is now replaced by the final Trent River CFMP
(December 2010).

3.14 Mansfield District still sits within the Sherwood sub-area (Policy Unit 2)
and falls within selected Policy Option 3, indicating that flood risk in the district
has not changed and is still low to moderate.

3.15 The selected policy for this unit is states: 'Continue with existing or alternative
actions to manage flood risk at the current level (accepting that flood risk will increase
over time from this baseline)’. Changes to this baseline are likely to be impacted by
climate change and cumulative impact from development.

3.16 Required actions for Policy Option 3 are presented in an action plan summary
table in the Trent River CFMP (pages 324 to 326). This final table should now be
considered instead of the draft Trent CFMP summary action table in the SFRA (as
shown in Table 3.1 — Extract from the River Trent CFMP).

3.17 Overall, the policy actions in the 2010 Trent River CFMP, of which
principally relate to local authorities, are similar to the previous 2007 draft
version and, thus the SFRA recommendations remain unchanged.

C) Climate Change Guidance

3.18 Making allowances for climate change in flood risk assessments helps to
minimise vulnerability and provides resilience to flooding and coastal change in the
future. The climate change allowances are predictions of anticipated change for:

e peak river flow by river basin

e  district peak rainfall intensity

e sealevel rise

e offshore wind speed and

e extreme wave height.

3.19 They are based on climate change projections and different scenarios of
carbon dioxide (CO,) emissions to the atmosphere.

3.20 The NPPF and NPPG require that flood risk assessments (FRAs) demonstrate
how flood risk will be managed now and over the development’s lifetime, taking
climate change into account. This is an important consideration when preparing
local plans and also determining planning applications.
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3.21 The most up-to-date climate change allowance guidance was issued by the
Environment Agency in February 2016. The guidance includes new peak river flow
allowances by river basin district. The Mansfield District administrative area lies within
the Humber river basin district as the Rivers Maun and Meden and tributaries of the
River Idle which converges with the River Trent at West Stockwith and ultimately
drains into the North Sea via the Humber.

3.22 The new guidance provides a range of allowances on fluvial flows for the
Humber River Basin District as set out in the table below. Guidance is provided on
the allowance to be used based on the vulnerability classification of the proposed
development (as set out in Table 2 of the NPPG) and the location of the development
in terms of flood zones.

River Allowance catergory| Total potential change ’Total potential change [Total potential change
Basin anticipated for the 2020s |anticipated for the 2050s [anticipated for the 2080s
(2015 to 2039) (2040 to 2069) (2070 to 2115)
Humber Upper end 20% 30% 50%
Higher central 15% 20% 30%
Central 10% 15% 20%

3.23 This updates overall guidance considering impacts from climate change
on flood risk for the SFRA. It replaces 'Table 4.12: Considerations of Climate
Change’ in the SFRA.

3.24 The emerging Mansfield District Local Plan 2013-2033 allocates sites for
development, of which the majority of preferred sites are outside Flood Zones 2 and
3 (i.e. 1 out of 64 ); thus, the risk of flooding from rivers is very low. For the one site
that is within the fluvial flood zones, it has been concluded the net developable area
can be reasonably located outside flood zones 2 and 3. This has been confirmed
with the Environment Agency during October-November 2017 public consultation on
preferred sites. The Site Selection Paper (2018) for the Mansfield District Council
Local Plan include further information as to the above sites.

3.25 Additionally, the Mansfield Central Area Flood Risk Review and Mansfield
Central Area Hydraulic Modelling Report, which update the SFRA with regards to
flooding issues within centrally located regeneration areas, takes into account these
updated climate change allowances.

Conclusion

3.26 Itis considered that, at this time, no SFRA mapping updates (i.e.
Appendix Map E - 100 yr modelled flood considering climate changes) are
required as there are no significant fluvial flood risk issues identified and there
are no preferred sites planned for allocation of which are particularly sensitive
to flood risk or located within a vulnerable location. Where new development
is located within or within close proximity to flood zones 2 and 3, the up-to-date
climate change allowances must be applied through site specific FRAs as part
of the planning application process on a site-by-site basis.

Three: Updates to the SFRA resulting from significant changes in legislation, policy and important guidance documents



D) The East Midlands Regional Plan

3.27 The East Midlands Regional Plan (RSS8) published in September 2006 was
abolished on 12th April 2013, therefore the policy references and related regional
targets as stated in the Guide for Planners and Developers Section 3 are out of date
and no longer relevant.

3.28 The issues covered by the RSS8 are still important but are sufficiently
addressed through the requirements as stated in the NPPF and NPPG and
through the application of the Sustainability Appraisal process.

E) The Flood Estimation Handbook (FEH)

3.29 The SFRA states that ‘where proposed developments are considering the
impact of surface water run-off, it is important that they consider an appropriate
increase in rainfall intensity, based on the design of the proposed development’ and
that ‘this percentage increase should be applied to the design rainfall obtained from
the FEH’ (SFRA Section 4, paragraph 4.8.3). This is a large and technical document.
The Environment Agency now provides a more user-friendly guidance document for
planners and developers and also provides an on-line tool for estimating storm water
storage design requirements. The whole process is aimed at avoiding having to
reference other documents or use other software design packages when first
considering these impacts. The following guidance and web-based tool can be used
alongside the guidance provided in the FEH when more detailed modelling is
necessary at a more advanced design stage of a planning application.

3.30 The following guidance and tool should be referenced and used to address
impacts from surface water run-off: 'Rainfall runoff management for developments
(Environment Agency Report — SC030219) October 201 3" and the website
http://www.uksuds.com. Please note that this does not address flood risk from rivers
or changes in flood storage and that this is an assessment tool to be used at the
initial design and planning stage to assist with estimating indicative volumes.
Additional software may be required to provide more technical design solutions.

3.31 This update does not fundamentally impact the findings or advice in the
SFRA, but merely improves upon the guidance within it. Please see also Section
5 (B) regarding peak flow and volume standards for sustainable drainage
system.

4 Environment Agency. October 2013. Rainfall runoff management for developments (Report —
SC030219). Flood and Coastal Risk Management Research and Development Programme.
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F) Preliminary Flood Risk Assessment (2011), Flood Risk
Management & Surface Water Management Plans

Preliminary Flood Risk Assessment

3.32 Nottinghamshire County Council, as an upper tier local authority, is required
by the Flood Risk Regulations (2009) to prepare a Preliminary Flood Risk Assessment
(PFRA). The PFRA is a high level screening exercise for identifying areas where
there is significant flood risk, in national terms, for reporting to Europe. These
significant areas are known as Flood Risk Areas (FRA). The PFRA covers the risk
of flooding from local sources, namely ordinary watercourses, surface water (overland
runoff) and groundwater. It does not directly consider flooding from main rivers. The
Environment Agency defines the Maun and River as 'main rivers'.

3.33 According to the Nottinghamshire PFRA (June 2011), Mansfield district does
not fall within a nationally significant Flood Risk Area (neither for surface water or
ordinary water course). This means that there are no areas of national concern
related to any recognised significant impacts from flood risk.

Flood Risk Management Plans

3.34 Flood Risk Management Plans (FRMPs) highlight the hazards and risks of
flooding from rivers, the sea, surface water, groundwater and reservoirs. They also
set out how Risk Management Authorities (RMAs) should work together with
organisations and communities to manage flood risk. The RMAs covering issues
related to Mansfield district include: Nottinghamshire County Council, as lead local
flood authority for Nottinghamshire, and the Environment Agency.

3.35 The Nottinghamshire (Local) FRMP is focused at the county level. It considers
flood risk across the county, the measures needed to manage flooding and how such
measures will be funded. Nottinghamshire County Council (NCC) has prepared the
Nottinghamshire Local Flood Risk Management Strategy (LFRMS) 2016-2021 for
the county. Mansfield District Council has worked closely with NCC as a member
of the steering group for this strategy and will continue to do so as the Local Plan
progresses. An overall partnership approach is taken within the LFRMS to address
flood issues. NCC sets out a LFRMS action plan, including identifying capital schemes
to address specific flood issues; this is monitored and reviewed by NCC. The
following table summaries the Nottinghamshire LFRMS outcomes relation to flood
risk for Mansfield district:

Issue explored | Summary of comments in relation to Mansfield District SRFA Addendum actions
in
Nottinghamshire

LFRMS

2016-2021

Surface water | Within heavily urbanised areas, there is rapid surface water runoff Acknowledge the Appendix F and
and sewer land complicated interactions with the private sewer and highway LFRMS comments in relation to
flooding networks and culverted and unculverted water courses which cansurface water flood risk as part of

cause further surface water flooding. this SFRA Addendum.

Three: Updates to the SFRA resulting from significant changes in legislation, policy and important guidance documents



Issue explored
in
Nottinghamshire
LFRMS
2016-2021

Summary of comments in relation to Mansfield District

SRFA Addendum actions

During 2014-2015, Mansfield, Hucknall and Retford where areas
identified as having the greatest number of reported flooding
events (2014-2015) from blocked manhole covers and drains based
lon NCC customer service centre records (Highways Assessment
Management System).

'The maijority of properties affected by surface water flooding (those|
falling within EA flood surface water flood risk mapping) fall within|
low risk (73.1%), followed by 20.2% in areas of medium surface

water flood risk and 6.7% within low surface water flood risk. NCC
identifies that all districts have significant numbers of properties af]
high risk of surface water flooding. Appendix F details the number|
of properties affected by surface water flood risk (2015 EA data).

This SFRA Addendum's Section 7
land Appendices 1 and 2 further
identify specific areas in Mansfield
district where surface water flooding
should be more specifically
addressed.

Historic flooding

Various events are identified in relation surface water, sewer and
river flooding incidents within Mansfield district. Historic events
(up to 2011) are recognised in a county-scaled map within the
document (Figure A7a). Recent flood records (2012 to February
2015) are identified in Figure A7b. NCC's assessment identified
40 recorded flood incidents of multiple or combined sources
between January 2012 and February 2015 based on records held
by NCC. These are recorded on a map within the document.

Recognise these historic events in
relation to the SRFA Addendum.

Groundwater
flooding

No specific comments in relation to Mansfield district are made.
NCC doesn't consider that groundwater flooding is a significant
issue at a county level.

No specific updates to report in
relation to the LRFMS.

Flooding from
Rivers

No specific comments in relation to Mansfield district are made,
as this generally falls within the remit of the Environment Agency

No specific updates to report in
relation to the LRFMS.

Priority Flood
Risk Locations

These were identified across Nottinghamshire based on where
the greatest numbers of flood events have been recorded during
2012-2015 as well as those with longer records of historical flooding.
'The sources of flooding are largely attributed to a combination of
surface water and ordinary watercourse flooding, although main

Recognise maps within Appendix
IA. The EA surface water flood risk
maps (2015) are also incorporated
within this SFRA Addendum (see

Section 7 and Appendices 1 and 2),

river, groundwater and sewer flooding incidents have also been
recorded. No specific areas within Mansfield District found other|
than within comments listed above. These are identified in

IAppendix A through various maps at a broader county scale.

3.36 In addition to the 2016-2021 Nottinghamshire LRFMS, NCC produced a
Section 19 Report in response to related flooding incidents 10th June 2016 from a
heavy rainfall event, saturated ground conditions (due to general ground conditions,
topography and increases in impermeable surfaces) and blocked drains within the
western area of the district (e.g. Ladybrook and Penniment areas). Overall, the report
recognises that the majority of the overall surface water drainage system in Mansfield
has the capacity to cope, ensuring water is drained without causing flooding. This
helps inform historic flooding incidents.

3.37 The Environment Agency (EA) is responsible for producing Flood Risk
Management Plans (FRMP) covering main rivers, the sea and reservoirs. Mansfield
district is contained within the Humber River Basin District, and within this the Idle
and Torne River Catchment. The EA completed its consultation on a draft Humber
River Basin District FRMP (October 2014 to January 2015) and it is imminently due
to be published at the time of writing this report.



3.38 The Humber River Basin District FRMP, in its final form, will help deliver the
requirements of the National Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management Strategy
in England by setting out the measures to manage flood risk now and in the future.
The FRMP wiill:

e Help develop and promote a better understanding of flood and coastal erosion
risk.

° Provide information about the economic and environmental benefits to inform
decision makers.

e |dentify communities with the highest risk of flooding so that investment can be
targeted at those in most need.

3.39 Findings from the draft Humber River Basin District FRMP relevant to the
district highlight the following:

e Mansfield is affected by surface water and sewer flooding. These are reflected
in the EA's surface water flooding maps.

e Across the catchment, changes in weather patterns with respect to impacts from
climate change (e.g. localised heavy rainfall events), are likely to increase surface
water flood risk and smaller rivers.

e Across the catchment, siltation and excessive nutrients from agriculture and
sewer treatment inputs, within water courses, is a concern. This can, in turn,
have negative impacts on flood risk management.

e Across the catchment, areas of low flows and higher temperatures can increase
vegetation growth. This can, in turn, have negative impacts on flood risk
management.

e Across the catchment, drainage works and dykes have created poor habitat for
wildlife. For example, creating obstacles for fish to migrate effectively through
rivers.

3.40 Inrelation to the above, there are no measures proposed over and above the
EA's existing flood risk work, as it relates to Mansfield district.

3.41 In summary, there are no significant flood risk issues identified within
Mansfield district. Rather, the Humber River Basin FRMP, recognises
catchment-wide issues relating to surface water flooding, silting, areas of low
flow and habitat improvement needs for the wider Idle and Torne River
Catchment. These issues are sufficiently addressed in the Mansfield District
SFRA and this SFRA Addendum. This conclusion has been confirmed through

Addendum to the Mansfield District Council Strategic Flood Risk Assessment

Three: Updates to the SFRA resulting from significant changes in legislation, policy and important guidance documents



discussions with the Environment Agency (as a result of the consultation on
this document in December 2014 and other discussions) that there are no
additional significant impacts on the SFRA to date.

Surface Water Management Plans

3.42 There are currently no Surface Water Management Plans in Nottinghamshire.

SFRA Summary Updates - Table 1

Overall Impact: Based on updates to the key policy and guidance documents (since 2008) as discussed in
Section 3, it is concluded that the main principles of the SFRA are not significantly affected. The minor

updates listed below improve the SFRA's role as a guidance document on both strategic and site-specific
scales.

1. National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 2012 & Nationals Planning Policy Guidance 2014 (NPPG) replaces
all references to the National Planning Policy Statement 25 (PPS25).

2. Unless exceptions in the NPPF are noted, development regardless of size needs to consider flooding from all
sources and, where applicable, should address requirements through a site-specific flood risk assessment.
See paragraphs 100 to 104 and applicable footnotes in the NPPF.

3. The ‘action plan summary table’ (Trent River CFMP, pages 324-326) for the Sherwood policy unit in the final
Trent River Catchment Flood Management Plan (CFMP December 2010) replaces the draft Trent CFMP
summary action table (as shown in Table 3.1 in the SFRA).

4. Updated Environment Agency (EA) climate change allowances (February 2016) replace Annex B from the
Planning Policy Statement (PPS) 25 as referenced in Section 4.8 and table 4.12 of the SFRA. This more recent
guidance is designed for planners and developers to implement NPPF policy and NPPG practice with regards
to flood risk.

5. The East Midlands Regional Plan (RSS8) published in September 2006 was abolished on 12th April 2013,
therefore the policy references and related regional targets as stated in the Guide for Planners and Developers
Section 3 are out of date and no longer relevant.

6. The Rainfall runoff management for developments (Environment Agency Report — SC030219) October 2013
publication document and the following website http://www.uksuds.com should be used in the initial planning
design stage when considering the impact of surface water run-off. This considers the appropriate increase in
rainfall intensity and greenfield run-off rates. This combined guidance and web-based tool provides a more
user-friendly version to the Flood Estimation Handbook.

7. According to the Nottinghamshire Preliminary Flood Risk Assessment (PFRA), Mansfield does not fall within
a nationally significant Flood Risk Area.

8. There is currently no Surface Water Management Plan produced for Nottinghamshire.

9. The Nottinghamshire FRMP (2016-2021) provides additional information with regards to historic flooding events
and surface water flood maps which provide updates background information to the 2008 SFRA.

10. There are a few guidance documents currently available in draft form (e.g. Humber River Flood Risk Management
Plan and Nottinghamshire FRMP). These final versions should be referred to as and when available. MDC
will endeavour to monitor changes as they relate to significant changes to information in the 2008 SFRA and
this Addendum.
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4 Demonstrating regard for the Water Framework Directive
and the Humber River Basin Management Plan

What is the Water Framework Directive and the Humber River Basin
Management Plan and why are they important?

41 The Water Framework Directive (WFD) came into effect in December 2000
and was enacted into law in December 2003. The Humber River Basin Management
Plan (RBMP) was published in 2009 with a scheduled update in 2016. The WFD
and Humber RBMP documents are material planning considerations.

4.2 The WFD sets out the requirement that nothing should be done to a water
body (e.g. river, stream, and reservoir) that would cause its status to deteriorate.
The status is based on its chemical health, biological health and physical
characteristics.

4.3 The Humber RBMP is the main document that sets out actions or measures
required to meet the WFD through a whole river catchment approach(s). Thisis a
very large and complex document. In summary, it identifies that Mansfield District
sits within the Idle and Torne catchment which stretches from Ashfield district to
southern Yorkshire and includes both the rivers Maun and Meden which are greatly
affected by the urban areas they flow through. The Humber RBMP identifies that
point source discharges of sewage from sewage works are key reasons for failure.
Over abstraction and the fact that rivers and lakes have been straightened and altered
for development, recreation and land drainage are also influencing factors that
contribute to their reduced health.

4.4 The Environment Agency recognises that local government has a major role
to play in implementing the the Humber RBMP. The plan identifies actions in which
local planning authorities have a key role to play. These include:

e promoting water efficiency in local plans informed through a water cycle study;

e taking into account the objectives of the Humber RBMP;

e reducing the physical impacts of urban development on those watercourse that
are heavily modified; and

e promoting the use of sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) in new development
and retrofitting SuDS in priority areas.

4.5 Except for ‘promoting water efficiency’ these are all actions that the
Mansfield SFRA and this Addendum address.

5 A 'river catchment' includes a main river and all the areas that drain into it and the environment
that surrounds this area (i.e. watershed). A 'whole river catchment approach' involves looking
at the whole health of this area and the influencing factors that influence this, for better and
worse.
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4.6 The Humber RBMP 'Annex C' explains these actions in more detail and 'Annex
B' describes the status or health of each main watercourse and its tributaries (smaller
sections that branch off from the main rivers).

4.7 The WFD includes the following objectives:

1. To achieve ‘good’ status for all water bodies by 2015 (or later dates of 2021 or
2027 subject to criteria set out in the directive)

Preventing deterioration in the status of water bodies

Reducing pollution from priority polluting substances

Preventing and/or limiting pollution input into groundwater

Conserving aquatic ecosystems, habitats and species

Mitigating the effects of floods and droughts on water bodies

Promoting sustainable use of water as a natural resource, and balancing
abstraction and recharge.

Nk OD

4.8 As stated above, the role of the Humber RBMP is to further advance these
objectives on a 'river catchment scale'.

4.9 Even though the SFRA doesn’t explicitly reference the Water Framework
Directive. Together this Addendum and the 2008 SFRA, adequately address its
main objectives, where feasible(s). This part of the Addendum shows how the
WFD and Humber RBMP have been considered and addressed. This is mainly
achieved through the following areas of the SFRA.

The Biodiversity Enhancement Strategy (BES) in the SFRA Technical
Report

A) Restoring heavily modified sections of the River Maun

410 The BES prioritises particular culverts for restoration back to open
watercourses to improve these areas for wildlife. This is primarily where a particular
culvert acts as a barrier for movement for protected species such as water voles,
white-clawed crayfish and (as per this Addendum) European otter. See Section 4.5
of the SFRA Technical Report and Appendix map F. The culverts identified in the
SFRA are along the River Maun which is identified as River — R6 as indicated in the
Humber RBMP Annex B. The River Maun (R6) is described as ‘heavily modified’
and its current and potential (by 2015) ecological status are assessed as ‘moderate’.

411 Through consultation with the Environment Agency, this Addendum recognises
that the following additions are required for the SFRA to demonstrate regard to the
Water Framework Directive (WFD):

1. In addition to culverts, restoration of river courses should also address the
removal of weirs and other redundant flood-related structures which have

Four: Demonstrating regard for the Water Framework Directive and the Humber River Basin Management Plan

6 The Mansfield District Council ‘Water Cycle Scoping Study (2009)’ further addresses water
quality, supply and abstraction related WFD issues.



potential to affect flows. Weirs pose a significant barrier to fish and eel migration
and the cause for failure reports for the River Maun have indicated that this is
a major reason for failure. This applies to Section 4.5 of the SFRA Guide for
Planners and Developers and Section 4.5 in the SFRA Technical Report and
any other relevant SFRA references addressing the benefits of structure removal
as it applies to biodiversity enhancements.

2. As noted above, culverts and weirs can act as barriers to fish and eel migration.
As such, the removal and/or restoration of culverts and weirs, as part of river
restoration measures, should consider the movement of fish and eel species.
This applies to Section 4.5 of the SFRA Guide for Planners and Developers and
Section 4.5 (namely Table 4.3) in the SFRA Technical Report and any other
relevant SFRA references addressing the benefits of structure removal as it
applies to biodiversity enhancements.

3. The WFD seeks to re-naturalise all rivers, regardless of cost and perceived
feasibility. Therefore, prioritisation of watercourses shouldn't solely rely on what
is currently there BUT should be based upon what is expected to be in a healthy
river environment. In the case of the River Maun, the Environment Agency has
identified that trout and eel BAP priority species are likely to be found within the
areas indicated in paragraph 4.6.3 of the SFRA Technical Report (Section 4.5).
Therefore, it would be expected that all areas of the river should be prioritised
for restoration to benefit these species and any other affected species.

4.12 Consultation with the Environment Agency and Natural England should be
sought regarding the above in order to ensure which priority species to consider and
to comply with relevant standing advice, in their most up-to-date and relevant forms.

