
 

 

 

Core Strategy Review Representation 

The consultation runs between Monday 14 March and May 9 2022. 

For representations to be valid, a full name and address must be provided. 

If you need to continue with more space for any of your answers, please attach further pages to this 

form. 

All fields marked with an Asterix (*) must be completed. 

Title(*) 

 

First Name(*)   

 

Surname(*) 

 

Job Title (where relevant)  

Organisation (where relevant)  

Address(*) 

 

 

Postcode(*) 

 

Telephone number(*) 

 

Email Address(*) 

 

Agent's details (if applicable) Include name, address, contact number and email 

Mr 

James    

Smith 

Managing Director 

Peveril Homes Limited  

c/o Agent  

c/o Agent  

c/o Agent  

c/o Agent  

Mrs Kamaldeep Saini,  

CarneySweeney, 156 Great Charles Street Queensway, Birmingham, B3 3HN 

kam.saini@carneysweeney.co.uk 

07951770184  

Rep id 184
Peveril Homes

mailto:kam.saini@carneysweeney.co.uk


 

 

 

 

To which part of the Core Strategy Review does this representation relate? (one or more must be 

ticked)(*) 

Policies  Policies Map   Other text 

Please use the box below to tell us specifically where the representation relates to (a policy, the 

policies map or other text). Do not use the box to make your comments as this is required further 

down the form.(*) 

Do you consider the Core Strategy Review is Legally Compliant? (*) 

Yes   No 

Do you consider the Core Strategy Review is sound?(*) 

Yes   No 

Do you consider the Core Strategy Review Representation complies with the duty to operate?(*) 

Yes   No 

Please give details of why you consider the Erewash Core Strategy Review is not legally compliant or is 

unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as possible. 

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy Review or its 

compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.  

X x 

Sustainability Appraisal; Draft Policies and Spatial Structure  

x 

x 

x 

Please see response in our representations accompanying this form.  



 

 

 

 

Please set out the modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy Review legally 

compliant and sound, in respect of any legal compliance or soundness matters you have identified 

above. (Please note that non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is incapable of modification at 

examination). You will need to say why each modification will make the Core Strategy Review legally 

compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of 

any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. 

Please note in your representation you should provide succinctly all the evidence and supporting 

information necessary to support your representation and your suggested modification(s). You should 

not assume that you will have a further opportunity to make submissions. 

After this stage, further submissions may only be made if invited by the Inspector, based on the 

matters and issues he or she identifies for examination. 

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to participate 

in examination hearing session(s)?(*) 

 No, I do not wish to participate in hearing session(s)              

 Yes, I wish to participate in hearing session(s) 

Please note that while this will provide an initial indication of your wish to participate in hearing 

session(s), you may be asked at a later point to confirm your request to participate. If you wish to 

participate in the hearing session(s), please outline why you consider this to be necessary: 

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who 

have indicated that they wish to participate in 

hearing session(s). You may be asked to confirm your wish to participate when the Inspector has 

identified the matters and issues for examination 

Please see response in our representations accompanying this form.  

 

x 

We would welcome an opportunity to address an Inspector during any hearing sessions for the 

Core Strategy Review to discuss the matters raised in our representations submitted during the 

various stages of consultation.  



 

 

 

Please use this space to continue any of your answers. 

Please see our full representations accompanying this form, which includes the promotion of our 

client’s site – Land off Draycott Road, Breaston.   
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Crossway 
156 Great Charles Street Queensway 

Birmingham 
B3 3HN 

 
kam.saini@carneysweeney.co.uk 

 
6th May 2022 
 
Planning Policy Team 
Erewash Borough Council 

Town Hall,  
Wharncliffe Road,  
Ilkeston, Derbyshire,  
DE7 5RP 
 

Sent via email only: planningpolicy@erewash.gov.uk 
 
Dear Sir/Madam,   
 
REPRESENTATIONS TO THE DRAFT EREWASH CORE STRATEGY REVIEW (PUBLICATION 
VERSION) REGULATION 19 CONSULTATION ON BEHALF OF PEVERIL HOMES LIMITED AND 
SITE PROMOTION  
 
Introduction  
 
CarneySweeney are instructed by Peveril Homes Limited (referred to as ‘our client’ hereafter) to submit 
representations to the current Regulation 19 Consultation on the draft Erewash Core Strategy Review 
(Publication Version). Our client is also the owner of land shown edged in red on the enclosed Site 
Location Plan (Appendix 1), referred to as ‘Land off Draycott Road, Breaston’, which in the context of 
these representations is being promoted for development.  
 