4.13 The restoration of all modified areas, regardless of costs and perceived
feasibilities, of the River Maun will improve both the chemical and biological
water quality (WFD Obj. 1), whilst conserving and enhancing habitats and
species (WFD Obj. 5). Emphasis should be placed on expected biodiversity
enhancements with positive benefits for restoring and enhancing all relevant
species within a river. The removal of culverts, weirs and other redundant
flood-related structures are also likely to provide an opportunity to mitigate
flood risk in the long-term (WFD Obj. 6), in combination with the retrofitting of
sustainable drainage systems (SuDS).

414 The image below shows existing river obstructions on the rivers Maun and
Meden, as identified by the Environment Agency. The geographical coordinates are
detailed after the Flood Risk Updates in this SFRA Addendum. This is an update to
Appendix G in the SFRA.
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Maun and Meden river obstructions
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B) Restoring areas of low flow

415 Areas of low flows and opportunities to restore these flows have been identified
as part of the BES (Section 4.7). Low water levels in watercourses can result in
higher pollution levels and less water to successfully support plants and wildlife.
These areas include Vicar Water, Rainworth Water and Foul Evil Brook, all tributaries
(branches) of the River Maun. Also see Appendix map J. These are part of the River
Maun identified as River — R6 and Rainworth Water to source — R5 as indicated in
the Humber RBMP Annex B. RS5 current ecological status is ‘poor’.

416 Restoring flows to these areas would improve both the chemical and
biological water quality (WFD Obj. 1), whilst conserving habitats and species
(WFD Obj. 5). It is also likely to prevent further deterioration (WFD Obj. 2),
mitigate the effects of droughts (WFD Obj. 6) and promote the sustainable use
of water as a natural resource, and balancing abstraction and recharge (WFD
Obj. 7).

C) Priority Areas for Green Sustainable Drainage System (SuDS)

417 The SFRA (Section 4.8) identifies priority areas for restoring habitats and
enhancing water quality along sections of the Maun and Meden. These sections
include:

Four: Demonstrating regard for the Water Framework Directive and the Humber River Basin Management Plan

1. River Maun between Kings Mill Reservoir and Cauldwell Brook
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2. River Maun within the Maun Valley Local Nature Reserve (LNR) and
3. River Meden between Hills and Holes and Sookholme Brook SSSI and The
Carrs Local Nature Reserve.

418 Also see Appendix map J. The River Meden is recognised as River - R7 in
Annex B of the Humber RBMP. R7’s current and potential (by 2015) ecological
statuses are assessed as ‘moderate’ but the Annex gives no clear reasons for this
status or actions for improvement.

4.19 The creation of green SuDS are likely to address WFD Obj. 1,2 5 & 6.
Sustainable drainage system (SuDS) code of practice

4.20 Section 4.8 of the SFRA 'Technical Report', and sections 4.3 and 5.4 and
Figure 5.3 of the SFRA 'Guide for Planners and Developers' promote the need for
sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) with the need to demonstrate further detailed
design techniques through the application of site specific FRAs, where required.
These SFRA sections discuss the different types of SuDS and their general and
individual benefits. This makes up the 2008 SFRA's SuDS Code of practice, as
referred to in this Addendum (please see Section 5 of this Addendum for updates).

4.21 Section 4.8 in the Technical Report discusses that soakaway SuDS may not
be suitable in areas sensitive to groundwater pollution (groundwater protection
zones). The SuDS Code of Practice guides users through a process to help select
an appropriate SuDS type (including green SuDS). It also aids design and considers,
for example, infiltration, soil permeability, and land contamination.

4.22 In relation to areas of 'low flow' in the SFRA, it should be noted that care
should be taken when designing SuDS in and around these areas. Design measures
need to ensure that water quality is improved.

4.23 Designing in SuDS within new development early on in the planning process
is essential, but the retro-fitting of SuDS may be appropriate within older
developments, especially with where biodiversity gains can also be achieved.
Appendix 1 - 'Flood Risk Updates' acknowledges where retro-fitting would likely bring
positive benefits.

4.24 The SuDS Code of Practice and associated sections are likely to help
address all WFD objectives listed above.

SFRA Summary Updates - Table 2

Overall Impact: The main principles of the SFRA are not significantly affected. The SFRA adequately addresses
the key objectives set out in the Water Framework Directive (WFD) and the Humber River Basin Managment

Plan (RBMP).

The following areas are likely to have positive impacts on the ecological status of the Rivers Maun and Meden and

support WFD and Humber RBMP delivery:

1. Promoting and setting out guidance for the use of Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) within new development
through a SuDS Code of Practice. The Biodiversity Enhancement Strategy also identifies areas in which the
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Overall Impact: The main principles of the SFRA are not significantly affected. The SFRA adequately addresses

the key objectives set out in the Water Framework Directive (WFD) and the Humber River Basin Managment
Plan (RBMP).

retrofitting of SuDS (e.g. Green SuDS Priority Areas and locations for prioritising culvert restoration) would be

beneficial.

2. Identifying areas to restore heavily modified sections of the River Maun, to help restore connections for wildlife
and improve the overall ecological health and flood alleviation.

3. Recognising the presence of ground water protection areas and how this needs to inform SuDS design.

4. Addressing the need for removing redundant flood structures (e.g. Culverts, weirs) to enhance river quality and
species movement including migration.

5. Prioritising river re-naturalisation for the benefit of all species representative of a healthy river system in
consultation with the Environment Agency and Natural England.

6. Identifying areas for improvement within sections of the River Maun with low flow problems resulting in improved
water quality and new habitat creation for wildlife.

7. New development will need to show it considers the Water Framework Directive and the Humber River Basin

Management Plan.

Four: Demonstrating regard for the Water Framework Directive and the Humber River Basin Management Plan
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5 Updates to the SFRA Codes of Practice and the
Biodiversity Enhancement Strategy

5.1 The following Codes of Practice are important tools included in the SFRA -
'‘Guide for Planners and Developers' (Section 5) and SFRA - "Technical Report'
(Section 4). These are designed to inform where development should go, its design
and how flood risk can be avoided and mitigated. The Biodiversity Enhancement
Strategy in the SFRA informs what is needed to improve the health of rivers and the
wildlife it supports.

A) Flood Risk Assessment Code of Practice (COP)

5.2 This Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) Code of Practice was detailed in Section
5 and Figure 5.2 in the 2008 SFRA. An updated version of this can be found in
Appendix 3 of this SFRA Addendum as noted below.

5.3 Asnoted in Section 3 of this Addendum, the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) and its companion web-based guidance NPPG, replace all former policy and
guidance references in the Mansfield SFRA (2008).

5.4 Fundamentally, this change in policy reference doesn't significantly affect
the findings in the SFRA, but does have minor implications for the Flood Risk
Assessment COP in the SFRA Guide for Planners and Developers when relating
this advice to the sequential test and site-specific flood risk assessment (FRA)
requirements. See below.

5.5 There have also been flood risk mapping updates for the River Meden (zones
2 & 3) and flood risk associated with surface water run-off (zone 1) for the whole
district. These are available on the Environment Agency’s ‘What’s In Your Backyard’
website!”. This is explained in more detail in Section 6 of this SFRA Addendum.

5.6 Likewise, this change doesn't significantly affect the findings in the SFRA.
There is a need for minor changes to the FRA COP flow chart relating to where
key sources of information are now found. Changes are noted in the summary
table below.

5.7 Overall, development should take into account flooding from all sources. The
NPPG guidance urges that 'where surface water or other local flood risks are likely
to significantly affect a proposed development site, early discussions between the
planning authority and the developer will help to identify the flood risk issues that the
authority would expect to see addressed in the planning application and accompanying
site-specific flood risk assessment [as specified in the NPPF]'.

5.8 Footnote 20 to paragraph 103 in the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) states that ‘a site-specific flood risk assessment is required for proposals of
1 hectare or greater in Flood Zone 1; all proposals for new development (including

7 http://apps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/
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minor development and change of use) in Flood Zones 2 and 3, or in an area within
Flood Zone 1 which has critical drainage problems; and where proposed development
or a change of use to a more vulnerable class may be subject to other sources of
flooding.’ There are no known ‘areas with critical drainage problems’ in the
district®®.

5.9 An updated Flood Risk Assessment Code of Practice decision flow chart is
available in Appendix 3 of this Addendum, taking into account minor changes in
policy guidance and flood risk mapping since 2008. In addition, the National Planning
Policy Guidance (NPPG) provides guidance on the sequential approach and also
provides a site specific flood risk assessment check-list. Please see
http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/. Table 4 below summarises the key
updates to the FRA code of practice as originally described in the 2008 SFRA.

5.10 Guidance for planning applications regarding considerations for safe access
to emergency services is available in Appendix 4 of this SFRA Addendum.

B) Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) Code of Practice (COP)

5.11 Government guidance on SuDS is an evolving process. Following the Pitt
Review (2007), proposals to increase the uptake of sustainable drainage systems
in new developments were included in the Flood and Water Management Act 2010.

5.12 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and the National Planning
Policy Guidance (NPPG) stress that new development should only be considered
appropriate in areas at risk of flooding if priority has been given to the integration of
SuDS (NPPG ref id: 7-051-20150323). SuDS are required for all major
development(g), unless it is demonstrated to be inappropriate. Thus according to
Government guidance, the integration of SuDS should be encouraged for all
development but is specifically required for all major developments, unless
demonstrated inappropriate.

5.13 In addition to the NPPF, the House of Commons: Written Statement
(HCWS161) 18 December 2014 makes clear the Government's expectation that
SuDS will be provided in new developments, wherever is appropriate, as stated
above. This requirement took effect from 6th April 2015. It also states that local
planning authorities should consult the relevant lead local flood authority on the
management of surface water.

8  These are identified in Surface Water Management Plans in which Nottinghamshire County
Council as the Lead Local Flood Risk Authority is responsible for writing.

9 This is defined in the Town and Country Planning (Development Management Practice) (England)
order 2015. Major development is defined as the following: 1) residential development of 10
houses or more OR, where the number of houses is not specified, the area is 0.5 hectares or
greater; 2) for non-residential the floor space to be built is 1,000 square metres and up; or 3)
for non-residential where the site area is 1 hectare. Please see the order for more detail.

Five: Updates to the SFRA Codes of Practice and the Biodiversity Enhancement Strategy
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5.14 Footnote 21 to paragraph 103 in the NPPF states that county councils are
the recognised SuDS approval bodies (as per the Floods and Water Management
Act 2010). These SuDS Approval Bodies must 'approve drainage systems in new
developments and re-developments before construction begins'. Guidance from
Nottinghamshire County Council is still currently outstanding at the time of writing
this Addendum. From 6th April 2015, drainage and surface water management
designs are required to be submitted as part of the planning process. Although the
lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) is a statutory consultee to local planning authorities
(i.e. Mansfield District Council), final acceptance of drainage proposals is a matter
for the local planning authorities.

5.15 The NPPG states that 'the decision on whether a sustainable drainage system
would be inappropriate in relation to a particular development proposal is a matter

of judgement for the local planning authority [LPA]' (NPPG ref id: 7-082-20150323).

'Appropriate’ refers to, in part, what is considered 'reasonably practicable' and takes
into account design and construction costs (NPPG ref id:7-079-20150415). Thus,

the process for defining a SuDS as 'inappropriate’ or ‘appropriate’ as part of

a planning application is a matter that relates to a site's circumstances as well
as economic issues and therefore decisions need to be made on a site-by-site
basis.

5.16 In the absence of locally produced advice at the county level, the UK
Government's Non-statutory Technical Standards for Sustainable Drainage Systems
(April 2015) should be used. Additionally, itis expected that the following documents
provide the necessary guidance for SuDS as required by new development:

e SFRA Code of Practice (SFRA Guide for Planners and Developers - Section
5.2 and Figure 5.3) and updates within this Addendum (as summarised in Table
3 below)

e SFRA Technical Report - Section 4.8 and updates within this Addendum (as
summarised in Table 3 below)

e Defra publication, Sustainable Drainage Systems: non-statutory technical
standards for sustainable drainage systems (March 2015)

e  SuDS Manual (CIRIA C697) as referenced in the SuDS Code of Practice

e CIRIA C687 - Planning for SuDS: Making it Happen

e CIRIA C713 — Retrofitting for Surface Water Management

e National Planning Policy Guidance

e Any existing or future guidance produced by the Nottinghamshire Lead Local
Flood Authorities (Nottinghamshire County Council and Derbyshire County
Council)

5.17 SFRA updates as part of this Addendum are detailed in the table below.
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Table 3 - Addendum updates to the SFRA SuDS Code of Practice and related sections

Guidance

House of Commons:
Written Statement

Requirements

This reinforces NPPF policy (paragraph
103).

proposed minimum standards of
operation are appropriate (see below)
and that clear arrangements are in
place for on-going maintenance over
the lifetime of the development (taking
into account climate change). These
should be address through planning
obligations/conditions.

Impacts on the SFRA and

Addendum updates

No significant SFRA impact.

(HCWS161) 18 2. The statement requires that all new This document gives additional
December 2014(10) developments in areas of flood risk guidance requirements in
should give priority to the use of SuDS. | relation to local plan
3. SuDS will be required for all major preparation and is a material
development (e.g. 10 + houses) with planning consideration for new
drainage implications, unless development, as of 6 April
demonstrated inappropriate. 2015.
4.  ltrequires local planning authorities (i.e.
Mansfield District Council) to consult | See Addendum update
with lead local flood authorities (i.e. requirements detailed to left.
Nottinghamshire and Derbyshire county
councils)
5.  Local councils should ensure that

Sustainable Drainage
Systems:
non-statutory technical
guidance for
sustainable drainage
systems (March 2015)

Defram)

This document provides non-statutory
technical guidance with minimum standards
for the design of SuDS.

It addresses design requirements relating to:

o0k wN =

Peak flow

Volume control

Flood risk within development
Structural integrity
Maintenance considerations
Construction

No significant SFRA impact.

This document gives additional
guidance requirements for the
design of SuDS.

It is an update to the SFRA's
SuDS Code of Practice found
in Section 5.4 and Figure 5.3
(Guide for Planners and
Developers).

Also see updates in Section 3
(E) of this Addendum relating
to the Flood Estimation
Handbook, which considers the
appropriate increase in rainfall
intensity and green field run-off
rates.

SuDS Manual (CIRIA
C697) as referenced

in the SuDS Code of

Practice

SFRA 'SuDS Code of Practice’ state that the
design of SuDS should be in accordance with
CRIA publication C697. Additional guidance

No significant SFRA impact.

This document gives additional

Updates to the SFRA Codes of Practice and the Biodiversity Enhancement Strategy
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has become available that provides a guidance requirements for the
user-friendly SuDS design advice on different | design of SuDS.

10  hipAvwwpadameniuktoaumenistommonsaoe diceDeacenbar /e 201448%/620Decemberc Y6000 Geusandbe danegesysemspdt
11 https:/Mmww.gov.uk/govemment/publications/sustainable-drainage-systems-non-statutory-technical-standards
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Guidance

CIRIA C687 -
Planning for SuDS:
Making it Happen

CIRIA C713 -
Retrofitting for Surface
Water Management

Requirements

SuDS features and their benefits (‘Planning
for SuDS — Making it Happen (CIRIA) 2010
which is available free from the CIRIA
website). CIRIA also provides advice on
retro-fitting of SuDS within an area of existing
surface water drainage problems (CIRIA
C713 — Retrofitting for Surface Water
Management).

These updates don’t significantly affect the
SFRA outcomes but do improve its
effectiveness in meeting the Water
Framework Directive objectives and
supporting the wider sustainability
requirements.

Impacts on the SFRA and
Addendum updates

These CIRIA publications
should be read alongside the
SuDS Manual (CIRIA
publication C697) to help
inform design.

National Planning
Policy Guidance
(NPPG) references to
SubS

In addition to the above, the NPPG provides
guidance for the design and mainenance
requirements for SuDS. The following are
key identified requirements:

1) The discharge of surface water should
follow a hierarchy of drainage options. This
is prioritised, firstly, through infiltration (into
the ground). See NPPG Ref ID
7-080-20150323.

2) SuDS should be designed to ensure that
maintenance and operation requirements are
economically proportionate and reasonably
practicable. See NPPG Ref ID
7-082-20150323, 7-083-20150323 and
7-085-20150323.

3) Planning for SuDS should ensure that the
design takes into account construction,
operation and maintenance requirements for
both surface and sub-surface components.
See NPPG Ref ID 7-085-20150323.

4) The design of SuDS should also take into
account impacts from climate change and
other likely changes to impermeable areas
within the development over its lifetime,
continuing to provide effective drainage
properties. See NPPG Ref ID
7-085-20150323.

No significant SFRA impact.

The NPPG gives additional
up-to-date guidance
requirements for the design of
SuDS. The numbers below
relate to key guidance
referenced in the column to the
left in this table.

1) The SFRA follows this
hierarchy and gives additional
guidance for ensuring
biodiversity enhancements
through design.

2) The NPPG should be
referenced for detailed
guidance on this matter.

3) As part of a planning
obligations/Section 106 for new
development, a SuDS
maintenance plan would help
meet this requirement.

4) This reinforces the approach
taken in the SFRA.

Derbyshire County
Council (DCC)
guidance as the
Derbyshire Lead Local
Flood Authority:

These documents give additional guidance
requirements for the design of SuDS in
Derbyshire and as they relate to cross
boundary issues.

No significant SFRA impact.
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Guidance

1) Derbyshire County
Council Guidance
Notes: environmental
best practice (July
2015)

2) Derbyshire County
Council Guidance
Notes: planning and
development (July
2015)

Similar replacement
standing
advice/guidance by
DCC as Lead Local
Flood Authority for
Derbyshire should be
referenced where and
when appropriate.

Requirements

It draws from the NPPF/NPPG and the Defra
non-statutory technical guidance for
sustainable drainage systems (March 2015).

DCC strongly promotes SuDS for all
development where an increase in surface
flooding/impermeable areas is unavoidable

The CIRIA SuDS management train should
be followed, with an appropriate number of
treatment stages.

DCC requires that, prior to designing SuDS
scheme for a development, a full ground
investigation should be undertaken to fully
explore the options of ground infiltration to
manage surface water discharge in
preference to discharging to a surface water
body or public sewer system, as stipulated
by Approved Document H of the Building
Regulations.

Impacts on the SFRA and
Addendum updates

These guidance documents
should be referred to where
cross boundary issues are
concerned (e.g. Mansfield and
Bolsover district boundaries).

Subsequent
Nottinghamshire
County Council
standing
advice/guidance as
the Nottinghamshire
Lead Local Flood
Authority.

To be updated as and when available.

This guidance may further
inform the appropriateness of
SuDS and other design,
maintenance, operational and
adoption processes.

5.18 Mansfield District Council will continue to monitor changes to National and

lead local flood authority guidance as and when relevant.

5.19 Appendix on 'Flood Risk Updates' acknowledges where the retro-fitting of
SuDS would likely bring positive benefits.

C) Biodiversity Enhancement Strategy

5.20 Significant updates to Natural England Standing Advice for protected species
(e.g. water voles, white-clawed crayfish, and European otter) have been produced
since the SFRA was written. The Nottinghamshire Biodiversity Action Plan habitat
and species action plans have also been updated. Recent records of European otter
have been recorded in and around the district. As the Biodiversity Enhancement
Strategy actions target habitat and species improvements, this information is
significantly relevant.
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5.21 Overall, the main findings and advice are still robust. Some minor
changes should be incorﬂgrated to bring the SFRA in line with recent protected
species standing advice ), up-to-date species records and updates to the
Nottingham Biodiversity Action Plan.

5.22 The following guidance should be read along-side the SFRA Biodiversity
Enhancement Strategy.

1. Natural England Standing Advice and Nottinghamshire Biodiversity Action Plan
Habitat and Species Action Plans should help inform the design of Green
Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) and the restoration of culverts to open
watercourses and areas of low flow as they relate to European protected species
and priority habitats and species (Natural Environment and Rural Communities
(NERC) Act Section 41).

2. The presence and absence of species (plants and wildlife) is subject to change.
Species records from the Nottinghamshire Biological and Geological Records
Centre should be consulted to ensure the any decisions are based on the most
up-to-date species information. Recent site-based ecological surveys should
also inform the design of these enhancement measures.

3. Design requirements for SuDS, especially Green SuDS, should also consider
European Otter (Lutra lutra).

5.23 Additional key updates are also included in Section 4 of this Addendum as
they relate to the SFRA Biodiversity Enhancement Strategy and should be noted.
These include:

1. Targeted removal of culverts, weirsand any other redundant flood-related
structures to improve migration of species listed in the SFRA and also fish and
eel species.

2. Seek to re-naturalise all rivers, regardless of cost and perceived feasibility.
Prioritisation of watercourses shouldn't solely rely on what is currently there,
ecologically speaking, BUT should be based upon what is expected to be in the
environment.

5.24 In addition to funding from planning obligations (Section 106), it is recognised
that a combination approach is needed to ensure biodiversity enhancements are
realised. This would need to include funding from various sources, coordinated
partnership working and dedicated MDC officer resources.

SFRA Summary Updates - Table 4

Overall Impact: Based on updates to the key policy and guidance documents (since 2008) as discussed in
Section 5, it is concluded that the main principles of the SFRA are not significantly affected. The minor

updates listed below improve the SFRA's role as a guidance document on both strategic and site-specific
scales.

A) Mansfield District SFRA Flood Risk Assessment Code of Practice (COP)

12 This is advice from Natural England on European protected wildlife and plants and how they
should be considered in planning matters.
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Overall Impact: Based on updates to the key policy and guidance documents (since 2008) as discussed in
Section 5, it is concluded that the main principles of the SFRA are not significantly affected. The minor

updates listed below improve the SFRA's role as a guidance document on both strategic and site-specific

scales.

1. The updated Mansfield District Flood Risk Assessment Code of Practice is available in the Appendix section
of this SFRA Addendum.

2. Unless exceptions in the NPPF are noted, development regardless of size needs to consider flooding from all

sources and, where applicable, should address requirements through a site-specific flood risk assessment.
See paragraphs 100 to 104 and applicable footnotes in the NPPF.

3. For development outside Flood Zones 2 or 3 and is of 1 ha or greater, a site specific flood risk assessment will
be required in line with paragraph 103 (footnote 20) of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). The
National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG) provides a site specific flood risk assessment check-list.

4. There are no areas with critical drainage problems identified in or adjacent to the district. This may be subject

ty Enhancement Strategy

to change over time and Nottinghamshire County Council as the Lead Local Flood Risk Authority should be B
consulted to either confirm or rule out their presence. i

5. The Environment Agency’s ‘What's In Your Backyard’ website and Geostore computer-based mapping library g
replaces ‘Appendix D’ as it shows the most up-to-date information on Flood Zones 2 & 3 in the district. Appendix £

F, which shows indicative flood risk, should still be used to inform the sequential test as discussed in SFRA o
‘Section 6'. )

6. In addition to ‘Appendix F’ in the SFRA, the Environment Agency’s ‘What’s In Your Backyard’ website should ()
be used to locate areas susceptible to surface water flooding. 5

B) Mansfield District SFRA SuDS Code of Practice -g
e

1. This SuDS code of practice is made up of three parts: 8

o Section 5.4 and Figure 5.3 in the SFRA - 'Guide for Planners and Developers'. Please note that Appendix
D in the SFRA is replaced by updated Environment Agency Flood Zone maps.

° Section 4.8 in the SFRA - "Technical Guide'. This provides additional COP guidance relating to designing
in and prioritising biodiversity enhancements, where appropriate.

° Section 5 (B) of this Addendum (specifically Table 3) also provides further detailed guidance.

Combined, these make up the Mansfield District SuDS Code of Practice that should also be considered as part
of planning requirements for new development.

2. Mansfield District Council will continue to monitor changes to National and lead local flood authority SuDS
guidance as and when relevant.

C) Biodiversity Enhancement Strategy

1. Relevant Natural England Standing Advice and Nottinghamshire Biodiversity Action Plan Habitat and Species
Action Plans should inform the design of Green Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) and the restoration of
culverts to open watercourses and areas of low flow. Standing advice is currently available on
www.gov.uk/guidance/protected-species-and-sites-how-to-review-planning-proposals. Please note this link
may be subject to change and the most up-to-date standing advice will need to be referenced.

2. The presence and absence of species (plants and wildlife) is subject to change. Species records from the

Nottinghamshire Biological and Geological Records Centre should be consulted to ensure the any decisions

are based on the most up-to-date species information. Recent site-based ecological surveys should also inform

the design of these enhancement measures.

Design requirements for SuDS, especially Green SuDS, should also consider European Otter (Lutra lutra)

4. Section 4 of this SFRA Addendum also identifies important updates to the 2008 SFRA, of which are significant
as they relate to requirements of the Water Framework Directive and subsequence compliance.

5. Areas for protection and enhancement as referenced in relevant Green Infrastructure and Biodiversity strategies
from neighbouring local authorities should also inform relevant biodiversity and green infrastructure improvements
as they relate to cross boundary issues.

Updates to the SFRA Codes of Pract

Five

©
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6 Updates to the SFRA flood risk mapping evidence

6.1 There have been more recent flood mapping data produced since the SFRA
was written in 2008. These include updates to the Environment Agency's Flood
Zones 2 & 3 for the River Meden and flood risk from surface water flooding for the
whole of the district. Please see Addendum Table 4 for details.

6.2 The Appendices in this SFRA Addendum identify locally specific flood risk
findings in and around the district. These are updates to Tables 4.4 and 4.5 in the
2008 SFRA.

SFRA Summary Updates - Table 5

Overall Impact: Upon reviewing the updated flood risk mapping data since 2008, there appears to be no further
significant flood risk in the district, although there are some minor changes. These are discussed in more

detail in the addendum section 7.

The following data sources should be considered alongside the Mansfield District SFRA to inform the Sequential Test

and for informing the scoping stage for Site Specific Flood Risk Assessments (FRAs):

1. Risk of flooding from rivers and streams should be informed by the Environment Agency’s (EA’'s) Flood
Zone 2 and 3 maps that can be viewed on the EA’'s website ‘What's in Your Backyard’ interactive maps
(http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/). This replaces Appendix D map ‘Environment Agency Flood
Zone Maps’. Appendix F map ‘Indicative Flood Risk’ in the SFRA should also be considered as this shows the
likelihood of structures being overtopped.

2. Impacts associated with climate change are found in Appendix E for the River Maun (*100-yr modelled flood
considering climate change’). The Environment Agency's recommended climate change allowances and
guidance were updated in February 2016. Risk associated with climate change, should consider these updates
on a site by site basis.

3. Risk of flooding from surface water run-off should be informed by Appendix F, notably ‘Indicative Areas of
Concentrated Run-off’, ‘Low Permeability Areas’ and ‘Coal Tips’ and the Environment Agency’s ‘Updated Risk
of Flooding from Surface Water’ maps that can be viewed on the EA’'s website ‘What'’s in Your Backyard’

interactive maps (http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/).

4. Flood risk from ground water, reservoirs and historic flooding locations along the Maun and Meden identified
in the SFRA should also be considered as per sections 4.4 and 4.5 of the SFRA 'Guide for Planners and
Developers'. In addition, Mansfield District Council's planning team, Nottinghamshire and Derbyshire Lead
Local Flood Authorities and other relevant bodies will need to be consulted in order to ensure the most up-to-date
information is considered for informing site specific flood risk assessments, planning decisions and design
considerations.

5. The SFRA discusses flooding from sewers in SFRA Section 4.7 of the 'Guide for Planners and Developers'
and SFRA Section 3 of the 'Technical Report'. Flooding is expected when sewer capacity is exceeded (i.e. for
events greater than the 5-year to 40-year return period design standard). This is dependent on design standards
of the public sewer in the local area. Severn Trent Water should be consulted. Also see Section 7 of this
Addendum.

6. SFRA Addendum Appendices on updates to the flood risk findings and surface water flooding as reported in
Tables 4.4 and 4.5 in the 2008 SFRA.

7. For development near to other local authority areas (e.g. Rainworth, Clipstone, Pleasley, etc), neighbouring
Local Authority's Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRAs) findings and guidance must also be considered
where there is a likelihood of cross boundary flood risk issues. This should help inform planning decisions.
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7 Review and conclusions on flood risk in the district

Flooding from Rivers

7.1 As indicated in Section 6 of this Addendum, updated flood risk maps (Flood
Zones 2 & 3) have been produced by the Environment Agency for the River Meden
since the SFRA was written in 2008. Flood Zones 2 & 3 for the River Maun have
remained unchanged.

7.2 Based on the review of up-dated flood risk information, it can be
concluded that the flood risk from rivers remains low, as previously reported
in the SFRA.

Flooding from Surface Water

7.3 The objective of a SFRA, as stated in the National Planning Policy Guidance
(NPPG), should be to ‘identify areas at risk from surface water flooding and drainage
issues, taking into account the Environment Agency surface water flood risk maps’.
The NPPG states that a SFRA should identify the ‘types of measures which may be
appropriate to manage risk and identify opportunities and constraints’.

7.4 The information provided in the Mansfield District SFRA and this
Addendum meet these requirements.

7.5 The SFRA identifies areas with low permeability soils and indicative areas of
concentrated run-off (Appendix map F). Further to this, updated maps for Surface
Water Flooding have been released from the Environment Agency Flood post
publication of the SFRA in 2008.

7.6 These updated EA maps were used to review the SFRA (as per mapping
available from September 2014) conclusions on flood risk identified from the SFRA
surface water run-off evidence (as indicated the ‘Indicative Areas of Concentrated
Run-off’ and ‘Low Permeability Areas’ in Appendix F). The ‘1 in 30 risk of flooding’
from the Environment Agency’s ‘Updated Risk of Flooding from Surface Water’
mapping data was used to identify any additional significant flood risk within Flood
Zone 1, as identified in the Appendices of this Addendum.

7.7 Based on the review of up-dated flood risk information, it can be
concluded that the flood risk from rivers remains moderate with expected
moderate incidents of higher risk, as previously reported in the SFRA.

Flooding from the Sewer Network

7.8 The SFRA considered that sewer flooding in the district would occurs during
moderate rainfall events. The indicative flood risk from the sewer network is expected
to have an annual probability of occurrence between 2.5% and 20% based on the
design standard of the public sewers. Severn Trent Water (STW) is responsible for
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the operation and maintenance of the sewer network in the county. The SFRA
concluded that urban flooding would be expected when sewer capacity is exceeded
due to surcharging of sewers, ponding and surface water flooding.

7.9 Developers should consult with STW early on in the planning process in
order to satisfy themselves that flooding from the sewer network and
appropriate sewer capacity issues are addressed.

7.10 There have been no further updates on flood risk from sewers to report
in this Addendum.

Flooding from Groundwater

711  The SFRA concludes that the risk of flooding from ground water sources
remains low, with the risk increasing proximate to streams and spring lines.
Groundwater conditions can vary significantly even on a local scale. A site specific
flood risk assessment should always be made to assess any potential flooding risk,
particularly where basement structures are proposed. The Environment Agency
should be consulted on groundwater flooding issues.

712 There have been no further updates on flood risk from groundwater to
report in this Addendum.

7.13 Please see the Appendix in this Addendum for the review and conclusions
on flood risk in the district and opportunities for enhancement.

Seven: Review and conclusions on flood risk in the district

Addendum to the Mansfield District Council Strategic Flood Risk Assessment
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SFRA Summary Updates - Table 6

Overall Impact: Based on a review of the SFRA findings alongside the updated mapping evidence (Environment
Agency Flood Zones 2 & 3 for the River Meden and district-wide surface water flood risk maps) discussed in

Addendum Sections 6 & 7, it is concluded that the main findings in the SFRA are not significantly affected.

Overall Flood Risk Across the District

o As reflected in the final Trent River Catchment Flood Management Plan (CFMP) the overall flood risk in the
district remains low. This conclusion is confirmed in this Addendum after reviewing updated flood risk maps
for zones 1, 2 & 3 as produced by the Environment Agency since the SFRA was published in 2008. Thus, the
main conclusions in the SFRA remain relevant.

° It is noted that flood risk from any source is subject to change. As such, updated information sources as
indicated in Section 6 of this Addendum should always be consulted.

Flood Risk Zones 2 & 3 River Meden

° There are some minor, localised flood risk updates and these are noted below. These changes are informed
by the updated Environment Agency flood risk (zones 2 & 3) information for the River Meden.
° It is noted that flood risk from any source is subject to change. As such, information sources as indicated in

Section 6 of this Addendum should always be consulted.
Flood Risk Zones 2 & 3 River Maun

° No changes noted.

o It is noted that flood risk from any source is subject to change. As such, updated information sources as
indicated in Section 6 of this Addendum should always be consulted.

Flood Risk from Surface Water Run-off

o The SFRA concludes that flood risk from surface water run-off in Mansfield District is generally associated with
large areas of impermeable soils or low permeability surfaces where topography tends to concentrate flows.
This includes areas along major roads, former quarries and colliery sites, and dense urban areas. This
observation has been informed through modelling, a 2007 Citizen Panel consultation and incidents of historic
flooding. In light of the updated Environment Agency mapping evidence, it is concluded that this is still the
case and that the overall conclusions in the SFRA haven't been significantly affected.

° It is important to note that, even areas that are considered to be positively drained through the sewer network
may be subject to risk of surface water flooding when drainage is exceeded. This remains the case after
consideration of the Environment Agency’s updated map on flood risk from surface water flooding.

o It is noted that flood risk from any source is subject to change. As such, updated information sources as
indicated in Section 6 of this Addendum should always be consulted.

Flood Risk from Sewers

° There are no changes in this Addendum with regards to flooding from the sewer network.

o New development should consult Severn Trent Water at the earliest possible stage of the planning application
process.

Flood Risk from Ground Water

o There are no changes in this Addendum with regards to flooding from ground water.

o Groundwater flooding can vary significantly even on a local scale depending on the hyrdo-geological conditions.
Conditions can also vary from year to year. There aren't specific ground water related flood risk areas identified
on the SFRA Appendix maps. Rather, locations are loosely addressed in paragraph 4.4.4 in the SFRA - Guide
for Planners and Developers.

° There are Groundwater Protection Zone maps (Appendix J) which identify zones showing the risk of contamination
from any activities that might cause pollution in the area.
° The Environment Agency should be consulted on groundwater flooding issues. The most up-to-date information

source is the Environment Agency's 'What's in Your Backyard' website.

Tables in Appendix 1, of this SFRA Addendum, identify minor changes to flood risk as a result this addendum
review and should be consulted alongside Sections 4.4 and 4.5 in the SFRA 'Guide for Planners and
Developers'.

34



Addendum to the Mansfield District Council Strategic Flood Risk Assessment

—

the district

in

d conclusions on flood risk

Review an

Seven

35



8 Summary & Required Comments to Address Duty to
Cooperate

8.1 Overall, Mansfield district is considered to be at low risk of flooding and there
is sufficient land available in areas of low risk to prevent the need for extensive
development in areas of high or moderate flood risk.

8.2 The information provided in the ‘SFRA Summary Update’ tables in Sections
3-7 and Appendices of this SFRA Addendum are the actions required to bring the
Mansfield District Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) up-to-date and fit for
purpose. This provides the necessary guidance for addressing flood risk and Water
Framework Directive issues in the district as they relate to new development and the
re-development of areas.

8.3 Please note that flood risk in the district is subject to change due to a number
of factors (e.g. climate change, changes in development or land use, etc.). In addition
to the findings in the SFRA and the SFRA Addendum, flood risk at the site
development level will need to be assessed on an individual basis.

8.4 ltis viewed (as per consultation with the Environment Agency) that only a Level
1 SFRA Assessment of the District is required to inform the Local Plan. This is
reflected in the fact that flooding is not a major issue, as confirmed by the Trent
Catchment Flood Management Plan (Final report 2010) and that pressure for
development within areas of high and medium flood risk is low.

8.5 The SFRA was always intended to be an evidence base to inform the allocation
of development in the Local Plan. It has been used in this respect alongside the
Sustainability Appraisal process. In accordance with the NPPF 3the Council has
used the SFRA to assess potential development allocations in relation to flood risk
and has steered proposed housing and employment development sites to areas of
lowest possible flood risk in accordance with the Sequential Test.

8.6 Alongside the SFRA, we recognise that the Water Framework Directive (WFD)
and the Humber River Basin Management Plan (RBMP) are both important evidence
base documents. Both the WFD and Humber RBMP are also being embedded into
the Sustainability Appraisal framework, policy wording, Green Infrastructure evidence
base, and the Infrastructure evidence base.

13 The National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG) to the NPPF states that:’A Level 1 Assessment
should be carried out in local authority areas where flooding is not a major issue and where
development pressures are low. The Assessment should be sufficiently detailed to allow
application of the Sequential Test to the location of development and to identify whether
development can be allocated outside high and medium flood risk areas, based on all sources
of flooding, without application of the Exception Test.’
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Consultation summary

8.7 Below is the question asked as part of the consultation (20th October - 1st
December 2014) on this SFRA Addendum. This was a targeted consultation with
statutory bodies (e.g. Environment Agency) and neighbouring local authorities. See
Appendix 5 for more details.

8.8 Responses to this question helped to identify outstanding cross boundary flood
risk issues and actions as part of this SFRA Addendum update under the Duty to
Cooperate requirement of the Local Plan.

Question 1

Consultation comments required to address cross-boundary issues under
the Duty to Cooperate

Simply put, Duty to Cooperate is about understanding the key issues likely to
impact on people and places in and around our district and how we can best
work with our strategic partners to address them. It is a legal duty for us to all
work together.

Does this Addendum adequately address strategic and cross-boundary issues
within your area?

If so, where and how.

Please be as specific as possible so that we can understand how things could
be improved further (e.g. if a partnership approach is required, who would be
involved and what steps should we take to explore this in more depth?)

Eight: Summary & Required Comments to Address Duty to Cooperate

If not, why not and how could be address these better?

Even if you have no specific comments, it is still important that you declare this.

8.9 Overall, consultees were satisfied that this SFRA Addendum met requirements
as set out in the national policy and guidance. Further comments received as part
of the Mansfield District Local Plan 2016 public consultation (Regulation 18) from
the Environment Agency and Nottinghamshire County Council have also been
incorporated into this update. Thus, issues under the Duty to Cooperate have been
addressed.

8.10 As a result of consultation comments submitted, some minor amendments
have been made to this Addendum in order to ensure that it is fit for purpose (i.e.
that it provides a robust and up-to-date evidence base for the Local Plan).

8.11 Consultations with Severn Trent Water is on-going as part of the Local Plan.
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8.12 Results from the 2014 and 2016 consultations are detailed in Appendices 5
and 7 of this Addendum document.
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Appendix 1 Flood Risk Updates

Update to the River Meden Catchment and Surface Water Flooding as reported in Section 4.4

and Table 4.4 of the SFRA - Guide for Planners and Developers

General
Location &
Adjoining
Local
Authority(ies)

Pleasley (and
Pleasley Vale)

Bolsover
District
/Derbyshire
County Council
(Pleasley
Village)

Fluvial Flood Risk (rivers and
streams)

SFRA Potential Flood Risk
summary: Properties in the
vicinity of Pleasley/Meden
Square are to be considered to
be at a high risk of fluvial flooding
due to insufficient capacity of the
structure at the pond outfall.
Flood water flows across
Pleasley/Meden Square before
rejoining the main river channel.

Addendum Update: Thereis a
reduction in Flood Zone 3 and a
slight increase in Flood Zone 2,
but there is no overall significant
change to flood risk in this area.

Derbyshire County Council also
notes areas of historic flooding
across the Mansfield/Bolsover
district boundary line, of which
are highlighted in this
Addendum. These include areas
in and around the following:

- Area north of Littlewood
Quarry/northeast of Northfield
Plantation/south of a farm and
residential property within flood
zones 2/3 (OS grid reference
453136, 365308).

- Blocked culvert/drain on the
eastern edge of Pleasley Mills
Business Park where the river
feeds into a mill pond within flood
zone 2/3 (OS grid reference
451559, 364933).

- Area near to Church Lane in
Pleasley within flood zone 2/3
(OS grid reference 450500,
364500). In 2004 and 2007 the
river over-topped its banks.

Surface Water Flood Risk (1 in
30 risk)

SFRA Potential Flood Risk
summary: Surface run-off risk
is evident in this area although
this would normally be mitigated
by the storm drainage in the
Square which will discharge
surface water into the River
Meden.These areas are
indicated in:

Appendix F showing ‘areas of
indicative concentrated run-off
are reflected in the updated EA
Flood Map from Surface Water
(2013).

Addendum Update: There are
additional locations at risk from
surface water run-off (outside
Flood Zones 2 & 3), identified
from the EA mapping within the
Pleasley and Pleasleyhill areas.
These include:

a) Chesterfield Road in Pleasley
and the A617 (MARR route)

b) Disused railway lines (now
public rights of way) within
Bolsover and Mansfield Districts.

c) Historic sewer flooding
incident near to Church Lane in
Pleasley (Bolsover district)

Possible Development
Constraints &
Improvements

SFRA conclusion (Possible
Development Constraints):

New development should be
avoided in this area.

Addendum Update: No
overall significant change.

Any development along
Chesterfield Road and the
MARR route (A617) will need
to incorporate SuDS.

Retro-fitting of SuDS would
bring positive benefits.
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General
Location &
Adjoining

Local
Authority(ies)

Mansfield
Woodhouse

Sookholme &
Spion Kop

Bolsover
District
/Derbyshire
County Council
(Shirebrook)

Fluvial Flood Risk (rivers and
streams)

SFRA Potential Flood Risk
summary: There are considered
to be no significant flood risks in
this general location. The fluvial
floodplain is characterised by
fields approximately 1km from
the north of Mansfield
Woodhouse.

Addendum Update: No
significant changes.

SFRA Potential Flood Risk
summary: Historic fluvial
flooding has affected properties
and across routes in this area.
The prevalence of springs is
associated with shallow
groundwater in this area.

Addendum Update: Significant
changes for Flood Zone 2 and 3
extending over Nettleworth Farm
and onto Sookholm Road south
of the sports complex.

But overall, no change to general
comment in the SFRA.

Surface Water Flood Risk (1 in
30 risk)

SFRA Potential Flood Risk
summary: The combination of
dense urbanisation and low
permeability soils (as indicated
in Appendix Map F) will
contribute to an increased risk of
surface water run-off, although
no significant flow
concentrateions have been
identified.

Addendum Update: Updated
risk from surface water flooding
include:

a) Roads: High St/Station St;
Welbeck Rd/Church Hill;
Debdale Lane;

b) Localised Areas: intersection
of High St/ Portland St/ and
Albert St; Sandgate Ave/Kingsley
Ct; Millennium Business Park;
Park Hall Farm; Longmeadow;
Manor Rd and area around
Manor Park.

Manor Park and the playing field
between Portland Street and
Warsop Road are both areas of
urban green space. Park Hall
Farm is an area of arable land.
All have potential flood risk
issues.

SFRA Potential Flood Risk
summary: Extensive areas of
low permeability soils (as
indicated in Appendix F)
contribute to an increased risk of
surface water run-off, although
no significant concentrations
have been identified.

Addendum Update: No further
significant areas of surface water
run-off identified through the EA
mapping.

Possible Development
Constraints &
Improvements

SFRA conclusion (Possible
Development Constraints):

None identified

Addendum Update: Most
areas identified through the
EA Surface Water Mapping
are concentrated around
existing areas of
development. There may be
opportunities for retrofitting
SuDS.

Any new development within
areas of existing greenfield
sites should address flooding
through appropriate SuDS
design.

The area around Manor Park
would benefit from creating
green SuDS to enhance
biodiversity and amenity
value.