Whilst our client supports the Authority’s approach to release land from the Green Belt to deliver new 
development, we have significant concerns with the Regulation 19 Consultation as it is supported by 
very limited evidence base as per the documents available on the Council’s website (see Appendix 2 
for a copy of the consultation page). The absence of a robust evidence base brings into question the 
soundness of the plan-making process as there is no clear justification for the proposed approach, 
which again raises the significant concern that the Authority has not fully assessed all reasonable 
opportunities for growth in the Borough.   
 
These representations are therefore submitted in response to the consultation questions forming part 
of this Regulation 19 Consultation, in the context of the matters set out above with regards to the  
Sustainability Appraisal and Draft Strategic Policy 1 – Housing; with the promotion of our client’s site.   
 
Do you consider the Core Strategy Review is Legally Compliant?  
No. The Core Strategy Review fails to be supported by appropriate evidence base documents to justify 
the proposed approach for the distribution of housing growth in the Borough ((see Appendix 2 for a 
copy of the consultation page). Furthermore, the Sustainability Appraisal for this Regulation 19 
consultation has failed to demonstrate that the authority has considered reasonable alternatives to 
accommodate growth.  
 
Guidance on the preparation of a Sustainability Appraisal (SA) during the plan-making process is set 
out in the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) dated March 2014 (as amended), where Paragraph 001 
Reference ID: 11-001-20190722 states as follows:  
 

“A sustainability appraisal is a systematic process that must be carried out during the 
preparation of local plans and spatial development strategies. Its role is to promote sustainable 

http://www.carneysweeney.co.uk/
http://www.carneysweeney.co.uk/
http://www.carneysweeney.co.uk/
mailto:planningpolicy@erewash.gov.uk
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/plan-making
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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...” (Underlining is our emphasis).  
 

As such, to assess the extent to which an emerging plan will help achieve relevant environment, 
economic and social objectives, there is an obligation on the authority that such an assessment is 
judged against reasonable alternatives.   
 
Whilst the Sustainability Appraisal summarises the various ‘housing growth’ options, it fails to set out 
firstly, the options for calculating the Objectively Assessed Housing Need (OAHN), and secondly, how 
the various housing growth ‘options’ have been assessed against the delivery of the preferred OAHN 
figure against environmental, economic and social objectives.   
 
We would expect the Sustainability Appraisal to assess reasonable alternatives in identifying the 
Borough’s OAHN. For example, through applying the Standard Methodology as required by Paragraph 
61 of the National Planning Policy Framework (published July 2021) but also applying a ‘buffer’, which 
would be a reasonable alternative in light of the authority having under delivered against their housing 
requirement in previous years. This continues to be reflected in the recent Housing Delivery Test 2021, 
which shows Erewash Borough Council as a ‘buffer’ authority due to a lack of housing delivery between 
the period of 2018-2021, with 782 dwellings being delivered in this period against a housing requirement 
of 990 dwellings i.e. 79% delivery rate. The lack of housing delivery should therefore be taken into 
account as part of any housing need for the emerging plan period.  
 
In our view, the SA does not currently provide a sound appraisal that supports the proposed strategy 
for the Core Strategy Review as it has not had regard to all reasonable alternatives.  
 
Do you consider the Core Strategy Review is sound? 
No. The Regulation 19 consultation fails to meet the tests of soundness as required under Paragraph 
35 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) as it has not been positively prepared or justified 
in the absence of appropriate evidence base documents.  
 
Part 1 of Draft Strategic Policy 1 Housing -  refers to an Objectively Assessed Housing Need (OAHN) 
of 5,800 net new homes. There is no evidence accompanying this Regulation 19 Consultation which 
demonstrates how the authority have calculated the OAHN and so cannot be viewed as being positively 
prepared or justified. The authority has not included a Housing Land Supply Statement in support of 
this Regulation 19 Consultation. In the absence of this, through our separate research, we have found 
that within the authority’s 5 year land supply statement – dated December 2019, the authority is found 
to have a 3.43 years supply. But, this document and neither any updated version forms part of 
documents supporting this Regulation 19 Consultation.  
 
The authority has been under delivering against its housing need, which is reflected in the Housing 
Delivery Test 2021, but also previous Housing Delivery Test results, and so it is unclear if the proposed 
OAHN takes account of this.  
 
The Settlement Hierarchy at Part 2 of Draft Strategic Policy 1 Housing also proposes the allocation of 
land into the Green Belt. Paragraph 140 of the NPPF outlines that “once established, Green Belt 
boundaries should only be altered where exceptional circumstances are fully evidenced and justified, 
through the preparation or updating of plans...” (Underlining is our emphasis). 
 