Manor Park is recognised in
the strategic green
infrastructure network as an
area in need of protection
and enhancement.

SFRA conclusion (Possible
Development Constraints):

Development should avoid
areas defined as Flood Zone
2 and 3 due to the availability
of land elsewhere at lower
risk.

Addendum Update: No
further comments.

One: Flood Risk Updates
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General
Location &
Adjoining
Local
Authority(ies)

Fluvial Flood Risk (rivers and
streams)

Surface Water Flood Risk (1 in
30 risk)

Possible Development
Constraints &
Improvements

Market
Warsop

Church
Warsop

SFRA Potential Flood Risk
summary: The north of Market
Warsop is adjacent to the River
Meden and has experienced
historic flooding, in particular on
the A60 and Church Road.
Some existing properties and
roads are within Flood Zone 3 at
a high risk of fluvial flooding.

Addendum Update: The
updated EA Flood Risk map of
Flood Zone 3 is very similar to
the indicative area of flood risk
on Appendix map F (100 year
flood).

The up-dated EA Flood Risk
maps (from rivers and streams)
show a general reduction in
Flood Zone 3 so that there are
no longer any existing roads or
buildings within this zone,
although some houses that are
currently being built are very
close to flood zone 3 (former
Goosefarm).

Flood Zone 2 increases in size
east of the A60 near The Carrs
Recreation Ground and Local
Nature Reserve (LNR). This
area is described in more detail
in notes relating to Church
Warsop.

An area extending northwards
along the River Meden to The
Carrs is identified in the SFRA
as a ‘Green SuDS Priority Area’.

SFRA Potential Flood Risk
summary: The majority of
Church Warsop is unaffected by
flooding, except for a small area
in the south east which is
adjacent to the River Meden.

SFRA Potential Flood Risk
summary: The SFRA identifies
areas of low permeability in
Appendix map F. This includes
the areas around Windsor Sr,
Saville Way and Rutland Close;
Wood Street; The Carrs and
Church Street.

The SFRA notes that this area
will contribute to an increased
risk of surface water run-off,
although no significant
concentrations have been
identified.

Addendum Update:

Further to the SFRA, there are
small areas south of High Street
that are identified as 1 in 30 risk
of surface water flooding.

These include:

- The main road (B6035) running
southeast from High Street;

-Sports ground and surrounding
development around Little John
Ave and Sherwood Street;

- Area south of mineral railway
on arable land south of Robin
Hood Ave;

- Area around Meden Farm.

SFRA Potential Flood Risk
summary: There is an area with
low permeability soils (see
Appendix Map F) in the eastern
area of Church Warsop.

SFRA conclusion (Possible
Development Constraints):

Development should avoid
areas to the north of Market
Warsop defined as Flood
Zone 2 and 3 due to the
availability of land elsewhere
at lower risk.

Addendum Update: There
are noted changes in Flood

Zones 2 (minimal increase in
risk) & 3 (minimal decrease

in risk).

Any development within
areas identified as risk of
surface water flooding should
address these issues through
appropriate SuDS design.

The green spaces along the
River Meden nr Market
Warsop e.g. The Carrs LNR
and Recreation Ground have
the ability to act as flood
storage areas if properly
managed and enhanced.

Further actions are identified
in the SFRA's Biodiversity
Enhancement Strategy.

The Carrs is recognised in
the strategic green
infrastructure network as
areas in need of protection
and enhancement.

SFRA conclusion (Possible
Development Constraints):

Development should avoid
areas defined as Flood Zone
2 and 3 due to the availability
of land elsewhere at lower
risk.
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General
Location &
Adjoining
Local
Authority(ies)

Meden Vale

Fluvial Flood Risk (rivers and
streams)

Addendum Update: As above
(Market Warsop), the current EA
Flood Zone 3 is reduced in area.
The updated EA Flood Risk map
of Flood Zone 3 is very similar to
the indicative area of flood risk
on Appendix map F (100 year
flood).

There is an increase in area for
Flood Zones 2 & 3 across the
A60 adjacent to The Carrs
Recreation Ground & LNR and
within a local amenity area south
of Barn Owl Close.

There is a slight increase in
Flood Zone 3 for existing
properties off Manor Rd and
Glannis Square.

SFRA Potential Flood Risk
summary: There are no specific
comments in the SFRA on
flooding form the River Meden
for this part of the district.
Existing properties are not
currently affected but there is
potential flooding south of
Neitherfield Lane.

Addendum Update: Again, as
in Market and Church Warsop,
there is a significant reduction in
Flood Zone 3 along the Meden
of which the current Flood Zone
3 is very similar to the indicative
area of flood risk on Appendix
map F (100 year flood).

Surface Water Flood Risk (1 in
30 risk)

Addendum Update: No further
significant areas identified from
the EA updated flood risk from
surface water run-off mapping
outside the ‘Low Permeability
Areas’ in the SFRA Appendix
map F.

SFRA Potential Flood Risk
summary: Parts of Meden Vale
are subject to a high risk of
flooding from surface water
run-off. Rain falling on the low
permeability surface of the coal
tip is known to exceed the
capacity of the drainage system
and flow towards the western
side of Meden Vale.

The land south of Netherfield
Lane is also characterised by low
permeability soils. The
discharge is likely to flow into the
River Meden without affecting
existing properties but may be a
problem for additional
development.

Addendum Update: There are
no significant updates form the
EA's flood risk from surface
water.

The information within the SFRA
Appendix F for Meden Vale, is
based on first hand flooding
information (2007 floods). This

Possible Development
Constraints &

Improvements

Addendum Update: There
are noted changes in Flood

Zones 2 (minimal increase in
risk) & 3 (minimal decrease

in risk).

Any development within
areas identified as risk of
surface water flooding should
address these issues through
appropriate SuDS design.

The green spaces along the
River Meden nr Market
Warsop e.g. The Carrs LNR
and Recreation Ground have
the ability to act as flood
storage areas if properly
managed and enhanced.
Further actions are identified
in the SFRA’s Biodiversity
Enhancement Strategy. This
is identified within the
strategic green infrastructure
network for protection and
enhancement.

SFRA conclusion (Possible
Development Constraints):

There are no grounds to
preclude development in the
high-risk [surface water
run-off] area, however
development proposals must
consider opportunities to fully
mitigate flooding from this
source.

Development to the south of
Netherfield Lane should
avoid land identified to be
within Flood Zone 3 due to
the availability of land
elsewhere at lower risk.

Addendum Update:

No further updates.

One: Flood Risk Updates

Addendum to the Mansfield District Council Strategic Flood Risk Assessment
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General Fluvial Flood Risk (rivers and
Location & streams)

Adjoining

Local

Authority(ies)

Bassetlaw
District Council
(countryside
along the River
Meden and
former Meden
Vale Colliery)

Surface Water Flood Risk (1in | Possible Development
30 risk) Constraints &
Improvements

is more likely to better inform
surface water flooding issues
than the EA mapping.

A solar farm has been built on
the Meden Vale side of the
former coal tip. It is not known
how this may affect surface
water run-off at this time.
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Update to Surface Water Flooding for the Mansfield Urban Area as Reported in Section 4.5
and Table 4.5 of the SFRA- Guide for Planners and Developers

General Location & | Additional significant Surface Possible Development Constraints & Improvements
Adjoining Local Water Flood Risk and fluvial flood
Authority(ies) risk as identified through the EA

‘Updated Flood Map for Surface

Water’ and

the Mansfield District Central Area
Flood Risk Review (Feb 2018).

One: Flood Risk Updates

Kings Mill The SFRA identifies an area of SFRA conclusion (Possible Development
Reservoir to indicative surface water run-off from Constraints):
Hermitage Ponds Skegby Lane to Morrison’s

superstore. Additional surface water  The SFRA recommends that new development should

Ashfield District flooding is identified from the EA be avoided on the downstream toe of the reservoir.
Council maps (1 in 30) that extend this risk

across Sutton Road (between Kings

Mill Reservoir Morrison’s). Addendum Update: Appropriate SuDS systems would

need to be incorporated into any future development
to address surface water flooding and sewers. This
may include the retro-fitting SuDS, as appropriate.

Bleak Hills There are small pockets of surface SFRA conclusion (Possible Development
water flooding (1 in 30) identified by =~ Constraints):

Ashfield District the EA maps within the Hermitage

Council Lane Depot/Industrial Estate and Development in the vicinity of the culverted section of
Oakham Business Park. Cauldwell Brook must appropriately consider the risk

of flooding from Cauldwell Brook.
No significant flooding issues were
identified in the SFRA in this area and

it is not known to historically flood Addendum Update:
here.

Appropriate SuDS systems would need to be
This section of the River Maun is incorporated into any future development.
identified as a ‘Green SuDS Priority
Area’.

If this is a significant issue, this may be an area in which

retro-fitting SuDS may be appropriate.
The culvert at Cauldwell Brook is

identified as a ‘high’ conservation
priority. This would enable
restoration of water vole and
white-clawed crayfish habitat.

See Biodiversity Enhancement Strategy for information
on the Green SuDS Priority Area near Cauldwell Brook
and culvert restoration to open watercourse needs.
These are recognised in the strategic green
infrastructure network as areas in need of protection
and enhancement.

Sheepbridge Lane The SFRA doesn’t identify any SFRA conclusion (Possible Development
to Field Mill Pond specific surface water flooding issues  Constraints): None

within this area, whilst there are small

areas of surface water flooding

identified through the EA maps.

This is namely: Addendum Update:

- Along AB0/Nottingham Road andits  Appropriate SuDS systems would need to be

:/(Iacondary roads south of the River  incorporated into any future development.
aun

If this is a significant issue, this may be an area in which

- A disused quarry between retro-fitting SuDS may be appropriate.
Sainsbury’s and Quarry Lane LNR
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General Location &
Adjoining Local

Authority(ies)

Additional significant Surface
Water Flood Risk and fluvial flood
risk as identified through the EA
‘Updated Flood Map for Surface
Water’ and

the Mansfield District Central Area
Flood Risk Review (Feb 2018).

Possible Development Constraints & Improvements

Field Mill Pond to
Bath Street

& Bath Street to St
Peters Way

& St Peters Way to
Bridge Street

Bridge Street to
Rock Valley culvert

&

Additionally, refer to the Mansfield
District Central Area Flood Risk
Review (Feb 2018) for further
information regarding flood risk and
river corridor enhancements.

Additionally, refer to the Mansfield
District Central Area Flood Risk
Review (Feb 2018) for further
information regarding flood risk and
river corridor enhancements.

The SFRA doesn't identify any
specific surface water flooding issues
within this area, whilst there are small
areas of surface water flooding
identified through the EA maps.

This is namely:

-Nottingham Road parallel to
Titchfield Park.

- B&Q superstore
- An area off Bums Lane

- Main roads: Littleworth Lane, Ratcliff
Gate

-Depot and residential areas near to
Great Central Rd.

As identified in the SFRA Biodiversity
Enhancement Strategy, there are
existing issues of excessive silting in
the Field Mill Pond. The culvert at
Field Mill Pond Outfall is identified as
an opportunity for restoration.

Additionally, refer to the Mansfield
District Central Area Flood Risk
Review (Feb 2018) for further
information regarding flood risk and
river corridor enhancements.

No significant areas identified outside
Flood Zones 2 & 3 and SFRA
Indicative Flood Risk areas.

Additionally, refer to the Mansfield District Central Area
Flood Risk Review (Feb 2018) for further information
regarding flood risk and river corridor enhancements.

SFRA conclusion (Possible Development
Constraints): Site specific flood risk assessments are
needed in these areas and appropriate mitigation is
required.

Addendum Update:

Appropriate SuDS systems would need to be
incorporated into any future development.

The area along the A60 and Nottingham Road parallel
to Titchfield Park may be an area in which retro-fitting
SuDS could be an appropriate solution, as it historically
floods in heavy downpour, sloping towards Titchfield
Park. Watermeadows Leisure Centre has also been
known to flood.

Retrofitting a green SuDS design at Titchfield Park
would bring additional biodiversity and amenity
benefits. It may be beneficial to address the issues
around Field Mill Pond at the same time. These are
recognised in the strategic green infrastructure network
as areas in need of protection and enhancement.

Additionally, refer to the Mansfield District Central Area
Flood Risk Review (Feb 2018) for further information
regarding flood risk and river corridor enhancements.

SFRA conclusion (Possible Development
Constraints):

Development within the 100-year indicative outline
should be avoided where possible. Where development
is proposed, flood resilient construction methods should
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General Location & | Additional significant Surface Possible Development Constraints & Improvements
Adjoining Local Water Flood Risk and fluvial flood
Authority(ies) risk as identified through the EA

‘Updated Flood Map for Surface

Water’ and

the Mansfield District Central Area
Flood Risk Review (Feb 2018).

Rock Valley culvert The SFRA Biodiversity Enhancement be employed, floor levels must be situated

to Bath Lane Strategy identifies 2 culverts 1) Rock approximately above the 100-year flood level, and
Valley and 2) downstream from Rock floodplain compensation provided as appropriate.
Valley for restoration to open
watercourses, with opportunities to
restore the natural channel to
improve amenity and environmental

quality. Addendum Update:

One: Flood Risk Updates

Additionally, refer to the Mansfield
District Central Area Flood Risk
Review (Feb 2018) for further
information regarding flood risk and
river corridor enhancements.

Appropriate SuDS systems would need to be
incorporated into any future development.

If this is a significant issue, this may be an area in which
retro-fitting SuDS may be appropriate.

Address Biodiversity Enhancement Strategy
opportunities through development and partnership
working.

Additionally, refer to the Mansfield District Central Area
Flood Risk Review (Feb 2018) for further information
regarding flood risk and river corridor enhancements.

Bath Lane to Old The SFRA doesn't identify any SFRA conclusion (Possible Development

Mill Lane specific surface water flooding issues ~ Constraints):
within this area, whilst there are small
areas of surface water flooding Development within the extreme flood outline should
identified through the EA maps. This  undertake an assessment of the flood risk from the
is namely: River Maun.

- Main roads: Ravensdale Rd, Sandy
Lane, Old Mill Lane

- Old Mill Lane industrial estate Addendum Update:

- Localised areas off Barringer Road ~ Appropriate SuDS systems would need to be
incorporated into any future development.

Most of the area along this length of

the river Maun has been identified as  |f there are significant issues, this may be an area in

a ‘Green SuDS Priority Area’ within \yhjch retro-fitting SuDS may be appropriate.
the SFRA.

Address Biodiversity Enhancement Strategy Green
SuDS opportunities through development and
partnership working.

Old Mill Lane to The SFRA identifies surface water SFRA conclusion (Possible Development
Snake Hill flooding issues from New Mill Lane  Constraints):

to Spa Ponds. This is also an area

identified through the EA mapping.
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General Location &
Adjoining Local

Authority(ies)

Additional significant Surface
Water Flood Risk and fluvial flood
risk as identified through the EA
‘Updated Flood Map for Surface
Water’ and

the Mansfield District Central Area
Flood Risk Review (Feb 2018).

Possible Development Constraints & Improvements

(Area between Old
Mill Lane, New Mill
Lane,
Newlands/Clipstone
and Spa Ponds)

Newark and
Sherwood DC

West Mansfield

(Area including
Penniment Farm,
A617 (MARR),
Skegby
Lane/Fishpond Hlll,
and Bull Farm)

Ashfield District
Council

Mansfield Town
Centre

There are additional areas of surface
water flooding identified through the
EA maps.

This is namely:

- Greenfield site north of new housing
development on Sandlands Way

- Holly Road to Lark Hills open space

- Warren Farm to New Mill Lane

Risk of flooding from surface water
run-off is identified in the SFRA
Appendix F through the mapping of
areas of ‘Low Permeability’ and
‘Indicative areas of concentrated
run-off’. This captures most of the
EA mapping on surface water
flooding which is mainly associated
with the MARR (A617) and areas
around Penniment Farm and Pleasley
Hill.

Mansfield Town Centre including its
market place, Four Season’s
shopping centre and the main roads
leading into the town centre e.g.
Stockwell Gate, Church Street,
Bridge Street, West Gate, Westfield
Lane area identified as high risk (1 in
30) of surface water flooding.

No development should be permitted within the
floodplain. Grassland between Old Mill Lane and New
Mill Lane could be opened up to provide enhanced
flood storage function.

Addendum Update:

Appropriate SuDS systems would need to be
incorporated into any future development.

If there are significant issues, this may be an area in
which retro-fitting SuDS may be appropriate.

SFRA conclusion (Possible Development
Constraints):

There are no grounds to preclude development in the
high run-off risk area; however, development proposals
must consider opportunities to fully mitigate flooding
form this source.

Addendum Update:

No further comments to add. In general, appropriate
SuDS systems would need to be incorporated into any
future development.

This may be an area in which retro-fitting SuDS may
be appropriate.

Outline planning permission has be approved for
residential and employment development at Penniment
Farm.

SFRA conclusion (Possible Development
Constraints): The SFRA did not specifically address
this area.

Addendum Update:
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General Location &
Adjoining Local
Authority(ies)

Crown Farm
industrial estate /
Newlands Farm -
area east of Vicar
Water Country Park

Newark and
Sherwood DC
(Clipstone)

Ravensdale to Oak
Tree

(Area between
Sherwood Hall Road
to the north, Pump
Hollow Road/Jubilee
Way North to the
east, Berry Hill
Lane/Southwell
Road West to the
south, and Fisher
Lane Park and
Forest Road
Recreation Ground
to the west.

Additional significant Surface
Water Flood Risk and fluvial flood
risk as identified through the EA
‘Updated Flood Map for Surface
Water’ and

the Mansfield District Central Area
Flood Risk Review (Feb 2018).

Four Season’s shopping centre has
been known to historically flood and
localised ponding of water has also
be observed on West Gate and the
Market Place.

The SFRA and the EA Flood Maps
(Zones 2 & 3) identify flood risk from
rivers from Newlands Farm towards
Crown Farm industrial estate, notably
an area between the industrial estate
and housing area which are
separated by a disused railway line.

There has been historic flooding
across Crown Farm Way near to
Newlands Farm.

The EA Flood Risk map from surface
water also shows surface water flood
risk within this generalised area.

Fluvial flooding is also identified to
the south of Vicar Water Country
Park. This area is also identified as
an area to prioritise discharge to low
flow areas.

There are some recognisable areas
within the EA Flood Map for surface
water within these areas of the
district, of which one was only
identified in the SFRA.

These areas include:

-Pump Hollow Road southwest
through to Racecourse Park to
Southwell Road West

- Pump Hollow Lane southwards to
Big Barn Lane and Ling Forest Road

-Area south of the Tesco at Oak Tree
nr. To Sawley Dr.

-Jubilee Way North southwest
towards Oak Tree LNR.

Possible Development Constraints & Improvements

Appropriate SuDS systems would need to be
incorporated into any future development.

This is an area that may require further investigation
as an opportunity to retro-fitting SuDS may be
appropriate.

SFRA conclusion (Possible Development
Constraints):

The SFRA did not specifically address this area.

Addendum Update: It would be expected that
development should be excluded from zones 2 and 3
and that appropriate SuDS systems would need to be
incorporated into any future development.

Address Biodiversity Enhancement Strategy
opportunities through development and partnership
working.

SFRA conclusion (Possible Development
Constraints):

The SFRA did not specifically address this area.

Addendum Update:

Appropriate SuDS systems would need to be
incorporated into any future development.

This may be an area in which retro-fitting SuDS may
be appropriate.

There are several existing areas of green space that
intersect with predicted areas of flood risk from surface
water run-off. These include: Racecourse Park, Forest

One: Flood Risk Updates

Addendum to the Mansfield District Council Strategic Flood Risk Assessment
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General Location &
Adjoining Local

Authority(ies)

Additional significant Surface
Water Flood Risk and fluvial flood
risk as identified through the EA
‘Updated Flood Map for Surface
Water’ and

the Mansfield District Central Area
Flood Risk Review (Feb 2018).

Possible Development Constraints & Improvements

Berry Hill to
Lindhurst

(Area between Berry
Hill Lane to the
north, A617 (MARR)
to the south,
Rainworth Village to
the east and
Mansfield Cemetery
to the west)

Newark and
Sherwood DC
(Rainworth)

-Former colliery site now built as
residential around the Kings Walk
area (this area was identified in the
SFRA as an area of low
permeability.)

All of these areas are identified in the
SFRA as being within a ‘Low Flow
Catchment'.

There are notable areas of surface
water run-off as identified using the
EA flood map for surface water. Two
of these areas were also identified in
the SFRA as ‘areas of indicative
surface water run-off’.

These are noted below:

- Small area south of Berry Hill Park
and King George VI Park running
southeast towards the MARR
(A617). Includes residential areas
and the cross roads at North
Park/The Avenue.

- Old Newark Road running east and
west and also south towards the
MARR/A617 (identified in the SFRA
as an 'indicative area of concentrated
run-off').

- Bellamy Road Estate residential
area

- Bellamy Road Oak Tree Business
Park towards residential area near to
Red Ruth Drive and then towards the
MARR (identified in the SFRA
'indicative area of concentrated
run-off').

- Areas within Rainworth Village
including:area east of Helmsley Road
and central Rainworth within Newark
and Sherwood district near to
Southwell Road East/Kirklington
Road junction.

All of these areas are identified in the
SFRA as being within a ‘Low Flow
Catchment'.

Road Recreation Ground; green space east of Kings
Walk; part of Mansfield Way green corridor (former
miner railway); and amenity land and play area north
of Oak Tree Local Nature Reserve. These are all areas
identified in the district's strategic green infrastructure
network as areas for protection and enhancement.

Address Biodiversity Enhancement Strategy
opportunities through development and partnership
working.

SFRA conclusion (Possible Development
Constraints):

The SFRA did not specifically address this area.

Addendum Update:

Appropriate SuDS systems would need to be
incorporated into any future development.

This may be an area in which retro-fitting SuDS may
be appropriate.