Our client does not necessarily disagree that the authority would need to look at land within the Green 
Belt, but there is no evidence of the authority undertaking a Green Belt Review Assessment. It is noted 
that the Strategic Growth Assessment (dated March 2021) supporting this Regulation 19 consultation 
includes an assessment of proposed allocations against the five purposes for including land within the 
Green Belt, which are set out at Paragraph 138 of the NPPF. However, this does not represent a Green 
Belt Review Assessment in the context of justifying the exceptional circumstances to remove land from 
the Green Belt and demonstrating that the most suitable sites have been identified to accommodate 
growth. The absence of a Green Belt Review Assessment means that it is difficult to quantify that the 

http://www.carneysweeney.co.uk/
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authority has not overlooked other sites, which may also be suitable for removal from the Green Belt to 
accommodate growth.  
 
Do you consider the Core Strategy Review Representation complies with the duty to cooperate? 
No. Paragraph 24 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that “local planning 
authorities and county councils (in two-tier areas) are under a duty to cooperate with each other, and 
with other prescribed bodies, on strategic matters that cross administrative boundaries.” There is no  
evidence within the consultation documents of Erewash Borough Council having undertaken their duty 
to cooperate with the adjoining authorities or prescribed bodies etc. as required under Paragraph 24 of 
the NPPF. This means that it is unknown if the Objectively Assessed Housing Need (OAHN) within 
Draft Strategy Policy 1 – Housing, has taken account of any unmet need outside the authority’s 
administration area, and therefore, is unlikely to have been prepared effectively as required under the 
tests of soundness at Paragraph 35 of the NPPF. 
 
Site Promotion – Land off Draycott Road, Breaston  
 
The authority will be aware that our client’s site, identified by the red line boundary on the Location Plan 
at Appendix 1, has been promoted as part of the previous consultation stages for this Core Strategy 
Review.  For completeness, we have enclosed a copy of the previous representations submitted for 
this site at Appendix 3. Our client’s site is located in the Green Belt and comprises circa 37 hectares 
(ha) of land off Draycott Road (A6005), which abuts Breaston village to the south and is bordered by 
the line of the old Derby Canal to the north, which now comprises a footpath route. It is noted that the 
site is shown to be at risk of flooding on the gov.uk website, which has been investigated by our client 
and a copy of the Hydraulic Modelling Study which supported the previous representations is again 
enclosed for completeness at Appendix 4.  
 
Within the previous stages of consultation, our client’s site was assessed as part of a wider area of circa 
87 ha, SGA20 – Land north of Breaston & Draycott within the Strategic Growth Assessment (dated 
March 2021). It is noted that the ‘Statement of Consultation for the Growth Options Consultation 
Regulation 18 Part 2’ document, published as a background document for this Regulation 19 
Consultation, concludes that our client’s site of circa 37ha has been rejected for the following reason:    
 

“The assessment of SGA20 through the Publication version Local Plan’s Sustainability 
Appraisal performed moderately well as a consequence of the site’s vast size and scale of 
housing – something which would necessitate the requirement of substantial and complex 
infrastructure. Any subsequent reduction in SGA20’s size and dwelling capacity would weaken 
those positives from the original assessment as the reduction in necessary infrastructure 
reduces the overall sustainability of development.” 

 
We do not agree with the Council’s conclusion of our client’s site as it has not been justified. This 
Regulation 19 Consultation is accompanied by the March 2021 Strategic Growth Assessment which 
maintains the assessment for the wider area of circa 87ha – there does not appear to be an update to 
this document. The absence of any up to date evidence to demonstrate that our client’s site has been 
fully assessed, raises significant concerns that the authority has failed to consider all reasonable options 
to accommodate growth and therefore, brings the soundness of the plan into question.    
 
The site is in a sustainable location in close proximity to both existing services and transport linkages 
offering connectivity as it abuts Breaston Village. Breaston also offers a wide range of everyday facilities 
and is identified as a “larger settlement” in the currently adopted Core Strategy along with Draycott, 
West Hallam and Borrowash. We do not agree with the authority reclassifying Breaston as a ‘village 
and hamlet’ within the proposed Spatial Structure in the Core Strategy Review. Breaston is a 
sustainable settlement within the Borough and sits in good proximity to both Nottingham to the east and 
Derby to the west and so is capable of accommodating a proportionate level of development, which our 
client’s site offers.  
 
 

http://www.carneysweeney.co.uk/
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Our client has considered the capacity of the site taking account of the need to provide an appropriate 
and defensible Green Belt boundary and technical matters such as flood risk as noted above. It has 
been concluded that the likely overall housing yield on the site will be circa 300 dwellings with a 
developable area of circa 14ha. An illustrative masterplan demonstrating this scale of development is 
enclosed at Appendix 5.  
 