Address Biodiversity Enhancement Strategy
opportunities through development and partnership
working. These are recognised in the strategic green
infrastructure network as areas in need of protection
and enhancement.
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General Location & | Additional significant Surface Possible Development Constraints & Improvements
Adjoining Local Water Flood Risk and fluvial flood
Authority(ies) risk as identified through the EA

‘Updated Flood Map for Surface

Water’ and

the Mansfield District Central Area
Flood Risk Review (Feb 2018).

Land south of West There are notable areas of surface SFRA conclusion (Possible Development

One: Flood Risk Updates

Notts water run-off as identified using the  Constraints):

College/Cauldwell  EA flood map for surface water,

Road including: The SFRA did not address these area of surface water
run-off..

- Surface water run-off area
extending from West Notts College
along towards Rushley Farm (in
Ashfield district) along the

Nottingham Road (A60). Addendum Update:

- Small areas of surface water run-off  Appropriate SUDS systems would need to be
within the West Notts College incorporated into any future development.
campus.

This may be an area in which retro-fitting SuDS may
Small area of surface water run-off  pe appropriate.

extending from the car park at
Mansfield Cemetery.

Ashfield District
Council

- Surface water run-off area south of
West Notts College extending
(east-west) along Cauldwell Road.
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Appendix 2 River obstructions on the Maun and Meden

Maun and Meden river obstructions identified by the Environment Agency (as of December
2014)

River Maun and River Meden River Obstructions

Environment
A Agency

MANSFIELD J

750 1,500 3,000 4,500 6,000
— Meters

* @ Crown copyright and database rights 2014 Ordnance Survey 100024198 | =

Location of river obstructions

X mapping Y mapping X mapping Y mapping

coordinate coordinate coordinate coordinate
River Maun | 465185.00000 | 367297.00000 | River Meden | 456849.00000 | 368572.31250
River Maun | 465467.50000 | 367767.68750 | River Meden | 450073.90625 | 363587.18750
River Maun | 465254.81250 | 367347.59375 | River Meden | 455487.40625 | 367855.81250
River Maun | 465452.40625 | 367669.00000 | River Meden | 449377.90625 | 360732.31250
River Maun | 465489.59375 | 367843.40625 | River Meden | 449335.59375 | 360565.50000
River Maun | 465449.81250 | 367632.40625 | River Meden | 449384.09375 | 360665.09375
River Maun | 462716.90625 | 366463.00000 | River Meden | 453894.09375 | 365482.81250
River Maun | 470275.50000 | 375036.31250 | River Meden | 464634.59375 | 371246.81250
River Maun | 469989.81250 | 373224.00000 | River Meden | 464017.90625 | 370681.18750
River Maun | 466023.40625 | 372122.00000 | River Meden | 464097.18750 | 370982.50000
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X mapping

coordinate

Y mapping
coordinate

X mapping
coordinate

Y mapping
coordinate

River Maun | 465806.81250 | 371867.31250 | River Meden | 463680.09375 | 370539.18750
River Maun | 452459.18750 | 359819.09375 | River Meden | 463597.40625 | 370698.18750
River Maun | 452370.81250 | 359824.00000 | River Meden | 453659.68750 | 365419.18750
River Maun | 451963.50000 | 359787.90625 | River Meden | 452665.59375 | 365157.59375
River Maun | 457438.00000 | 363986.09375 | River Meden | 452658.18750 | 365106.31250
River Maun | 452817.09375 | 359881.18750 | River Meden | 468096.68750 | 373282.50000
River Maun | 456712.18750 | 363612.31250 | River Meden | 451391.40625 | 364858.50000
River Maun | 456720.59375 | 363617.90625 | River Meden | 450544.59375 | 364215.50000

Two: River obstructions on the Maun and Meden

Addendum to the Mansfield District Council Strategic Flood Risk Assessment
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Appendix 3 Flood Risk Assessment code of practice
decision flow chart

Is the sequential test required,
m—b based upon the proposed development? = — —o_ :
Please see NPPF paragraph |04

Flood Risk Assessment
Code of Practice

Identify flood zone location as below

Decision Flow Chart

A ldenitify the fluvial lood rsk Using Environment Agericy
flood maps forzones 2 and 3
[what's in your backyard interactive maps)
AND
B) Consult Appendix F in the 2008 SFRA: relating to
'indicative flood risk’ showing the likelihood of
structures being overtoppad

Identify tha vulnerability classification using the
Mational Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG) ‘Table 2:
Fload Risk Vulnerabilivy Classification’

Please see NPPAG paragroph 066, relerence 10 F-066-20 140506

Does the site passthe

Can_an alternative < e Sequential Test?
site be used? Please see NPPG paragraph 021
reference 10 7-021-20140306

Consider whether an FRA s required

= E:HE HEes {as right) and in consultation with
the Exception Test? Mansfield District Council
ol e Lead Local Fleod Authority and the
raference (D) F-027- 20 140306 - ! ity

Environment Agency, whnere appropriate
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- " . - ——

Is the site in Flood Zone 2 or 3, Y

Or within the indicative 100-year outline? _@_’,

|s the site

1 hectare (ha} or greater?
Please see NPPF paragraph 103

‘ i
Site specificFRA required

Are there critical
Mease see NPPG

3 o drainage problems,
e ﬁﬁ:ﬁ,ﬂiﬂ:ﬂm' as identified by the EA?
refitence i) J-068- 201 40306) Contact as appropriate

Are there any other
flood risks? e.g. surface water
drains, ground water

Consult with appropriate bodies
Pieass see SFRA Appendix F

Can the flood risks be
mitigated to EA satisfaction?

Three: Flood Risk Assessment code of practice decision flow chart
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Appendix 4 Emergency planning considerations

4.1 This guidance was produced by Nottinghamshire County Council on behalf of
the emergency planning units of the Local Authorities and the Emergency Services
who sit within the Nottingham and Nottinghamshire LRF. It is a material planning
consideration for new development.
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()]

c

2

whd

©

1™

[V}

Nottingham and Nottinghamshire LRF g

Mook snd Nottigfsiiistiks National Planning Policy Framgwork (_NPPF) g
Local Resilience Forum Emergency Planmng Guidance (8
=)

1

Version: 2, February 2013 c
Author: Nottinghamshire County Council Emergency Planning Team g
1.0 | Emergency Planning NPPF Principles :
(8]

1.1 | New developments in flood risk areas must not increase the burden on emergency c
services. The Emergency Services are in heavy demand during flood incidents. The g

Fire Safety Regulations state that “people should be able to evacuate by their own -
means” without support and aid from the emergency services. The emergency g
services and Local Authority emergency planners may object to proposals that w
increase the burden on the emergency services. .

S

1.2 | New developments must have access and egress routes that allow residents to 3
safely exit their property during flood conditions. This includes vehicular access to Ll

allow the emergency services to safely reach the development during flood
conditions. It should not be assumed that emergency services will have the
resource to carry out air and water rescues during significant flooding incidents;
therefore safe access and egress routes are essential. Emergency access and
egress routes may be utilised which would not normally be used.

1.3 | The emergency services are unlikely to regard developments that increase the scale
of any rescue as being safe. The Fire Service can not guarantee that during a wide
scale flood incident that they will have the resource to provide water rescue to new
developments where self evacuation is not possible. Water rescue resources are
limited and may be required at other significant areas of flooding.

1.4 | Emergency service vehicles are not usually permitted to enter flood water; Local
Authority vehicles cannot enter flood water. The following criteria applies:
e  Ambulance (conventional) — maximum depth of water vehicle permitted
to drive through 400mm* of non flowing water
. Fast response car (Ambulance Service) - maximum depth of water
vehicle permitted to drive through 300mm* of non flowing water
e  Fire Appliance — not permitted to travel through any flood water due to
unseen hazards and unknown depths and velocity.
. Police vehicle - not permitted to travel through any flood water due to
unseen hazards and unknown depths and velocity.

*It should be noted that the above figures are approximations. Manufacturers do not
detail a tolerance threshold for such vehicles travelling through water. Under some
circumstances it may not be appropriate for any emergency service vehicles to
travel through any flood water regardless of its depth.

1.5 | It should be noted that even low levels of flood water can pose a risk to people in
situ due to unseen hazards and possible contaminants. It is recommended that
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residents are encouraged not to enter flood water of any depths, unless in
exceptional circumstances where an evacuation is made necessary.

Developers must ensure that appropriate safe evacuation and flood response
procedures are in place for the development to manage the risk associated with
flooding. All residents must be aware of such procedures.

It should be noted that proposals that would increase the number of people living or
working in flood risk areas could increase the scale of any evacuation required. The
Emergency Services may object to any such increases in order to preserve their
ability to respond to existing flood prone sites.

The Nottingham and Nottinghamshire Local Resilience Forum (LRF) have multi-
agency emergency plans in place to address their response to flooding incidents.
The LRF Flood Response Plan lays down the roles and responsibilities of those
organisations that would be involved in the response to flooding and details
command and control procedures. This plan can be accessed via the following
website: www.Nottsprepared.gov.uk.

For some flood risk areas within Nottingham and Nottinghamshire the LRF has
written, or is in the process of writing, Local Flood Response Plans. These plans are
not for public dissemination; they are for Local Authority and emergency service use
only. Some Community Emergency Plans are in place held within communities
across the county.

Evacuation or Containment

In exceptional circumstances, such as if the new development is not located within a
flood zone but would be completely surrounded by water if a breach occurs,
containment might be a suitable option (see section 1.2).

. Identification of vulnerable residents is needed so they can be rescued
or supported by the community as a priority

e ltis likely that power, water and sewage utilities will be lost during a
flood scenario, therefore other residents may need to be evacuated if
the flood water remains for a prolonged period. It should be noted that
their rescue would be secondary to those whose lives are in danger.

. Means of escape is likely to be by air or waterborne rescue (see LRF
Flood Response Plan)

. Flood water is likely to remain in the affected areas at a minimum for a
number of days.

If the new development is located at the edge of the flood risk area then it should be
possible to have a means of dry access and egress to an area that is not at risk and
therefore self evacuation is made possible.
. If evacuation is necessary residents must have safe access and egress
to areas that are not considered to be at risk of flooding.
. Identification of vulnerable residents will still be necessary in case they
need to be rescued during an emergency.
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2.3 | Prior evacuation will not always be possible given the difficulties of delivering
warnings at all hours. However, residents should be encouraged to sign up to the
Environment Agency Flood Warning Service so that they are aware as soon as a
flooding risk to their property has been identified.

derat

2.4 | If evacuation is possible the Local Authority may be able to provide temporary
accommodation at local sports halls etc. Plans are in place to provide this
emergency resource.

ing consi

3.0 | Flood Emergency Plan for the proposed development

3.1 | Developers are advised to have flood emergency plans in place for developments in
flood risk areas to ensure that evacuation and flood response procedures for the
development are documented and agreed. These plans should include:

e  Aims and objectives of the plan

. Maps showing development and flood risk areas, including depth and
velocity of flooding
Evacuation or containment procedures, including evacuation routes
Flood warnings (EA Flood Warning Service)
Safe refuge information
Identification of vulnerable residents
Utility services
Procedures
Emergency contact information
Media information e.g. local radio stations

Four: Emergency plann

3.2 | Consideration should be given to including a simple, discreet sign in each new
property to inform residents of the flood risks, impacts and what to do, including the
Environment Agency’s national Flood Line phone number.

4.0 | Building Design

4.1 | Local Authority Emergency Planning Units will not provide guidance on housing
design. This is covered under:
. Environment Agency'’s ‘Interim Position on Defining Safety against
Flood Risk 17/08/2010’ guidance
. Communities and Local Government 2007 ‘Improving the Flood
performance of New Buildings, Flood Resilient Construction’ guidance.

4.2 | Developers should give consideration to building in measures which will reduce the
damage from flooding, including waterproof plaster, raised electrical installations,
secure drains, pumps and room drainage.

4.3 | Where flooding of a property might occur property flood protection measures should
be provided as standard e.g. quick fitting door and patio door water guards.
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This guidance was produced by Nottinghamshire County Council on behalf of the
emergency planning units of the Local Authorities and the Emergency Services who sit
within the Nottingham and Nottinghamshire LRF. This includes the following
organisations:

Ashfield District Council Bassetlaw District Council

Broxtowe Borough Council East Midlands Ambulance Service
Gedling Borough Council Mansfield District Council

Newark & Sherwood District Council Nottingham City Council

Nottinghamshire County Council Nottinghamshire Fire and Rescue Service
Nottinghamshire Police Rushcliffe Borough Council

References

Department for Communities and Local Government, 2011, Technical Guidance to the
National Planning Policy Framework, London

Jeremy Benn Associates Limited, 2011, ‘Draft Emergency Planning Guidance for
Housing Development in Areas of High Residual Flood Risk’
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Four: Emergency plann
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Appendix 5 Consultation summary

5.1 The consultation on the SFRA Addendum ran from 20th October 2014 to 1
December 2014. This was then extended for another week to allow more time for
comments from consultees.

5.2 This was a targeted consultation with statutory organisations, such as the
Environment Agency, Natural England, Severn Trent Water and Nottinghamshire
County Council as lead local flood authority. It also included neighbouring local
authorities and parish councils. Relevant nature conservation bodies. The
Environment Agency and Nottinghamshire Wildlife Trust were part of the original
steering group for the SFRA. A total of 18 organisations were consulted. Responses
were received for those organisations highlighted in red.

Organisations consulted

Statutory
organisations

Environment Agency

Natural England

Nottinghamshire County Council - lead local flood authority
Derbyshire County Council - lead local flood authority
Severn Trent Water - Planning

Local authorities and [ Nottinghamshire County Council - strategic planning
parish councils ° Ashfield District Council - planning and risk management

° Bolsover District Council - planning and risk management
° Bassetlaw District Council - planning and risk management

° Newark and Sherwood District Council - planning and risk
management

° Mansfield District Council - risk management
° Warsop Parish Council

° Rainworth Parish Council

° Clipstone Parish Council

° Edwinstowe Parish Council

Nature conservation ° Lowland Derbyshire and Nottinghamshire Local Nature Partnership
bodies (LNP)

° Nottinghamshire Biodiversity Action Group (BAG)

° Nottinghamshire Wildlife Trust
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5.3 A total of 24 individual comments were received sent by 11 separate
organisations (highlighted in red above).

Duty to Cooperate

5.4 The two statutory organisations that did not return comments include
Nottinghamshire County Council Flood Team and Severn Trent Water. MDC will
continue to communicate with these two organisations through our Duty to Cooperate
obligations and amend or add update responses to this Addendum where and when

appropriate.

5.5 Below is a summary of Duty to Cooperate issues and how they were addressed
through this SFRA Addendum.

DTC issues and actions taken

Organisation

Environment
Agency (EA)

Duty to cooperate issue

The EA was satisfied that this Addendum

demonstrated a sufficient understanding
of the issues and that flood risk was
appropriately addressed.
Recommendations were given to ensure
that the Addendum fully demonstrated full
regard for requirements in the Water
Framework Directive (see detailed
comments).

Due to the allocation of regeneration sites
(White Hart, Riverside and former
Mansfield Brewery) as part of the 2016
local plan consultation, the EA requested
that a holistic flood risk modelling and
assessment study of the Mansfield Central
Area inform the local plan. These sites
have subsequently been removed from
the list of preferred development site
allocations but the study is still relevant
to the Mansfield Town Centre and
surrounding areas.

Climate change allowances were updated
February 2016.

Amendments to the Addendum

Clarification was made with
regards to the role the EA plays
in writing and monitoring Flood
Risk Management Plans (FRMP)
in Section 3.

Clarification was given to the role
and findings in the Humber River
Basin Management Plan in
Section 3.

In order to address WFD
requirements the following
amendments were included in this
Addendum:

Section 4 was amended to
include: references to weirs
alongside culverts and other
redundant flood-related
structures.

Section 4: more in-depth
inclusion of positive actions
addressing barriers to fish and eel
migration.

Section 4: greater emphasis
placed on the importance of
enhancing all watercourses
regardless of what species
currently exist, but rather what
would be expected within the local
area.

These changes have also been
referenced in Section 5(C)
regarding requirements as part of
the Biodiversity Enhancement
Strategy.

Consultation summary

Five
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Organisation

Duty to cooperate issue

Amendments to the Addendum

5. MDC commissioned (2016-2018)
a holistic flood risk assessment,
ncluding 1D and 2D modelling to
inform updates to the flood zone
2 and 3 and to provide evidence

for the local plan. This was

prepared in consultation with the

EA. Results of the hydraulic

modelling of the flood zones and
climate change allowances and
recommendations with regards to

flood risk and WFD river

enhancements are provided in
the Mansfield District Central Area
Flood Risk Review (Feb 2018).

6. Addendum addresses climate
change allowance updates.

Ashfield District
Council (ADC)

ADC officers were supportive of this SFRA
Addendum and were not aware of any
significant outstanding flooding issues
relating to Ashfield district that boarder
Mansfield district. A few minor
amendments were suggested and these
were addressed post consultation.

° Surface water flooding issues

identified in the Addendum near

to West Notts College post

consultation. These were noted

in Appendix 1: Flood Risk
Updates.

° No further DTC issues to
address.

Derbyshire
County Council
(DCC) - lead
local flood
authority for
Derbyshire

Updates were requested from DCC to
include a small number of historic river
and sewer flooding events as part of the
Appendix Flood Risk Updates - River
Meden.

A request was made to bring the SuDS
code of practice in line with DCC's
approach.

° The flood events were added to

Appendix 1: Flood Risk
Updates - River Meden.

° Section 5 (B) - Sustainable

Drainage Systems (SuDS) Code
of Practice (COP) was amended
to bring this up-to-date in relation
to national guidance (of which the

DCC approach follows) It also

references relevant DCC planning

guidance in relation to SuDS
standing advice and design

guidance. This is now part of the

SuDS Code of Practice.

° No further DTC issues to address.

Nottinghamshire
County Council
(Strategic
Planning)

There were no issues raised.

No specific actions required.

Lowland
Derbyshire and
Nottinghamshire

There were no issues raised.

No specific actions required.
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Organisation

Local Nature
Partnership

Duty to cooperate issue

Amendments to the Addendum

Clipstone Parish
Council

There were no issues raised.

No specific actions required.

Nottinghamshire
Local Biodiversity
Action Group
(BAG)

The Nottinghamshire BAG considered that
the SFRA Addendum references to
biodiversity positively contributes to the
SFRA's strategic role. There were no
specific issues raised that required
attention.

No specific actions required.

Natural England
(NE)

NE confirmed that the SFRA Addendum
adequately and positively addresses
regard for the Water Framework Directive,
the Humber River Basin Management
Plan and other key biodiversity and
environmental considerations, including
green infrastructure and standing advice
on protected species.

Updates to the SFRA, as published in the
Addendum, were positively welcomed e.g.
NE Standing Advice; the Nottinghamshire
LBAP; design of green SuDS.

No specific actions required.

Newark and
Sherwood District
Council

The Risk Management team raised no
specific issues or comments. Guidance
was sent regarding key emergency
planning considerations at the planning
application stage.

The Planning Policy team identified key
areas for cross boundary working: 1) the
Newark and Sherwood Green
Infrastructure Strategy and 2) Newark and
Sherwood SFRA Level 2 Phase 2.

° The emergency planning
considerations were added in as
Appendix 4 to this Addendum
and referenced within Sections
3 (A) and 5 (A). This was
considered a sufficient
representative response from
emergency planning in
Nottinghamshire.

° The the Newark and Sherwood
Green Infrastructure Strategy and
2) Newark and Sherwood SFRA
Level 2 Phase 2 were
appropriately referenced in
Section 6 (Table 5) and Section
5 Table (4).

Table 4 states: Areas for protection and
enhancement as referenced in relevant
Green Infrastructure and Biodiversity
strategies from neighbouring local
authorities should also inform relevant
biodiversity and green infrastructure
improvements as they relate to cross
boundary issues.
° Also see comments re: Bolsover
District Council below.
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Organisation

Nottinghamshire
Wildlife Trust
(NWT)

Duty to cooperate issue

No specific duty to cooperate issues were
raised.

On another note, NWT raised concerns
regarding implementation of flood and
related biodiversity enhancement
catchment projects within the district.
Namely, that there are no dedicated staff
to address such issues. MDC is missing
out on Water Framework Directive funding
for projects facilitating improvements to
water quality, low flow and other flooding
and biodiversity issues.

Concern was also raised about combined
impacts on Vicar Water low flow area.

Amendments to the Addendum

° NWT comments were noted and
require a combined Council led
approach in addition to the
planning remit. The following text
was included in Section 5 (C) of
this SFRA Addendum:

In addition to funding from planning
obligations (Section 106), it is
recognised that a combination approach
is needed to ensure biodiversity
enhancements are realised. This would
need to include funding from various
sources, coordinated partnership
working and dedicated MDC officer
resources.

o Vicar Water is recognised as a
key area in need of enhancement
in the SFRA biodiversity
enhancement strategy. No
specific actions required as part
of this SFRA.

Bolsover District
Council (BDC)

BDC commented that they couldn't state
with certainty that the SFRA Addendum
adequately addresses strategic and cross
boundary issues concerning surface water
and fluvial flooding without undertaking a
similar update in the North Eastern
Derbyshire SFRA.

It did agree with the 2008 SFRA and
SFRA Addendum findings:

° new development in Pleasley
Square, Sookholme and Spion Kop
areas should be avoided

° SuDS will need to be incorporated
along Chesterfield Road and that
retrofitting of SuDS would bring
positive benefits

BDC commented that 'the key focus of
Duty to Cooperate (i.e. cross boundary)
flooding issues should be on imposing
development constraints, where
appropriate’.

° The following wording was added
to Table 5 (Section 6) in order to
future proof this SFRA Addendum
with regards to cross boundary
flood issues as identified in
neighbouring local authority's
Strategic Flood Risk Assessments
(SFRAs):

For development near to other local
authority areas (e.g. Rainworth,
Clipstone, Pleasley, etc), neighbouring
Local Authority's Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment (SFRAs) findings and
guidance must also be considered
where there is a likelihood of cross
boundary flood risk issues. This should
help inform planning decisions.