With this parcel of land falling in the Green Belt, its proposed removal has been assessed against the 
provisions of Paragraph 138 of the NPPF, which identifies the five purposes for including land in the 
Green Belt as follows:   
 

a) to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas;  
b) to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another; 
c) to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment;  
d) to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and  
e) to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land. 

 
In assessing our client’s site of circa 37ha against the five purposes of including land within the Green 
Belt, we comment as follows: 
 

• Green Belt Purpose a):  Checking the Unrestricted Sprawl of Large Built-Up Areas -  The site 
is not isolated from Breaston comprising a gap along the frontage of Draycott Road, with 
existing built form located either side of the site. As such, its release would not result in 
unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas and would not therefore conflict with Purpose a).  

 

• Green Belt Purpose b): Preventing the Merging of Neighbouring Towns – Our client’s site would 
not result in the merging of Breaston and Draycott as it does not extend towards Draycott in the 
west, and so its release from the Green Belt would not conflict with Purpose b).  

 

• Green Belt Purpose c): Safeguarding the Countryside from Encroachment – The site is not 
isolated or disconnected from Breaston. Whilst our client’s site is circa 37ha in size, the amount 
of developable land available would be circa 14ha. When viewed in the context of Breaston 
Village as a whole, which is identified as a larger settlement within the adopted Core Strategy, 
we do not believe that this scale of developable land would lead to an unacceptable level of 
development in the context of Purpose c). 
 

• Green Belt Purpose d): Preserve the Setting and Special Character of Historic Towns – Our 
client’s site is not located within a Conservation Area and neither does it contain other heritage 
designations. Whilst Breaston Conservation Area lies to the east and Draycott Conservation 
Area lies to the south west, these conservation area boundaries are not within the immediate 
vicinity of the site. Therefore, we do not believe that the development of this site would result 
in unacceptable heritage harm in the context of Purpose d).   
 

• Green Belt Purpose e): To assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict 
and other urban land – Due to the site being greenfield, it would not assist in the regeneration 
of derelict or other urban land. However, as discussed above, the level of developable land 
would be circa 14ha of a site of circa 37ha and would provide opportunities to incorporate area 
of green infrastructure.  

 
Overall, the release of this site from the Green Belt for development would not result in significant impact 
on the five purposes of including land in the Green Belt and represents an appropriate extension of 
Breaston to accommodate growth in the Borough in a sustainable location. 
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Summary and Conclusions  
 
As noted above, whilst our client supports the authority’s approach in releasing land from the Green 
Belt to accommodate growth, as discussed in detail above, there are significant concerns with the 
Regulation 19 Consultation as there is a very limited evidence base to justify the authority’s proposed 
approach. Therefore, we do not consider the consultation meets the tests of soundness as required 
under Paragraph 35 of the NPPF as it has not been positively prepared or justified.  
 
Prior to any submission of the draft Core Strategy Review to the Secretary of State for Examination, we 
request that the authority publish the supporting evidence base for a re-consultation process. Our 
client’s site, which is in the Green Belt, has been demonstrated above to be a suitable and deliverable 
site, and one that would not conflict with the purposes of including land within the Green Belt and should 
be reconsidered by the authority as a proposed allocation.    
 
We trust that our representations will be taken into account as part of the ongoing preparation of a Core 
Strategy Review.  
 
Yours faithfully,  
 
 
 
 
 
Kam Saini 
Director 
CarneySweeney  
 
Enc.  
 
 
 
APPENDICES  
 
Appendix 1  Location Plan – Land off Draycott Road, Breaston 
 
Appendix 2  Copy of Erewash Borough Council’s Regulation 19 Consultation webpage.  
 
Appendix 3  Copy of Representations issued to Erewash Core Strategy Review – Revised 

Options for Growth (May 2021) 
 
Appendix 4  Hydraulic Modelling Study - land off Draycott Road, Breaston 
 
Appendix 5  Indicative Masterplan for land off Draycott Road, Breaston 
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Ref: SPS/0184      Date: 9th May 2021 

 
Erewash Borough Council 
Planning Policy 
Council Offices, 
Long Eaton, 
Nottingham 
NG10 1HU 
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
Representations on behalf of Peveril Homes Limited - Erewash Core Strategy 
Review  
Revised Options for Growth 
 
Stone Planning Services/SC5 Planning represent Peveril Homes Limited who own land off 
Draycott Road, Breaston, Derbyshire.  We are instructed to submit representations with 
regard to the Erewash Core Strategy Review – Revised Options for Growth.   
 
Question 1 - Do you have any comments on the revised housing strategy.  
 
In July 2020 we expressed concerns when consulted on the Draft Options for growth. 
 
Our concerns related to the selection of the Growth Options that had been tested in the 
Sustainability Appraisal. Eight growth options were selected, and Option G related to 
“Extension of the Villages into the Green Belt”.  
 
The methodology defined Long Eaton as the “conurbation” and Ilkeston the “urban area”. 
Hence, the remainder of the Borough’s settlements are “Villages”. We considered that the 
methodology is flawed in that there are a number of “large villages” such as Breaston and 
Borrowash and a number of much “smaller villages” such as Risley, Dale Moor, Stanley etc. 
The Core Strategy at para 2.2.2 highlighted Breaston as a “larger settlement”. 
 
The sustainability characteristics of villages in the two subcategories is generally very 
different such that the SA conclusions were too broad brush and failed to adequately test 
the sustainability of “Extension of Larger Villages into the Green Belt”. Below we highlight 
some of the inconsistencies in the SA Assessment that arise: 
 

1. Health & Well Being - This is scored as a major negative. Development adjacent 
large villages, such as Breaston, have established medical centres. Breaston has the 
Overdale Medical centre, where capacity could be increased.  Increased services will 
improve accessibility for existing residents as well as new arrivals. An over provision 
of open space can be provided as an integral part of master planning, including the 
provision of allotments. 
There are numerous benefits accruing from a development adjacent Breaston.  This 
category would score a Minor or Major positive. 
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2. Community Safety -This is scored as a major negative. Good master planning and 
house design make a positive contribution to community safety. Rural crime is not an 
issue in the larger villages. We consider this assessment to be extremely negative 
This category would score a Minor positive or No Impact 

 
3. Transport- This is scored as a minor negative.  Breaston, for example has a very 

good bus service that links with Derby to the West and Nottingham to the East. 
Additional development on the route will not only help maintain the service but could 
lead to improvements. A number of the larger villages have good levels of local 
services such as Medical Centre, schools, shops, pub, employment, day nursery, 
churches, chemist, mobile library etc. That is not the case with smaller villages.  
This category would score No Impact.  

 
4. Energy & Climate Change - This is scored as a minor negative. We do not agree that 

new development adjacent larger villages will have a major negative impact because 
of car dependency. Breaston, for example has the Indigo Trent Barton bus operating 
4 Services per hour Monday to Friday in each direction. There is also a good 
Saturday and Sunday Service.  
This broad category would score No Impact or minor positive. 

 
5. Pollution and Air Quality - This is scored as a major negative This assessment 

disregards the excellent bus services in some of the larger villages such as Breaston.  
This broad category would score No Impact. 
 

6. Natural Environment. This is scored as a major negative.  We do not agree with the 
generality that development adjacent to large villages will inevitably result in harm to 
biodiversity.  Areas of low biodiversity value exist adjacent to the larger villages 
where very significant biodiversity enhancement can be achieved.   Furthermore 
much improved public access to the broader public footpath and cycle network can 
be integrated into master plans to provide real accessibility gains. 
This broad category would score No Impact 

 
We consider that the Sustainability Appraisal should have differentiated between larger 
villages which have numerous day to day services and good public transport and the smaller 
villages. The SA has taken the worst case village which is unreflective of a number of 
sustainable options. We suggest that the SA is reviewed to reflect the above.   
 
To assist we attach a revised Sustainability Appraisal Assessment for “Extensions to Larger 
Villages in the Green Belt”.  
 
We have also previously expressed our concerns about a number of broader issues:   
 
1. The consultation is a formal Regulation 18 consultation.  It marks the start of the 

engagement stage of the Plan and normally represents the scoping stage to decide 
what should be included in the Plan. We are concerned that the consultation actually 
sets out the Council’s “Preferred Options”, more akin to a Regulation 19 consultation. 
The consultation clearly sets out the Council’s Preferred Options although the evidence 
base is very limited.  Could this be clarified? 
 

2. The consultation documents primarily relate to housing needs. There is no relationship 
with other economic generating land uses such as employment and retail.  
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3. There is no reference or acknowledgement of the impact of HS2 on the future housing 

and employment needs of the Borough. 
 
4. Identifying Preferred Options that require the release of Green Belt should be supported 

by a Green Belt Review.  Is there evidence that is available? 
 
5. We would expect that adjacent local authorities, and particularly those in the 

Nottingham and Derby Housing Market Areas, had been consulted prior to the formal 
consultation process and their comments incorporated.   

 
Notwithstanding the above our comments relate primarily to Site SGA20 and in particular 
the potential for reassessing the eastern part (37 hectare) of the site which is very different 
in character to the site as a whole (87 ha) and particularly to the western part. 
 