Nottinghamshire
County Council
(responded April
2016)

° The County Council as LLFA has
prepared a draft LFRMS which
public consultation has now been
carried out on and it is envisaged
that the final draft will be presented

° Section 3 regarding the
Nottinghamshire LFRMS has
been updated to reflect the
publication of this document and




Organisation
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Duty to cooperate issue

to Committee during the summer of
2016 for final approval.
information/updates regarding SuDS
and clarification of NCC's role as

Amendments to the Addendum

its findings as they relate to the
Mansfield district SFRA.

Section 5 was amended to reflect
comments made with regards to

lead local flood authority and SuDs.
statutory consultee were given.
Emphasis was places on the
Governments' non-staturoy
guidance on SuDS published in April
2015. This is cited as the main
guidance document. Clarification
was given with respect to:
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° "The LLFA became a statutory
consultee to the LPA on larger
applications for surface water
drainage matters but the final
acceptance of drainage
proposals is a matter for the
LPA to determine as part of
the overall consideration of a
planning application.

o The decision as to whether
the requirement for SUDs is
‘inappropriate’ is a matter that
relates to a varying site and
development circumstances
as well as economic issues
and therefore decisions need
to be made on a site by site
basis as to what is
‘inappropriate’.

° The County Council has not
developed local SUDs
guidance but as is the case
with Derbyshire there is
national guidance that
developers should use in the
form of the Non-statutory
Technical Standards for
Sustainable Drainage
Systems.

Other issues addressed as a result of comments

5.6 In addition to the changes above, the following amendments to the SFRA
Addendum were also made as a result of the 2014 consultation.
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Key issues and updates incorporated into this SFRA Addendum

Section Issues and updates

Section 3 (A)

Updates in the National Planning Policy Guidance are now reflected in the
Addendum with NPPG references. Key paragraph references in the NPPF were
also added to this section in order to add further clarity regarding national planning
policy and guidance. Updates are also reflected in Table 1 and Table 4.

Section 5

Wording in Section 5 (A) and Table 4 regarding the site specific flood risk
assessment (FRA) code of practice (COP) was added to clarify exactly what is
included in these.

Updates, as per guidance in the NPPG and policy in the NPPF have informed an
updated FRA COP decision flow chart (Appendix 3).

Wording in Section 5 (B), Table 3 and Table 4 regarding the was added to clarify
exactly what is included in the SuDS codes of practice (COP). This also reflects
changes in national guidance and policy and consultation comments received on
SubDS.

Comments from the Environment Agency regarding key Water Framework
Directive and the Humber River Basin Management Plan have been integrated
into the requirements of the SFRA Biodiversity Enhancement Strategy as noted
in Section 5 (C) and Table 4.

Section 7

Guidance on ground water flood were further clarified as per comments received.
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Appendix 6 Example consultation letter

6.1 The letter below is an example letter sent to consultees during the consultation
period on this SFRA Addendum.
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Example consultation letter

Mansfield District Council
Creating a District where People can Succeed

Mr X Your Ref: Mansfield SFRA Addendum

Organisation Our Ref: Mansfield SFRA Addendum-ADC
Address When calling or phoning please ask for:
Address Kira Besh

Address Tel: 01623 4603195

Postcode E-Mail: Ip@mansfield.gov.uk

Date: 20" October 2014

Six: Example consultation letter

Dear XX,

Local Plan Evidence Base - Addendum update to the M ansfield District Council Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment (SFRA)

| am writing to you to explain our approach and ask for your support in relation to the following:

In preparation for writing the Preferred Options for Mansfield District Council’s Local Plan, we are currently
reviewing our evidence base documents including our Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA). The SFRA
document was written in 2008 and we recognise that it requires some updating, but we are confident that the
overall findings are still relevant and sound. In order to bring the Mansfield District Council SFRA up-to-date, we
propose that an Addendum Report is appended to it.

We are mindful of the obligations placed on us by the Government’s focus on local authorities and statutory
undertakers to meet the Duty to Cooperate® and to ensure that policies and future development sites are better
informed by joint working. Thus, through this letter and SFRA Addendum, we are seeking to ensure that we
have a sufficiently informed evidence base that effectively takes account of strategic and cross boundary issues.

Background Information - Strategic Flood Risk Asses sment (SFRA) 2008

The MDC SFRA includes a ‘Guide for Developers’ and a ‘Technical Report’. The ‘Methodology’ section (2.1) of
the Technical Report, explains in detail what informed the report. A brief summary of the SFRA can also be
viewed in the SFRA Addendum.

Upon review of the SFRA, we believe overall that the main findings in the SFRA are still valid and relevant. It
addresses strategic issues with regards to climate change and the Water Framework Directive, particularly with
respect to biodiversity enhancement opportunities.

Overall, flooding in the district is not a major issue but there are localised areas that require consideration. The
appendix to this draft SFRA Addendum highlights where flood risk has been identified and where we consider
there are cross-boundary issues.

In summary, the main areas of the SFRA that require attention within the addendum report include:

A) Updating references to relevant policy, legislation and guidance references

B) Referencing the most up-to-date Environment Agency'’s flood risk mapping from rivers and surface water
run-off.

C) Updating further guidance in relation to the Flood Risk and Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) codes
of practice.

* For more information on Duty to Cooperate, please follow this web link.
http://planninnnuidance.planninqportal.qov.uk/bloq/quidance/dutv—to—cooperate/what—is—the—dutv—to—ceqnerate—and—

what-does-it-require/ %
Managing Director — Ruth Marlow gy’/oq\'
Civic Centre, Chesterfield Road South, Mansfield, Nottinghamshire, NG19 7BH. o Q‘y
Telephone 01623 463463 Fax 01623 463900 e-mail mdc@mansfield.gov.uk website: www.mansfield.gov.uk .o/SAB\-“‘Q
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D) Ensuring that the Water Framework Directive and Humber River Basin Management Plan are fully
considered.

E) lIdentifying any outstanding flooding issues and development pressures within the district and adjoining
local authorities as part of the Duty to Cooperate.

F) Identifying any further constraints and opportunities for addressing flood risk and biodiversity/green
infrastructure enhancement.

The NPPF states that evidence base requirements should be proportionate to need and the Council considers
that the original SFRA study together with the proposed Addendum is a proportionate response to the guidance.

What we reguire from you

This consultation is an opportunity to address cross-boundary and strategic flooding issues in a proactive
manner. Itis a start to Duty to Cooperate discussions and we welcome active dialogue to help identify any
issues and opportunities that may need addressing. We will also be seeking comments from your emergency
planning/risk management officer/team.

The appendix to this addendum summarises the finding in the SFRA and any significant up-dated findings post
2008. It also identifies constraints to development and strategic opportunities to help address such issues.

We look forward to your comments and working with you to ensure this SFRA evidence base remains fit for
purpose. We encourage you to make specific comments on the SFRA Addendum on-line through our Objective
Consultation Portal.

You can comment directly on the document whilst log ged into Objective. In Section 8 of the Addendum
(Summary and Required Comments to Address Duty to C ~ ooperate), there is an opportunity to make
additional comments.

If you don’t have any comments to make, we would ap  preciate you stating this and why.

If you do have comments to make on the draft SFRA A ddendum and have identified specific cross-
boundary/strategic issues and/or opportunities that you feel need addressing further, please letus kn  ow
so that we can follow this up.

Alternatively, you can send us a letter or email us with your comments if this is easier for you.

How to view the SFRA and the draft SFRA Addendum

The time period for commenting on this document is from Monday 20 " October until Monday 1 December
2014.

The Mansfield District Council’'s SFRA can be viewed in full on the Mansfield District Council’s website:
www.mansfield.gov.uk/sfra.

The draft SFRA Addendum can be viewed through Objective - our on-line consultation forum. To view this
document, please visit http://mansfield.objective.co.uk/portal/ and click on the link to the Draft Strategic Flood
Risk Assessment Addendum. You will need to log-in to make comments.

As you don't already have a user name, you will need to create this by clicking on this link
http://mansfield.objective.co.uk/common/register.jsp and register as a ‘Consultee’.

Yours sincerely,
Kira Besh
Sustainable Planning Officer, Planning Policy Team

Mansfield District Council

72



Addendum to the Mansfield District Council Strategic Flood Risk Assessment

Six: Example consultation letter

73



uiseg JaAry
JagquinH 8y} 0} spew
sabueyo Jojuow

0} 8NUIIUOD [|IM BN

‘passalppe
senssi D10

‘Alewwns
uone}nNsuo)
Xipuaddy

299G "s9|ge}
Aewwns Jiay} pue
SUOI}08S JUBAd|al
8y} Ul passalppe
AlIny usaq aney
SJUBWIWOD S,\y3 8yl

‘(#7102 Jequisdeq)
pasiel sanss|

ay) puejsiapun
Jayunj 0} Y3 ay}
UlIM UOIIESISAUOD

auoyd e yym
dn pamoj|o} aiam
SJUBWIWOD 8say |

asuodsai s,2aN

aAoalIg
ylomawel
Jarepp °
(snam pue
SUBA|ND)
JuswWaAoW
0} sJaleq
10} psebal
Buipnjoul
‘spaau
uolBAIBSUOD
ysid °
(v1oz
18703100
yelp) dNsS
ousia
uiseg JoAry
Jaquiny ay}
1o 9j0J By °
:Buimojjo}
8y} ssalppe 0}
wnpusppy vy4S
SIY} OjUl saInseaw
ajelbajul pue
puejsiapun Japeq
0} psau payiuspl
ue si aloy|

sloyew UoISIoap WIOoJUI 0} S}ijsuaq [ejUSWUOIIAUS PUB JILOU0Da 8U) JN0Jge UOIIeWIOUl 8PIAOId
)SII UOISOJ8 |e}seod pue pooy) jo Buipue)siapun Jepeq e sjowold pue dojgasp djoH

M dINH L 8YL "8dninj 8y} Ul pue Mou ysi
pooy} abeuew o} sainseaw ay} Jno Bumas Aq pue|bu3 ul ABsjens juswabeuepy sy uoisol]
[BISEOD pUB POO|{ [BUOKEN 8U} JO Sjuswalinbai ay) JaAldp diay |Im wJoy [euls s) Ul JNY4 92Ul

SY477 Se yons saiiioyiny juswabeue|y dsiy Joyio yim
diysisuped ui Buipooy Jo seainos |je Buibeuew o} ued pajelBbejul ue si pue (GL0Z Jequwadse(
AJaAljep) uoneynsuod o1jgnd Joj 1no Ajualing si JINY4 10MSIg uiseg JaAly JaquinH yelq 8yl

"SJlOAI9SaI pUR BBS B} ‘SISALl Ulew wod) Buipooyy

JBA0D [|IM SIY} Y3 8U} Jo4 ‘pue|Bud Jo |je Jo} sdINYH @ledsaid o) paiinbal sie (Y477) senuoyiny
poo|4 |20 peaT pue (y3) Aousby JuswUoIIAUT 8y Sl POOJ} [BIAN]} 0} 80UBIS)8] OU S|
aJay) Ing ‘sueld pue saibsiel)s Jojem aoeuns JybIybly pue |ngesn ale gL°¢ B /| °¢ sydeibeied

€ Uoag

"SJUBLULIOD BUIMO||0} B} 8 e pinom am ing ‘Lodal

wnpusppe a8y ul passesse Ajojelidoidde usaq sey sl pooy) 1ey) paysiies aie am aAnoadsiad
S)\/3 8y} wol4 'go0z Ul uoneolignd ayj 80UIS UsSLIE Sey ey} 90UspIAe MaU JueAs|al pue ajep
oidn ysow ay) Buisiiin Ag VY 4S pIaysuel Jualino sy} syepdn 0O} paau 8y} [Ie}ap Ul SI8pISU0D
Hodas wnpusppe pesodoid sy “ysi pooj} 0} pJebal YIm eseq 8ouspiAs Bulsixe ay) JO MaIAsl
e 10} paau ay) Jo Buipue)siepun pawojul ARuaIoIyns e sejelisuowsp Jodal wnpusppe ay |

juswwo)

"WINPUBPPY VH4S 8y} U0 UONER)YNSUO0D 1 0Z 8yl WOJ) SJUSWILIOD MO|a] 89S asea|d

ealy Jualil
1aMo - Aouaby
JuUswWuoJIAUT -

Shid Malpuy JN I

ajesadoo)
0] Aing

juswnoop

ayy
JO uonoag

uopesiuebio
pue aweN

sasuodsal uoie)nsuo)

'L

sjUBaWWOd uolje}nsuo) / xipuaddy

74



Addendum to the Mansfield District Council Strategic Flood Risk Assessment

SIUSWILIO0D UOIIL}NSUO)) :UDASS

‘osue
sanss| Jueoiubis
aJaym apewl

8q ||IMm wnpusppy
siy} o} sejepdn
‘sjuaWINo0op

paje|al pue

(91.0z ur pesesyal aq
0} UOOS Jjelp |eul)
ue|d juswabeuey

asuodsai s,9a

'SdINYA

ui 8104 S,¥3
ay) Ajuelp 0}
wnpuappy
vdd4s ey ul
paJinbal aje
sabueyn
‘saroads
Auoud

pue sJoAl
paljipow
Anneay
Buipsebal
sjuswalinbai

(yoday |eo1uyoa] wy4S) €91 ydeibeied - s9sin0219)eM JO UONESHILIOL]

‘Juswaajejsulal Aue Jo Led se pasijeal 8q Ued Jey} ysi 0} siysuaq sy} sjou

puE JapISU0D PINOYS Y 4S 8y} Ul (SLBAIND Jo [eAowsal 8|qissod) €' 8|qel ‘SIU} YIM paleloossy
"I9AL € JO snjejs Q4 8u 1oaye Ajjueouiubis o) Ajoyi| 8. SUBAIND 80UsY pue JUSWSAOW Ysl)

0} JaLJEq B SE J0B SLBA|ND Jey) 8)e0Ipul 0] 80USPIAS JO |eap jealb e s| alay) ‘seloeds pejosjold
18Y)0 0} papJoye usaqg sey ey} [1e1ep ay} INoym pue pajiwi| st ‘ysiy uo ydesbesed e spnjoul seop
ybnoyyje yoiym ‘poday [e21UYo8] Y-S 8Uj JO G'H UOIIOSS Ul 9P SJUBWIWOD 8y} O} SIajey

(yoday wnpusppy) 01t ydeibeied

"alnjie} Joj uoseal Jofew e si SIYy} ey} pajeoipul dABY UNe JaAIY 8y} o} spodal ainjie

10 @sne) g4\ pue uonelbiw ysiy 0} Jalueq juesyiubis e asod siiop) "SMOJ} 108ye 0} jenjusjod
3y} 9ABY YdIYm SaInjontis paje|al-pooy) JUepunpal Joayjo pue Slioam JO |BAOWSI dY} 0} OS|e Ing
SUBAIND JO [BAOWSI BY} 0} pajiwli| 89 Jou pjnoys sjesodoud uoijelolsal ‘g4 Yum aull ut Ajiny aq o)
ABajens uswadueyug Ajsiaaipolg ay L

‘poday wnpuappy

ay} ul paiduwi si jey; Aem ayj ur g4An 03 paebaa ajesisuowap Ajny jou saop poday |esiuyos]
vH4S 2yl 1ey} |98} am Aym 8)eaipul sjuawwod Buimojoy ay) ‘ Jodas wnpuappe ay) ul g4\ J0
spauag/saniunuoddo [euonippe ay) buneibsjul 0} usalb usaq sey jey; aouepodwi 8y} SWOd[M S
a4 Joy psebas Bunesisuowaq : Jaydey)d
015£90€=pputodsinsuod/dwy yeip/pooj/oy/jerodn aobAousbe-juswuoliauaylinsuog//:sdpy

jUl| PayoeNE 8y BIA PaSSa0de 8q Ued pue G0z Alenuer |¢ [nun uado S| uone)Nsuod ay

paau jsow ul
asoyj je pajeblie) aq ued Juswi}saAul ey} 0s Buipooy Jo ysu 1saybiy ay) Yyim Saiiunwiwod Ajjuap|

juswwon

juswnoop

ay}
JO uooag

uonesiuebio
pue aweN

‘ON

75



‘o1ep
0] seouaiajal Aaljod
SAllulsp sy} aJe
9sau} ‘4ddN/9ddN
Jad se sjuawalinbal
Yd4dS 8yl

Ajueo 0y sdisy siyL
‘sydelbesed oyoads
[ORIVEVETEY
J011dxa Buiyew
‘Buipiom 4ddN

pue 9ddN Jad

Se payueo Jayuny
usaq aAey | a|qeL
pue (y) ¢ uonosg
"OddN/dddN

pue GzSdd usamjeq
abueyo jueoyiubis
ou sI alay} ey

ainsua

0] buiseaydesed-ai
pue Buiousaiape-al
‘Bunepdn papasu
wnpusppy

ay) ul buipiom ay}
Jo awog Buipooy
0} yoeoudde
9ddN Pue 4ddN
a.Lno ayy Ajueo

0} spasu DA

‘Buipiom

dddN pue
(9ddN) 8ouepinb
Aoljod jeuoneu
Buipsebai (v) €
uonoasg ui buipiom
Jad se padinbal

"$9]0UJ00} 4ddN Ul pauiuap!
os|e ale pue GZSdd Ul palijuspl 81om JUSWUSSOSSE YSiI pooy) o1oads alis e 10} sjuswalinbay

"BUIPOO]} JO S82JNOS SNOLIBA BY) paljuspl osje Xipuadde ay]  “jsii pooj} Jo
1unoooe Bupye) suolieoldde pue sue|d siseydwe pue SUOIRISPISUOD |elislew ale JUSWUOIIAUS
JIng pue |einjeu sy} uo Joedul Jisy) pue Buipooy Jo SWO4 [je, 1ey) paliiuapl g ¢ eled Ul

[lounoD
101813 PIAUYSY

pabpajmousioe si | uoneoule|d | SZ Sdd "OddN/dddN dY) PUe GZSdd Usamiaq abueyo oibsjels e si 818y} Jey) Jesjo 10U We | ge| -AgxoleNIN | €
Jlouno)
‘pasinbal 101813 PIRUYSY

"apel uonoallo) uoloallo) "€102Z 10U $10Z Y2Je|\ Yl 9 Uo panssi sem aoueping) Aoljod Buluue|d jeuonepn ayL (V) ¢ - AgxO 18N 4N z

asuodsai s,9ai

"JUSWIYD)ED BUJOY | PUB 8|p| UBY) Jayjel ‘Juswiyd)es aulo] pue s|p| peal pjnoys €' ydeibeied

‘eale siy) uiaie Aayj 1eyy Aoy st 3l pue saiads Ajuoud e yjoq ale s[9s pue jnod}

‘a4 03 uone|al ul Ajjeayioadg JUSWUOIIAUS 8y} Ul 8q 0} pajoadxa si jeym uodn paseq aq ‘q4M
Japun ‘pinoys Ing aJay} Apualind si Jeym uo A|9|0s paseq aq Jou p|noys uoljesijiiold "eale ay}
J9)1Ud uay) Aew saroads pajosajold ‘siaAll asiieinjeu-al 0} Bupaas Ag “JaALl 8y} JO ainjeu salyipow
Ajineay ay) Buipiebal sanssi ay) Ssalppe 0} SY9as YoIym g4AA YlIM aul| Ul Jou SI SIY] "lauaq
AJISJBAIpOIq MO| JO 89 PINOM SEaJB UBJ.N UlBW 8y} Ul SBSIN0JJa}eM U} JO UOIelO]Sal Jey} salels

juswwo)

jusawindop

ayy
JO uonoag

uonesiuebio
pue aweN °ON

76



SIUSWILIO0D UOIIL}NSUO)) :UDASS

V3 8y} pue Ajoyine
pooj} [e20] peg|

se [1puno) Ajuno)
allysweybuioN

10 s9|j01 3y} Ajue|d
0} papuswe sem
sue|d Juswabeue
)SIY poo| 0}
Bunejas (4) ¢ uopoes

J19AIY JaquinH
ay) aoualael
pue asiubooal
0} paau e sl alay |

(zzz obed ueld

swabeue YSIy poo|4 Yelq uiseg Jaquiny) "Sainseaw apIM JUsWwydied JO SWUa} Ul S|Iounod
10LIISIp 0} JO playsue|p 0} oioads Bulylou Jng sainsesw apim Juswydled Ajjuapl sainsesiy
Juswydle ) dSuI0| pue d|p| YL ¢Uoneynsuod 0} Ino Ajjuaiind si yoiym ue|d Juswabeuey
3SIY POO|4 Yelq 1ouIsIg uiseg JaAlY JaquinH Yelp 8y} 0} apew aq adualajal doy1oads pjnoys

'VH4S 9yl wolj indino ue se Ajjenb uajem Ajiuapl Jou SS0P SJUBWSSASSY MYSIY poo|4 d1baiens
uo aouepinb s Aousby Juswuoliaug pue asueping adjoeld Buluue|d ayl jey) paaibe pjnom apn

6V

|louno)
ousIg pleyysy
- Aaxo 118N JN

‘@pew uoljoalio)

‘pasinbal
uoIo81I0)

"€10Z Jou 10z @doueping Adljod Buluue|d [euoleN se paynuapl 8g pinoys :| julod

(1 eIqeL)
€ uonoag

|louno)
ousia plelusy
- AgxQ 18N N

Addendum to the Mansfield District Council Strategic Flood Risk Assessment

dddN 8yj ul
S$8j0Uj00] 8|qedijdde
pue oL 0]

001 sydeibeied sag
‘JUBLUSSOSSE XSl
pooyy ay1oads-ajis

e ybnouy}
Sjuswaiinba.
ssaippe

pjnoys ‘ejqealdde
aloym ‘pue $89.In0s
Jle wouy buipooyy
J8pISU09d 0} Spaau
8zIS Jo sso|piebal
Juawdojansp