The Growth Options Plan within the consultation document shows the distribution of housing 
sites across the Borough. The majority of rejected sites lie south of Ilkeston are there are 
just two small housing allocations on the edge of Derby within the area. This results in an 
unbalanced distribution across the Borough.  
 
We fully acknowledge that a number of the rejected sites are very extensive, particularly 
those to the north west of Borrowash and their impact, in Green Belt and landscape terms, 
would be significant.  However, other sites, of a smaller nature, could be developed with 
minimal impact in green belt and landscape terms. 
 
Breaston is a sustainable settlement in the Borough of Erewash; it sits in good proximity to 
both Nottingham to the east and Derby to the west.  It has a wide range of everyday 
facilities and is identified as a “larger settlement” in the Core Strategy along with Draycott, 
West Hallam and Borrowash. In our view it is capable of accommodating a proportionate 
level of development.  
 
Site SGA20 - Land north of Draycott and Breaston (approximately 2,103 houses) was 
rejected as a Preferred Site by the Council. That site covered some 87 hectares. It was 
primarily rejected because of concerns regarding the merging of Draycott and Breaston.  in 
our opinion a reduction in the size of the developable area to the eastern part only 
overcomes any concerns about the merging of settlements.  To assist the Council we attach 
Plan 1 which shows the site in relation to both Breaston and Draycott.  This clearly 
demonstrates that there will be no impact on the merging of the settlements.  The built 
form development is confined to the eastern part of the site and skirts around the edge of 
the existing built form of Breaston.  There is no physical connection with Draycott and 
development is no nearer to Draycott than at the current time.  
 
The Council’s Site Assessment of the larger SGA20 provides a comprehensive appraisal of 
the site: 

1. Highway Capacity - The lack of capacity of the local highway network and at certain 
key junctions to cater for traffic serving 2,103 houses  
2. Biodiversity - Potential loss of areas of biodiversity which could be mitigated and 
enhanced across the site. The impact on the Johnson Local Wildlife Site was noted. 
Mitigation could be provided with high quality green infrastructure of varying 
typologies.  
Potential adverse impacts on the Attenborough Ponds SSSI.  
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3. Public Transport - accessibility to the Indigo Service (Nottingham to Derby) was 
good. Increased frequency of service may be justified with the potential for some 
buses to divert into the site. 
4. School provision - the expansion of existing primary schools is limited. There is 
capacity at secondary level.  
5. Green infrastructure - the site adjoins the route of the former Derby & Sandiacre 
canal which is used as a footpath. There are opportunities to enhance this and create 
green linkages. 
6. Community Facilities - this set out the site’s location with regard to a range of 
community facilities. 
7. Green belt - the site falls within the green belt and would result in the merging of 
Draycott and Breaston. 
The extent of site SGA20 would result on a 50% increase over the combined 
settlement areas of Draycott and Breaston.  
8. Heritage - development is 170-180 metres from the edge of Conservation Areas. 
There would be significant impacts, not least by the anticipated level of traffic passing 
through the Conservation Area. 
9. Landscape - the site fails within the Trent Valley Washlands landscape character 
area. The northern part of SGA20 has maintained some of the original character, less 
so to the south. 
10. Contamination - reasonable to assume that most of the site is free from 
contamination.  

 
Our client owns the eastern part of that site covering some 37 hectares. The site is bordered 
to the north by the line of the old Derby canal which is now a footpath route together with 
hedgerows and a copse.  
 
We submit an Illustrative Master Plan (Plan 2) which provides for approximately 300 houses. 
This would be a combination of market and affordable homes.  
 
The potential for flooding is a major driver with regard the deliverability of the site. To 
inform the Master Plan Peveril Homes commissioned JBA Consulting to undertake a 
Hydraulic Modelling Study of the site. The report is attached for the Council’s consideration. 
The Study would form the basis of a more detailed Flood Risk Assessment which would 
detail safe access routes, finished floor levels, any floodplain compensation and the design 
of bridges and culverts.  
 
It concluded that the provision of housing development on areas was deliverable without 
detriment to existing residential properties.  
 
The Master Plan provides for the following: 
 
1. Vehicular access off Draycott Road in the vicinity of The Crescent. 
2. Two parcels of residential development delivering in the region of 300 houses. The 
eastern section extends off Derby Road and to the rear of properties on Gregory Avenue. 
The western section lies to the north of Gregory Avenue and Hills Road. 
3. Retention of all public rights of way. 
4. Provision of additional pedestrian and cycle routes particularly to link to the route of the 
former Derby Canal along the northern boundary. The site links to the east onto Far Croft 
and to Hills Road/Gregory Avenue to the west. 
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5. Extensive green infrastructure that could deliver a range of typologies to be agreed with 
the Council. This would extend to approximately 23 hectares.  
6. Provision of a linear copse along the entire northern boundary to create a new soft edge 
to the revised green belt boundary. Utilising the existing footpath along the northern 
boundary as the new Green Belt boundary would be consistent with advice within paragraph 
139 of the Framework. 
7. Retention of the Golden Stream and the Golden Brook. 
8. Develop opportunities for biodiversity enhancement across the site.  
9. Develop the landscape setting of what is currently a very unspectacular area of land.  
10. Take account of existing sewers that cross the site. 
 
In Green Belt terms the proposal would represent a northerly extension of Breaston. Unlike 
the larger site (SGA20) it would not impact on the gap between Breaston and Draycott or 
the wider gap with Derby.  New long germ green belt boundaries would be established that 
provide opportunities to introduce strong landscape features.  The built form element of the 
proposal would represent a small increase in the existing size of Breaston; the developed 
area would be just 14 ha.  We believe that such an extension is commensurate with the 
scale of Breaston. 
 
Assessing the reduced SGA20 site against the 5 purposes of including land within the Green 
Belt (paragraph 134 of the Framework) we conclude: 

(i) To check the unrestricted sprawl of large, built up areas - the reduced proposal 
would provide for growth to Breaston in a sympathetic manner with a significant 
majority of the site being set aside for blue and green infrastructure.  It would be a 
carefully designed proposal and provide significant landscape benefits.  

(ii) To prevent neighbouring towns in merging into one another - the reduced proposal 
would not result in the merging of Breaston and Draycott.  It has a very different 
impact on this green belt purpose compared with the larger SGA 20 site.  The 
extension of Breaston would be to the North towards the route of the former Derby 
canal and not towards Draycott.   

(iii) To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment - the Council's 
assessment was strongly influenced by the impact on the separation between 
Breaston and Draycott.  The reduced scheme does not have this impact.  Breaston 
covers an area of approximately 124 hectares and the proposal would result in a built 
form development of approximately 14 hectares.  Hence Breaston would be 
increased by 11.3%.    
The assessment of the larger SGA20 site taking Breaston and Draycott together 
showed an increase of approximately 50% which was considered as being a 
“substantial expansion“.   The reduced proposal is significantly less than this and, in 
our view, acceptable in terms of encroachment. 

(iv) To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns - the Breaston 
Conservation Area lies to the South and some distance away from the reduce site.  
Traffic flows from the reduced site (approximately 300 dwellings) when compared to 
the larger area (2,103 dwellings) will be significantly less and so have less impact on 
the Conservation Areas.  As a consequence there will be minimal adverse impact on 
the historic character of Breaston and Draycott. 

(v) To assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other 
urban land - the proposal would result in the loss of 14 hectares of Greenfield land 
but would also provide 23 hectares of green and blue infrastructure together with 
public access.  
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Overall we are the view that this assessment demonstrates that the smaller deliverable site 
has significantly less impact on the five purposes of including land in the green belt 
compared with the previously promoted larger site.  The smaller site is such that it could be 
developed without undue impact on the green belt.  
 
In terms of other potential impacts used in the Council’s assessment we comment as 
follows: 

1. Highway network – the original analysis was for 2,103 + homes. The reduced 
proposal is for less than 15% of that. Any impacts on the local highway network will 
not be “severe” (para 109 - Framework).  This would be demonstrate in a full 
Transport Assessment. 
SGA20 Map 1 in the Strategic Growth Area Assessments shows a potential access at 
point AP5 which could serve the development.  This involves the construction of a 
mini roundabout on Derby Road at a point where visibility is good. This is confirmed 
in the Council’s assessment.   
Access AP4 is also identified in the Council’s assessment – this involves the extension 
of Hills Road into the site. To ensure no congestion on Hills Road leading onto Derby 
Road this access could serve a limited amount of development.  

2. Loss of biodiversity – the provision of extensive areas of open space, copse planting, 
improvements to the Golden Stream and Golden Brook provides opportunities to 
significantly enhance biodiversity.  A wide range of green infrastructure typologies 
would be created to include, formal and informal recreation, corridor to the route of 
the former Derby Canal to the north, corpses, allotments etc. This would all be 
supported by a Landscape and Ecological Management Plan which aims to raise 
biodiversity. 

3. Public Transport – the Indigo service linking Breaston with Derby and Nottingham is 
a high quality frequent bus service. This is highly accessible from the reduced SGA20 
site. 

4. School provision – there is a local primary school in Breaston (Firfield); secondary 
education is provided at Wilsthorpe School.  Peveril Homes is fully aware if its 
responsibilities with regard to education provision and will work with the Local 
Authorities to ensure there is adequate provision at all levels. 