‘pajou aie 444N oy}
ul suojdaoxa ssajun
:yoeosdde 4ddN
ay} sayled osje

- (z od) | ojqelL

asuodsai s,9a

‘Buipiom

9ddN/4ddN
8y} o} Apigiedwoo

juswwon

juswnoop

ayy
JO uooag

uonesiuebio
pue aweN

‘ON

77




"9|qe} Alewwins
Buipuodsaliod

pue (g) G uoyoss

ul papn[oul osje ale
sauljepInb pajielep
Jsyung "payue|o
aJe 9onj0eud Jo 8poo
Sans ay} seouaiayal
} 8J9YM  UOI}08S

"0} sJajal ,90n08Id
J08p0) SANS, 8y}
18UM JOAO Jybnos
S| uoneolLe|D

"SIU} SaYLIE(D JUBWINOOP [Bul Y} JI Inyd|8Y g pinom }|
¢9s1e Buiyiawos 1o 100z dnois Bupiopy SANS jeuoneN ayy Aq paonpoud abeulelq sjgeuleisng
10} 9211081 JO 9p0D WBU| 8Y} JI S| 'O} SI9jal 99110eld JO P00 SANS dY} 1BYM Jes[d jou Wwe |

(920814
JO0 8p0Y
swa)sAg
abeuelq
a|qeureny)
¥ uonoeg

[fe]¥]gle}e)
10u1S1Q plalysy
- AgxQ 118N N

‘asue

sanss| Jueoiiubis
aJ1aym apew

8q ||Im wnpusppy
siy} 0} sejepdn
‘sjusWINO0p
pajejal pue ue|d
Juswabeue ysiy
poo|4 uiseq JoAly
JaquinH 8y} 0} apew
sabueyd Jojuow
0} SNUIIUOD [|IM BAA

‘pappe usaq

os|e sey sainseaw
JuawWydled aulol
pue 8|p| 8y} - ue|d
Juswabeue ysiy
poo|4 }eiq lsia
uiseg JaAry JaquinH
By} UO Uonew.ou|
‘'SdINY 4 Buipiebal

asuodsai s,9ai

"v3 8y} Aq spew
SJUBWIWOD JejiwiIs
sjoepel sIyL vl
8y} Aq paysiignd
se dY 4

juswwo)

jusawindop

ayy
JO uonoag

uonesiuebio
pue awepN

‘ON

78




Addendum to the Mansfield District Council Strategic Flood Risk Assessment

SIUSWILIO0D UOIIL}NSUO)) :UDASS

aoueping Aajjod
buluue|d jeuoneN
oyl ‘(4ddN)
yiomeuwel Aajjod
Buiuueld jeuoneN
8y} Jo (0Z 830uj00))
€0} ydeisbesed

ypm auil ui pasinbal
aq [[Im Juslissesse
YSL pooyy oy1oads

‘sjuswalinbal

‘(1 a1qeL - seyepdn Atewwing vY4S) . 'AddN 8ui Ul (0Z 810ujoo}) €01
ydeibeied aas 0S|y JUBWISSASSE YSI pooy) oy10ads-alis e ybnoly) sjuswalinbas ssaippe pjnoys
‘ajqeoiidde aiaym pue sa82.1nos ||e wo.y Buipooy)} JapISU0d 0} Spasu azIs Jo ssa|plebal Juswdojansp

1V, ¥eul 4ddN @u} jo Juswauinbal ay) sjeadal jey) 1x81uod 8y} }18s os|e Alewwns ay} pjnoys

(dddN) siomawe. Aoljod

oys e Yopeaib | 9ddN/4ddN Jad | Buluueld jeuonen ey} Jo (0z @joujooy) €01 ydelBered ypm auil uj paainbal 8q [|IM JUSLLSSOSSE HSH
Joey | josipue | ses|qe) Alewwns | PoOJ o4108ds syis e Jsjealb Jo 8iejoay 140 SIing € J0 g SBU0Z PoO|4 SPISINO juswdojeAsp 104,
€ 10 Z Seuoz poojH G Uonoas
apisino juswidojonsp Jo} palinbal :peal siy} pjnoys }l ‘a10j019yl ‘4ddN U} Yim 8ouepiodde Ul Jajealb Jo ey | Jo a)is [IouNo)D
Jo :peais o} | siseydwse Jayuny uo aJinbai ag pjnoys | "By | UBY)} SS9 JO SaYs UO palinbal 8q AJUO |[IM JUSLISSOSSE YSII POO)} 10UISIQ PlRYYSY
Buipiom pajoalion pue uonoalI0D | oyoads 8)Is B | UOZ POO|H Ul Jey} Saijuapl Se }0a4100ul S| a|qe] Alewwns ayj ul Buipiom ay | yL'g - AgXO 118N 4N
"sjuswalinbal
9ddN/dddN jo
jInsal e se sajepdn
MOUS 0] pappe
0S|e sem Jeyd Moy}
uoisioap ao1oeud
10 P02 JUBWISSOSSE
S poo|4 :Xipuaddy
"apnjoul Aay}
1eUym pue 0} Jgjal | "0} Jajal ,9210eld
SdOD 8sdy} jeym 40 8p0Y sAnNs,
Aje|d 0] papuaswe | 8y} pue ,ao10eI1d "10adse SIy} salle[o JuswnIop [eul ayj 4 jnydjay aq pjnom 3| ¢aouepinb Jepim o} ajejal
uaaq aAeY sa|ge)} JO 9poD Sy | 1 S0P JO WS plolSUe Jepun panssi S| pue 0} A|[eoyioads ajejal adijoeld J0 9poD a8y} seoq
Buipuodsaliod poo|4, @y} | "uoissajoud Jo Apoq [eloio e AQ panssi ‘yJom pjnoys ajdoad moy 0} uoiejal ul 10 Spiepue)s ay} [eI8[glele}
pue (g)S | leym Jano ybnos aA8I1yoe 0] Moy Uuo sjiejap Buipinosd suoneinbas uapum Jo 1as e AjjeaidA} si aonjoeld Jo apo) v 1011SIg PIoYYSY
pue (V) G uonoas Sl uoneolLIe|D | ¢Sueaw Sadljoeld JO SBPOD 0} 92UBIBLAI BY} JEUM JES[OUN WE | “/ | { UO JUSWWOD 3y} 0} JejiulS L'G - AgxO 118N 4N

asuodsai s,9a

juswwon

juswnoop

ay}
JO uooag

uonesiuebio
pue aweN

79




‘sanss| Buipooy}
Jayempunolb
uo aouepinb

Jaleajo anb

0} 9 3|qel 0} psppe
Buipiom Jaypuny pue
apew uoi0a.Io)

Japun pa}Nsuod
aq p|noys Jajep
JUBl] UIBASS Jey}
sisabbns (Ja3epn
puUNO.IS) WOy XSy
poold) G 8|qeL
Aym 03 se ybnos
Sl uoneoyLe|n

£,S8NSS| J9jempunols) Japun
paluap! sIjuai] JaAes Buioeuod AYMm JBS|D JOU W | - J8JeAA PUNOIS) WOI) %SIY POO|d G 8|qeL

4]

|louno)
10U1SIQ plalysy
- AgxQ 18N 1N

HddN 8y ul
$8]0uj00} 8jqealdde
pue y0l O}

00} sydeubeied oag
‘JUBLUSSOSSE YSII
pooyj aiyioads-sjIs

e ybnouy}
Sjuswaiinbal
ssaippe

pjnoys ‘ejqeaydde
alaym ‘pue $824n0s
Jle wo.yj buipooy
JepIsSuU09 0] speau
8z|s Jo ssa|pieba.
Juswdojensp

‘pajou a1e 4 dN 8y}
ul suopndaoxa ssojun
:dddN 8y} 0} uonejal
ul Buipiom Buimol|oy
Sy} papnjoul oSy

ISI-49849
JusWISSasSse XSL
pooys oyroads ajis
e sepiroid (9ddN)

asuodsai s,9ai

juswwo)

jusawindop

ayy
JO uonoag

uonesiuebio
pue awepN

‘ON

80




Addendum to the Mansfield District Council Strategic Flood Risk Assessment

SIUSWILIO0D UOIIL}NSUO)) :UDASS

‘passalppe
senssi D17

“(uspapy
JaAY) sty pool4
0} seyepdn uo |

‘wnpuasppe
8y} UIyIM Wway)
apnjoul ||Im pue
SjusAa Buipooyy

"8ouUsnbasuo9 pue spnjubew ‘eyep umounun Yed
ssauisng a|ep As|ses|d 1B S|IIIN — EE679E ‘655 LG oualajey pUD SO 18 UIBIP/UBAIND payoo|g

‘aouanbasuoo
pue apnjiubew ‘ajep uMoudUN — 80ESIE ‘9E L £GY 8o0UBIB)RY PUS) SO JEaU JO 1B USpa|\ JoAlY

:Buipoo| [e1AN|4

VY4S Bunsixe ayy uiyim papnjoul aq Apealje 1ou Aew Jo

Kew yoiym pue soueAsjal Jo 8q Aew jey) spiooal Buipools Buimol|o) 8y Jo aieme ale app ‘Aluo
apinb e se 1oe 0] paisabbns si eiep siy) Jo uoisircid 8y ] [eJopoBUE Bl pue S8INos Jo abuel
e WoJj paje||0d usag aAeY spiodal Bulpooly ouolsiy JnQ "D Pue D0OQ o Alepunog ey} Jesu
Jo uo seale 1o} splooal Buipoo)) OLI0)SIY JNO Py Nsuod aAey | sodind siy) Jo4 “(sjesadoo) 0}
Aing ayy Jo ped se sanoyine [eoo] Buluiolpe pue 1ousIp 8yl ulypm sainssaid juswdojeasp pue

j1ouno) Ajuno)

Xipuaddy ul papnjoul ouo)sly asay) | sanssi Buipooyjs Buipuelsino Aue Buikiizuapi) (3) way 0} 8q pjnom apirocid ued am jeyl Yy4S 8yl 0} | ajesadoo) allysAgle( -
alom seale ooadg | abpajmounoe apy | 81epdn winpuappe 8y} Ojul YOBqpas) Ulew ay} |98} | 48qWBAON Ul GZ palep Jayia| JNoA uo paseq 01 Aing | uung As|ysy JN Ll
¢sejepdn ysiy Poo|4 8y} Ul papn|oul 89 BaJE SIY} PINOYS ‘PeOY
[IeMmp[neD/aba]j0 SHON 1SN JO UINOos 8y} 0} pue| 0} uohe|al ul paynuap! si Buipooy) Jajem adeung
‘Juswiyolen ‘PISYsSUBN }SSA\ pue
UNEe JoALY aUYj J0} ‘s|IIH Yea|g ‘lon1asay |1 SBury 0} uone|al ul spew SjUBWIWIOD 8y} YlIM Juswaaibe ul S| pjayysy
‘passalppe | sejepdn Buipool4
sanss| D1d uo xipuaddy :sledojaAa pue siouue|d 10} aping)
8y} 0) peOY | -VYdS 9U}Jo G 9|gEL PUE G'{ UOIROSS Ul papioday se sajepdn ¥siy poold 8y} o} uoiejas U
‘(unep | l1emp|neg/ebaii0d
JaAY) Ysiy pool4 SHON "¥1.0Z WNpUsppy Y-S 8y} 40 YH4S 8002 [eulblio ay)
0} sejepdn UO | | 1SOAA JOJ paynuapl | Ul payiuapl Jou aAeY Jeyl pjayysy o0} bunejas senssi pooyj) Jueoliubis Aue Jo aleme jou ale pue Jlouno)
Xipuaddy uI papnjoul eale Buipooy} VH4S ploysuey 0} syepdn ay} Jo sAiuoddns aJe [19uno) 1OUISIA PISYYSY e SI90IY0 ‘JIoAemMoH | alesadoo) | 1oMIsId PlouyUsSY
alam seale o10adg | Jolem 80euNs ppY | "L 0Z WNPUBPPY YH4S PIdLsuel ay) buipiebal pasiel usaq aAeY SjUSWIWIOD JOUIW JO JBquINU Y 0] Aing - AgxQO 118N JN ol

asuodsai s,9a

‘sanss|
Ja)empunolb

juswwon

juswnoop

ay}
JO uooag

uonesiuebio
pue aweN

81



"JapJoq

ouIsIp pigysue
pue DH(Q 8y} Jeau
pue uo saj}is ||e Jo}
s@ans sajowoud
alysAguaq 4oy
[enuely sAns 8yl

'sans

uo aosuepinb
|euoneu j09)4a1
Apsow asay |
"allysAqlag

Jo} Ajlloyine pooyy
|eo0| pes)| 8y} se
s@ans o} yoeoudde
s,JlouNo0H

Auno) aslysAgiag
8y} Jo} punoibxoeq
|leuonippe aAIb
SjusWIWOD 8say |

‘woisAs

Jamas 21ignd 1o Apoq Jarem aoeuns e 0} Buibieyosip 0} aoualaaid ul Jajem adepns ay) abeuew o)
uonesyiul punolb jo uondo ayy alojdxa Ajjny 0} 8IS yoes 1o} pajuswaldwi ag pjnoys uonebisanul
punoJb ||} e ‘Juswdojonsp e 1oy awayos abeuielp e Buiubisap 0} Jold "ajqeonoeld Ajgeuoseal
S| se ajel youns plauaalb ay) 0} 8so|d se aq pjnoys juswdolarap Aue wod) abieyosip Jajem
2oeuns ey} sabeinooua DO ‘pue| plauMolg Jo playuaalb se sniels s,9)is e Jo ssojpiebay
‘a|qissod asaym [esodsip Jojem aoeuns Jo sueaw e se uonelyjyul Buisiuoud pue a|gissod se
90BLINS 8} 0} 9S00 Sk Jajem aoepns Buibeuew ‘deald ueqin pue abueyd ajewi|o Joy SeouBMO|[e
a|gelns Bupew sajel youn pjaiusalb o) Jajem aoens Jo ableyosip padojanap Bunouisal
Buipnoul ‘spJepuels SANS [euoieN JeJp JUalind ay} Yum aull ul paubisap s| abeulelp Jojem
aoepNs ajis jey) sjuswdojanap | Joy ‘sabeinoosus DO "DAIN Pue DOd 4O siapioq 8y} 0} Jeau
Jo uo sayis Aue Buipnjoul sayis ||e Jo} SANS sajowoud alysAgiaq |enuely SANS 269D VIHID 0
Buipioooe paubisep Bulag SONS 0} 9oUaIS)a1 BYBW ||IM WNPUBPPE 84} 1By} djou | ‘Ajjelausb alop

d0D
sans (g) s

j1ouno) Ajunon
allysAgleq -
uunq Asjysy JIN

¢l

asuodsai s,9ai

"0 0} 1salaul 1ealb Jo aq Jou Aew alojalay} pue ainjeu |eao] AIaA e Jo
aq 0} Jybnoyj a1e ydiym }001galiys punole pue uj SpJodal Buipooys Jo Jaquinu e os|e ale a1ay ]

"ajep umouyun ‘seale uapieb [eusaixa 0} Buipooy) Jamag — As|sea|d ‘aueT yainy)d
:Buipool4 Jamag

‘Auadoud jenuapisal-uou jo pleh pue juswaseq o) Buipooyy Buisnes ‘€00z ul Asjseald
‘peoY plaipeIsay) ‘ebpug As|ses|d - 0¥Z9¢ ‘L #¥S0G 9oUBIB4I PUD SO JedU J0 Je USPSIN JoAlY

‘Buipooy; Jo 8ousnbasuod umouxun 2002 PUB 002
ul syueq sy Buiddopano JaAry — 00SH9E ‘00S0SH @oUdIalal Pl SO JBdU JO 1B UBPSIA JOATY

juswwo)

jusawindop

ayy
JO uonoag

uonesiuebio
pue awepN

‘ON

82



Addendum to the Mansfield District Council Strategic Flood Risk Assessment

SIUSWILIO0D UOIIL}NSUO)) :UDASS

‘ejelodoo)

0} fing sy}

Japun suopebijqo
Jno jo ued

se sanss| Buipooyy
0} 9jejal Aay} se
sjuswalinbal/spasu
olbajens

dN7 8y} Jojiuow

0} SNUIIUOD [|IM BAA

"anbojelp aAleIado0o pue aAoNASuUoD ‘Buinunuod e uibag pue seAloslqo pue ABsjel)s ‘swie Ino
aleys ||Im am aleym sieuueld pue sanuoyine Buiuue(d Joj JusAe ue ploy |IIM 8m G0z Ales uj

"GL0Z Buunp ue|d ay) ojul paiesodiooul 8q 0} Way) 4o}
8|qissod 10U sI }l JI sue|d IJnoA 0} WNpusppe ue se pappe aq 0} pesu Aew sjabie) pue seAijoslqo
Ino je a1e noA sseooid Buiuueld sy} Jo abeys yoiym uo Buipusda( "sue|d |eoo| ojul pajesodiooul

aJe Asy) ainsus 0} djay ueo s|jIouUNo) AJUNOD OM] 8Y) Usy) pue JsJiy s1able) pue saAnoslqo
Jes[o AIaA 18S 0] dNT 84} Joy sem aoiape Jisy | ‘Buluueld |eoo| ojul sjabie) pue seAioslqo Ino
ajelodiooul pue ajeledo-00 01 Anp ayy abieyosip 0} moy siuswiiedsp Buiuueld 1ouno) Aluno)
aJlysweybumoN pue aliysAgieg Yiod je uswabeuew Joluas YIM passnosip Ajjusosl aAeY AN

‘s|eoB uswdojanap a|qeuleisns JnoA Buiasiyoe spiemo} noA Joddns o) sdew |eijeds pue sjable)
‘saAjoalqo oyoads yim sue|d |eo0] JNOA 0} 9)nquu0d ued am juiod siy} 1e pue G0z Ales ul
paja|dwod aq [jIm SIYL YimodB olwouoos pue saiunwwod ‘sidoad Buioddns aaiysweybunioN
pue aJiysAgiaq puejmo] you Ajjeaibojoos pue jualjisal e a)eald 0} Wie Yolym saAioslqo pue
ABajel}s Jno Buiyles alojeq eale 8y} 10} BUIjOSE] JUSWUOIIAUS [einjeu 8y} Bulysijgelss jo ssaooud
By} ul ale 9\ ‘AN 9l Uim ajesado-09 o} Aing InoA pue juswdojaasp a|qeule)sns 0} uolje[a.
ul [enoldde ABsjens 8100 pue ssaoo.d Buiuueld o1b6sjens JnoA o) 81nqLuod AjaAiisod 0] wie apn

'$$9204d UOIBYNSUOD

diysiauped
ainjep [eo07]
anysweybunjoN
pue aanysAgiag

‘paunuspl JUBWISSBSSY YSIY poo|4 2169)el)S Ue|d [BD0T S,|1ouno) 10Wisig playsuel jo Wed se jndul | ejesadoo) pueimo]
‘paJinbai suoioe oN sanssli D1 ON | s.diysiauped ainjeN [e207 aJysweybunioN pue adlysAglog pueimoT Buiisenbal Joy noA yuey ] 0} Aing -Jauen Asoy | g6
(Buiuueld
olbsjess)
j1puno) Aluno)
‘paunuspl ‘aAioadsiad Aoljod Buluue|d 81Sep) pue s|elauly B wod oxew o) | ajesadoo) | asiysweybunjoN
‘paJinbai suoioe oN sanssi D1 ON | SJUSWWOD OU 8ABY &M ‘©A0gE 8y} UO [1I0Uno) AJuno) aJdiysweybumoN Buijnsuod 1oj noA suey | 0} AinQ - UOS|IM BUIN | 1L
"'V44S 8y} uiyym passedwoosua D uo
sannp mau Aue Alessaoau/a|qissod aloym pue palojiuow Si UOIJE}NSUOD 8y} JO 8W02IN0 dY} Jey}
puswWWwo9al pjnom DO JOASMOY ‘SIY} 0} 90UBISD) SaYeW WNpUappe ay} 1ey} ajou | ‘Ajuoyiny
Buiuue|d (2007 oy} yum Bunsal pajuswa|dwi ate ggns a|geuns Buunsus 1oy Ajjiqisuodsal j1ouno) Ajuno)
3y} 99s p|nom SIY| 10V Juswabeuey Jalep pue pooj4 ayj JO € 9[Npayds ul pajielap yoeosdde d09 allysAgleq -
avs ayi 0} sgns bBunuawajdwi JO SuBBW dAllBUIS}E UB UO Pa}nsuod Ajuadal aney eyaq | sans(g) s | uung Asiusy JN | €1

asuodsai s,9a

juswwon

juswnoop

ay}
JO uooag

uonesiuebio
pue aweN

83



‘Baly ueqin
playsuey\ ay} Joj Buipooy) Jayem aoeuns Jo isi| paiepdn ayj Ul yJomjau ainjonijseljul usalb oibajess
8y} 0] apeuw S 80UaJaal JeY} 8]J0U dM UOIIIpPEe U] "Sanss! Alepunod SS0.0 SIBA0D YoIym dvg
allysweybunioN ay} JO JUN0OJe UdYEe) OS|e Sky ]| "ue|d Juswabeue)\ uiseq JaAlY JaquinH pue
BAI08lIQ YIoMBWwelH JB)eA) U} 10} piebal sajelisuowap AjLIOJOB)SIIES WNPUSPPY dy} Jeinoiued u|
‘sjuswinoop o16ajel)s JueAs|al 0} 8oualalel 8y} Agq pajejsuowap Si siYy] ‘sanssi Alepunogq sso.o
pue oibajens sassalppe Ajgjenbape A6ajelS ysiy pooj4 ay) Jeyl siepisuod pue|bul [einieN
1eyl wiuod ued | ayeladoo) o} Aing Buipiebal g uonoas ul pasod uonsanb ay) 0} splebal sy

Juswdojanap ajqeuleisns 0} Buinquiuoo Agalay ‘suoljelausb pue|bug
‘payiuapl | aininy pue juasaud Jo Jyauaq 8y} Joj pabeuew pue ‘padueyus ‘paAISSUOD S| JUBWIUOIIAUS |elnjeu | 8)jesadoo) [eanjeN -
‘paJinbal suonjoe oN sonss! D1 ON | @y} 1ey) ainsus 0} si 8sodind Aioyniels unQ ‘Apoq 2d1ignd |eyuswiiedap-uou e si pue|bul jeinieN 01 Aing | Bulwsaq uAisoy | gL
"s|oAs| oloads-a)s
pue oibaiens
uo Juawinoop
aouepinb e se
a]04 sy Ul (seyepdn
Jo Alewwng)
€ 9|qe) Jo}
yoddns Buiwuiye
juswINoop dnoig uonoy
ay) uo asuodsal "sa|eos oly10ads-alis pue d1bajel)s ay} yioq Joj Juswnoop aouepinb e se ajol | ajeiadoo) Ausianipoig
‘pasinbai suonoe oN | 8Aiisod B sISIY] | SVH4S aulisisse M ¢ a|ge} ‘sajepdn Alawwing Yy 4S ay3 ul palsi| sajepdn Jouiw pajsabbns ay | o} Aing | -uosyoersuyn | /1L
|19UN0D
‘paunuapl ‘wnpuappe ay} buipiebas asies | 8jesadoo) | ysued suoisdid
"paJiinbai suonoe oN sanssi D1d ON 0} SUJBDU0I JO SBNSS| OU dJaM BJBY} JBY} papnjouod sem }i ‘Bunesw [1ounod ysued e Jayy 0} Aing | - amoH Japuusr | 9|

asuodsai s,9ai

"JapeD Asoy ‘10JeuIpio-00) 4N dY} JO SN JO Jay}ie }0BJU0D 0}
ajeyisay jou op sue|d JnoA 0} wnpuappe ue Buirey yjm sanssi aney Jo suonsanb Aue aney noA §|

juswwo)

jusawindop

ayy
JO uonoag

uonesiuebio
pue awepN

84



Addendum to the Mansfield District Council Strategic Flood Risk Assessment

SIUSWILIO0D UOIIL}NSUO)) :UDASS

pue ainjonJiseul
usalg) Juensjal

ul paouaisjel

se Juswaoueyua
pue uoijosyoid

J0j sealy solels
(g uonoas) ¢ eqeL

's9|qe)
Aewwns g uonoas
pue G uoloes

ul paoualajel

S| sajuoyjne

[eooj Buuiolpe uiypm
SUOIjBISPISU0D

‘Abajens
alnjonJselu|
uaalo

pue ¢ sseyd ¢
[oAa7 Ajleoyioads
‘JuUBISSaSSY YSiY
pool4 oibsjens
$,00S%N Jad se

ISt pooj

0] J08(gns ale yolym suojsdij) pue Yyuomuiey Ulylim pajeso| salis asoy) Joj pamo||o) yoeoidde
8y} uo |iejep Jayuny sepinoid ¢ abed uo s|gel a8y “1se] uondsox3 ay) Ajsnes o) paldinbai aq
[IIM JBU) SJ0}J0B) UMOUS 8} 1IN0 JoS AIBSS808U alaym ‘pue Suoljedo|e asay) ssasse Ajjenusnbas
0] sueaw 8y} papirocid BuiABY JUBWINDOP Z 8SByd Z [8A8T 8l YIM Y 4S S[Iouno) 10u1siq

8} Aq pawuojul usaq sey sseooud siy| “(£10z Ainp peydope) adq juswebeuepy Juswdogaseq
suoneoo|y 8yl ybnodyy pajeoojje usaq aAey salis Jo abuel e yimolb pauue|d sy} JeAljep 0} Jep.o U]
(9202 — 9002) pouad ueld ay) Jeao aoe(d 8y e} 0} paynuapl s YymmolB pauue|d aisym suoneoo| aie
(yuomuiey pue suojsdi|D) pjelsuely Bululolpe sjuswaIas oM} 8y} 1ey) palou 8q pjnoys Ji joadsal
SIY} U] "senssl ¥si pooyj) A1repunog-sso.o [enuajod Jo Junoooe Bupje) ul uonesspIsuod Juepodwi
ue 8q 0} peau ||IM JOLIISIJ POOMIBYS @ YJemaN Ulyim JuswdoaAsp ainjny Jo uoneoo| ay) Alies|d

‘saniunuoddo yons jo Buuojdxe
ay} Joy papinold aiojelay) sl poddng ‘ABajel)S ainjonJiselju] Usais) POOMIBYS 9 YJeMaN 8y}
UIYIM SaA30alqo pue swie BulaAlap SpJemo} ajngLuod OS|e pjnod SUOIIUBAIBIUL JO pUly 8Say}

(Aajod Buiuueld)
[1ouno) JosIa
poomiays pue

Aepunoq | pawbiybiy senssi | pespu| ‘saiiunioddo ABsjelis juswaoueyug AjIsiaAlpolg ssalppe o} Buiyeas ul saplioyiny om) | ajeladoo) }emoeN - qqni
SS0J0 0} 90UBIBY | 8jesadoo) 0} AiINg | 8y} usamiaq Buiyiom Alepunod-sso.o aininy oy [enusjod ayy aq Aew alay) jey) pasiubooal si | 0} Aing MmaunNen JN | Lz
R4
xipuaddy papnjoul (yuswabeuepy
pue ((v) G uonoas AsiY)
pue (Y) € UoRoaS) | "WNPUSPPY VS ‘uopeoyidde [1ounoY Jolsia
wnpusppy 9y} | ay; ojul eouepinb Buiuue|d Aue ojul pajelodiooul 8q pinoys jey) syoadse Buluueld Aousbiswa Aay payoeny poomiays
Ul 0] paulajal usaq | siy} 8yelodiooul 0} ajeladoon pue JJemoN -
Sey Juas aoueping | JNOABSPUS |[IM AN ‘pasied SjUBWIWOD Jo sanss| oi10ads oN 0} Alng | uuntelen sSIN | 02
‘'swia)sAg abeulelq s|geulrysng
udal9) Jo ubisap ay} uo asuepinb 03 uoiejal ul (dyg) ue|d uonoy Ausiaaipolg adysweybuon
9y} pue a2IApYy Buipue}s umo Jno 0} 8dualajal sapnjoul Yoiym ‘Abajens juswadoueyu]
"SSQIPPE 0} SaNss| Ajislanipolg 9 uonoas ul sabueyd Joujw Jo uoielodioour 8y} swoddm Auenonied ap
01a Buipuejsino
oly10ads ‘2ouepIinb pue adIApe JueAdjal pue uone|siba) pue|bug
ou pue asuodsas | ul sabueyd jueoyiubis Jo swia} ul (g00z) Juswnoop [eulblio ay) sayepdn abpajmousoe am yoiym [einieN -
‘palinbai suonoe oN anisod e si siyl JUBWISSASSY YSIY Poo|4 2169)el1S 8y} 0} WNPUSpPPY 8y} sawodom Ajjelausb puejbug jeinjeN Z1L'S | PulweaquAisoy | 61

asuodsai s,9a

juswwon

juswnoop

ay}
JO uooag

uonesiuebio
pue aweN

85



‘SuoIsioop
buiuuerd wuoyur dipy
pjnoys siy| ‘sanssi
¥SII poojy Aiepunoq
$S0.0 JO pooyijey]

e sl aJayj aiaym
paJapIsu0d aq osje
Jsnw aouepinb pue
sbuipuy (sy44S)
JUBWISS8SSY

XSIy poojH o1bejens
s, Ajoyiny |o07
buunoqybisu ‘(230
Aojsesld ‘euojsdin
‘Yuomuiey

‘6°8) sea.e Ajuoyne
1B20] J8Yj0 0} Jeau
Juswidojarap 1o

:sajels(9
uonoesg) G 8lqelL

anNv

'sanss| Aiepunoq
$S0.0 0} 8jejaJ Aoy}
se sjuswanosduwi
ainjonJjseljul usaib
pue Aysionipoiq
JueAsjo. WOl OS[e
pInoys sapuoyine
jeooy buunoqybiau
woJy saibajel)s
Ausionipolg

asuodsai s,9ai

‘ueld |e207 playsuey buibiawa ay; jo ped se Buipnjoul
‘JoUISIQ POOMIBYS 9 HJEMBN UIYHM SBNSSI ¥SiI pooj} Alepunog-ssolo pue o1bajel)s Buissaippe Jo}
siseq ajeudoidde ue apinoid syuswinoop om} 8y} Jayiabo) uaye) 1ey) JapISuo | Wnpuappe s} pue
JUBWSSASSY YSIY Poo|4 216a)e.s 1oulsig paysuel Bunsixa ay) pamainal Buiaey uoisnjouod u|

juswwo)

jusawindop

ayy
JO uonoag

uonesiuebio
pue awepN

‘ON

86



Addendum to the Mansfield District Council Strategic Flood Risk Assessment

SIUSWILIO0D UOIIL}NSUO)) :UDASS

'9SJN02 anp
ul SIY} ssalppe 0}
JnoABapuUS [IIM DAIN

‘yoeouidde j1ouno)
Japim e jo ued se
paJinbali suonoe pue
Buppom diysiauped
SS040 10} pasu

oy} sasiubooal sy

"$801N0S8. 19910
Odw pajeaipsp pue
bupiiom diysseuped
pajeuIpiood
‘880INn0S

snoveA woJj buipuny
apnjoul o} paau
pInom siy | "pasijeal
aJe sjuswaoueyud
Aysionipoiq

8.nsus 0}

papaau sI yoeoudde
uoneuIquIod

e jey) pasiuboos.

SI ¥ ‘(901 uoloss)
suonebiqo buiuuerd
wouy buipuny

0} uonippe uj

‘WNpUSppY vY4S
SIy} Jo (D) G uonoas
Ul papn[oul sem
1x3) Buimoj|oy ay

asuodsai s,9a

"JOJepA JBDIA pue
Aep\ wie4 umou)
0} uoneal ul
sanssi Buipuejsino
Jo sa|dwexa
sanIb pue joulsIp
By} UIyyIm ,sanssi
Jajem, ajeulplood
[louno) sy}

UIYHIM Jaoiyo ue
iodde 03 [1oUN0)
pousIq pieysuey
J0} paau ay}
SIYBIYBIY LMN

wnpusppy

s}l pue vy4s
84} Ul pauino
sanss| ay} Jo
aWos 0} suonn|os
pulj [1ounod ayy
djay Apuesyiubis
PINoJ yaiym
sajiunuoddo
asiadxa
apisino pue
Buipuny aAoauIq
yJomauwel
JB}eAA UO N0
Buissiw s1 OaN
ey} ssjou | N

auop sI siy} I ‘esuodsal s,|10unod 8y} S)euIpJo0d 0} Jadiyo a|buls e ajedo|e uiebe o} paau DAN
"JOUISIP Y} UIyIM seale pue shkemialem ay} anoldwil 0} pue sanssi 8A|0S 0} Buipuny 1o} %00| 0}
‘syoaloid asayy ui panjoaul 326 0} DA 1o} Ayunuoddo ue si asay) ‘BunsoH juswyosied pue g4/

HeE I

"SANSS| YoNs Jay1o pue sy}
0} uonN|os e Yum dn awod pue saled pajsalalul SNOLBA 8Y} 8)eUIPJO0D PIN0D JBJIYO [IDUNOD
Jpaweu, e ‘asuodsal ou yum ajep 0} DN 0} dNsSSI SNOLBS SIY) JO UolNjosal ay} passed sey
Aouaby JUsWUOIIAUT BY} 8SED SIY} U] "UNEJ| JOALI 8} PISJUS SABY SSIMISYIO PINOM Jey} 80Ul
V3 Japun Jajem Bunoesjxa os 9joyaloq e Jo asn ay} ybnolyy Jayepn Jesip dn-doy, 0} paoloy si
yoiym DAseN Ag pajeladsexa si yolym uswiyoed ayj Jnoybnouyy Ajisiaalp ajip|im Buisealosp
‘wie4 spueimap Je spuod Buiysy ayy se yons Ajuswe o} abewep Buisnes s| 9sIN09d Jajem ay)
UIYJIM MO} MO| 8 "HaAIND pajeloosse pue diy 3id ay) Ag 8sJn09 [einjeu JI wolj Aeme pauaAIp sI
J81eAA JBOIA ‘PloUSUBIA WieH umol) je ajdwexa Jo} sjuawdojaAap pasneo ale Sanss| 8say) Jo
Auep\ "unepy pue uspa\ SJoALl By} Ul sanssi Mol Mo, Bunebiisaaul pue Ajjenb Jayem adwexa
10} “JOLISIP BY} UIYNIM ,SBNSS| Ja1eM, S]BUIPI00D 0} JadIJo Ue a1edo|e DA Jeu} %se pinom 1 AAN

-Jejep) 8oeuNg
‘9 SJUSWILIOD [euUOlIPPE SISNJ] SHIPIIAM JlysweyBbunioN

‘plausue Jo sjuapisal ayy uodn

Apoadip yoedwi asay) ‘umo) ay} ybnoay) Buimoly SIaALl ulew sy} UIylM Sajel Mo} MO| pue Ajijenb
Jajem Se yons Juawnoop SIY} Ul pauljno Sanss| 8y} JO SWOS 0} SUOHN|OS puly [IDUNod ayj} djay
Apueoiubis pjnod yoiym asiadxa suonesiuebio jo abejueape aye) 03 Ajlunjoddo ayj se [jom se
Buipuny apisino uo 1no Buissiw ate DA 1Byl [93) JAN Se djeunuojun si siy} ‘Ajjigisuodsal aye)
0] 9|ge 19210 auo ou yum 238 syled ‘Buiuueld 0} uo passed si J9||ed ayj suonsanb Bupjse uaypp
‘yidap ul sanssi SSNIsIp 0} Ja210 [1ounod ajbuls e Buijoejuod ul Ajnoiyip yim uonejuawadu yjim
ANSS| Ue S| 8Jay} ey} |99} Op am Janamoy ‘ABajel)s Siy} Uo SJUBWILLIOD Ma) 9ABY oM 0s Aouaby
JUBLIUOJIAUT BY} pue DN WO SIS2IL0 Ylim Juswnoop [eulbuio sy} yesp padiay | AN MOUY NOA sy

"JON| SIY} BIA SJUBLIWOD AW NOA JUSS BABY 0S WSJSAS S|10UN0D 8y} 0} uo BuibBoj

wa|qoud e pey aAey | 1nq Aidal 0] Buo| 0s aw uaye} sey Jl jey} A0S We | ‘JUBWSSISSE YSiy Poo|4
o169je11S 9y} JO MalAal Y} Bululaouod 1sni] aIpIIAA aJiysweybuiioN Buiinsuod o) noA yuey |

juswwon

ajesadoon
0} Aing

juswnoop

ay}
JO uooag

1sniL SHIPIIM
aliysweybuiioN

MO MaIpUY JA

uonesiuebio
pue aweN

44

87



oi69jes)S s,Alioyine
|eoo| Buunoqybiau ul
paunuapl se sanssi
pooyj} Aiepunoq
$S040 0} spJebal
Uim wnpusppy
VH4S siyy jooud
aJnyny 0} Jop.o ul (9
uoRoes) G 9|ge] 0}
pappe sem Buipiom
Buimojos sy 1L

"(Ayoyine ysu

pooyj} [e20] pes| 8,00
Janos|og si yoiym
J0) J1ouno) Auno)
alysAgieq Aq
(enoge sjuawwod
Jad se) passalppe
uaaq os|e aney
sanss| Alepunoq
$S0.0 Jueoyiubis Auy

"SuJeouod

Alepunog ssolJo
/ 01Q ooads ou
aJe aIay} ‘|[e4oA0

"sa101jod Ue|d 007 JoL)SI( JoA0S|og MaU Jo JuswdojaAsp 8y} Bulinp pajou aq [IM SIYL "Sjjeusq
aAnisod Bullg pjnom sans Jo Bunyy oyl 8y ey} pue SANS d)elodiodul 0) Pasu [IM peoy
pleesayn Buoje Juswdojoasp Aue jey) sjepdn wnpusppy sy} Yim sasibe osje pue ‘paploAe 8q
pinoys eale (pjalsuely) alenbg Asjseald 9y} Ul Juswdo[aAsp Mau Jey} UoISNjou0d Y 4S 8002
8} ypm ssalbe [1ounod JoLsiq Jenos|og ‘Buipoold Jeyep) eoeuNng o) piebal yim ‘elojalayl g

JouIsiq JoA0s|og Yim

JapJog ay) wouy Aeme soue)sip Jueoyiubis e ale seale 8say | "BalJe S,|1oUN0Y 10L1SI PISUSUBIA Ul
‘PEOY BWIOYX00S 0jUO pue Wie4 YyLomaeN Joao Buipusixa € pue g ssuoz pooj) Joj sebueyo
weoyiubis ale aiay) 0S|y ‘eale As|ses|d 8yl UIYIM € % Z SBUOZ POOj) SpISINO JO-unt Jajem
90BJINS WOJJ %S Je SUONEDO| [2UOHIPPE aJe 313U} ey} SaUuapl (¢71.0g) 91epdn WNPUSPPY 8YL €°G

Yd4S

allysAqiaq uisiseq YUON 8y} jo ayepdn Jejiwis e Bupjenapun JNoy)M ‘eale s [Iounod Jousiq
plelsuely uoneal ul Buipooy) [elAny pue Jajem aoens Bululeouoo senssi Alepunog ssoJo pue
olBajels sassalppe Ajgyenbape wnpusppe ayj jey) Ajuiepso Aue yjim 8)e)s Jouued [1ounod) 1013sIq
JaA0S|0g Jey) palopisuod S|}l Wnpuappe 8y} Ul papiAcid uoewloul 8y} paiapisuod BuineH '

‘suonoe 91 o0} syejal Aayy
alaym papnjoul ale 1disoxe BuImo||0} 8y} pue slaquiaw pajos|e s)i Je pawie s| asuodsal s,0ag

ajesadoon
0] Aing

(Aotjod Buiuueld)
[is]¥]glele)

1013SIg Jonos|og
- ApuaH uor Jp

€¢

asuodsai s,9ai

'019(SANS) $J00J WOoJ) JO-unl Jajem agepns

‘sayoyip ‘uoneald puod 4o spuod 0} Juswaaoidwi 8g piNod i JouISIP 8y} ybnoayy Buiuuny siaAl
urew ay} jo Aue 0} pauiol 8g 0} 8ABY JOU S0P 9SINOD JSJEM BY} SE JWaJ SIY} UIYIM S, 4N pue
ST ‘sxied anoidwi 0} syJom Joy [enuajod si 81ay] "Way} axeuapun 0} JoLISIp 8y} JO Seale pue
s109foud Juswyoles / g4M [enuajod ssnosip 0} 198w piNoYs SJa21o DA eyl si days siy ay

“Ylom pue aAl| 0} aoe|d Japeq e umoy ay} bunjew

10 swie syl }9aw 0} Ajioud 19unod e aq jsnw saniunuoddo ayipjim pue Ajluswe ‘Ajijenb Jajem
Buiroidwi| “aininy 8y} Ul pUB MOU [19UNOD 8y} Buloey sanssi Jajem ay} Jo Auew o} suonnjos apinoid
0] S9SSaUISNg pue Saliunwwod [eao| ‘siauped yum abebus oy Aylunuoddo ue si alay) Ajaanisod

juswwo)

jusawindop

ayy
JO uonoag

uonesiuebio
pue awepN

‘ON

88



Addendum to the Mansfield District Council Strategic Flood Risk Assessment

SIUSWILIO0D UOIIL}NSUO)) :UDASS

"SuoIsIoep

Buiuueid waoyur djoy
pinoys siy| °sanssi
¥SI poojy Aiepunoq
$S042 JO pooyijeN|

e S/ aJ8y] aioym
paJapIsuoo aq osje
jsnw souepinb pue
sbuipuy (Sy44S)
JUBLISSBSSY

X%S1¥ pooj oibejens
s,Ajuoyiny 18207
Buunoqubiau ‘(930
Aojsesld ‘euojsdin
‘ypomurey

‘6-8) seaue Ajuoyne
/B20] J8Yy}0 0} Jeau
Juswdojansp 10

(svy49)
SJUBWISSassy

3SIY poold

asuodsai s,9a

*Ajnp 8y} Jo SN20} BY} 89 PINOYS ‘palapIsuod S}l ‘ley} pue uodn joe ued s|IPUNOD Ylog
1By} sanss| aJe sjulesisuod juswdojaaap Buisodwi ybnolyy swajqosd Buipooys sy apjoe) 0} shem
“JaNOMOH 'S 4S Bulnoqybiau uo uone)nsuod ybnoay) passalppe ag 0} paau Jey} Siejjeuwl Jou ale

seale 9say) JO UOIBIIIIUSPI BY} 810)818Y) pue ‘1o1IsIp S)i Ul Buipooy) Jajem aoeLng pue |eiAn|4
wioJ} YSU Je aJe seale Yolym 3oayd Aleinbal ued s [1ouno) Yyioqg pue ‘AemAue aysgam s Aouaby
JUSWUOIIAUT 3y} UO 3|qejieAe Ajipead aJe S}OLISIp Ylog ul jsil pooj) Jo sadA} yioq ul sebueyd 9'g

"SIy} 0] ppe 0] SJUSWIIOD Jayln) ou Sey ajepdn wnpusppe ay] ‘g pue

Z 9U0Z pooj} Se paulep seale pIoAe pinoys juswdojoAap Mau Jey} UoISN|oU09 YH4S 8002 dU}
yim saalbe [1ouno? Joulsiqg Janos|og ‘eale doyl uoidg pue awjoyyoos ayj o3 piebal YA §°G

juswwon

juswnoop

ayy
JO uooag

uonesiuebio
pue aweN

‘ON

89



Appendix 8 Mansfield District Central Area Flood Risk
Review Study Area

8.1 This image shows the extents of the Mansfield Central Area Flood Risk Review
(February 2018).
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