5. Green and Blue Infrastructure – Over 65% of the site would be set aside as Green 
and Blue Infrastructure.  New linkages would be provided to the route of the former 
Derby Canal route along the northern boundary and linkages to existing residential 
areas utilising the existing public rights of way. 

6. Community Facilities – the site is well located to everyday community facilities in 
Breaston and Draycott. 

7. Green Belt – we note that the Council considers some 87 hectares for 2100 houses 
would result in coalescence between Breaston and Draycott.  However, we feel that 
the reduced revised site incorporating just 37 hectares delivering approximately 300 
houses with 65% of the site set aside for green and blue infrastructure scores very 
differently.  The proposed built form would be close to the existing edge of 
development within Breaston and would have no impact on the coalescence between 
Draycott and Breaston.  We therefore consider that the reduced proposal is 
acceptable in green belt terms and overall will enable a very significant improvement 
to public access to green infrastructure in the locality and in particular the creation of 
linkages to the route of the former Derby canal.   

8. Heritage – this site is some distance from any heritage assets and will have minimal 
impact on the Breaston Conservation Area.  
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9. Landscape – the existing landscape is unspectacular. With such extensive green 
infrastructure as an integral part of the proposal improvements to the landscape 
quality and diversity will arise.  

10. Contamination – the site is unlikely to be contaminated. 
 
We also note that there are some concerns regarding the drainage at the site.  We can 
confirm that a Strategic Assessment of flood risk in the locality has been undertaken by JBA.   
It confirms that the site can accommodate areas of built form as indicated on the illustrated 
masterplan. It is important to note that development will not have any adverse impacts on 
flood risk for proposed or existing properties.  The disposal of surface water is not an 
impediment to the development of the site.  
 
Overall we believe that the reduced site area scores very well against the Council’s criteria, 
and much different to the larger SGA20 assessment.  Breaston is one of the “larger villages” 
in the Borough which has a wide range of everyday services. The site lies immediately 
adjacent to Breaston and in our view represents sustainable development.   
 
We would welcome the opportunity to discuss the potential for development of the identified 
land off Draycott Road, Breaston.  
 
 
We would be grateful if you would give careful consideration to our representations in 
progressing the Plan. 
 
If you need anything further at this stage, then please come back to me. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
 
 
Paul Stone 
Director - Stone Planning Services Limited 

 

Enclosures 

1. Sustainability Appraisal for “Extensions to Larger Villages in the Green Belt”.  

2. Plan 1 – Smaller SGA site in relation to Breaston & Draycott. 

3. Plan 2 - Indicative Master Plan for land off Draycott Road, Breaston 

4. Hydraulic Modelling Study - land off Draycott Road, Breaston 
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Executive summary  

JBA Consulting was commissioned by Peveril Homes in April 2020 to refine the 

fluvial flood outlines in relation to their proposed development site at Draycott Road, 

Breaston.  The site is crossed by the Golden Stream and the Golden Brook and, 

according to the Environment Agency’s Flood Map for Planning, the access to the 

area located between these two watercourses is flooded.  

A copy of the River Erewash FLOOD MODELLER – TUFLOW hydraulic model 

(representing both watercourses) was obtained from the Environment Agency (EA) 

for use in this study (EA ref: EMD-163779). The model was built in 2013 by 

Edenvale Young Associates.  

The model was updated with new fluvial flow estimates for the Golden Brook and 

Golden Stream (revised using 2020 hydrological methods), site-specific topographic 

survey data and 1m LiDAR flown over in 2017. 

The hydraulic modelling was re-run for the 100-year, 100-year plus 30% climate 

change, 100-year plus 50% climate change and 1,000-year fluvial flood events.  

Model results show:  

• Flooding occurs to the north-west of the development and towards the eastern 

site boundary during all fluvial flood events, as illustrated in Figure 0-1 below. 

Figure 0-1-1: Flood Extents  

     

• During the 100-year fluvial flood event, depths of up to 0.48m (approximately) 

can be seen within the site boundary.  

• During the 100-year fluvial flood event, flood levels up to 40.82m AOD 

(approximately) can be seen within the site boundary. 

• During the 100-year plus 30% climate change fluvial flood event, depths of up to 

0.56m (approximately) can be seen within the site boundary.  
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• During the 100-year plus 30% climate change fluvial flood event, flood levels up 

to 40.84m AOD (approximately) can be seen within the site boundary. 

• During the 100-year plus 50% climate change fluvial flood event, depths of up to 

0.61m (approximately) can be seen within the site boundary.  

• During the 100-year plus 50% climate change fluvial flood event, flood levels up 

to 40.86m AOD (approximately) can be seen within the site boundary. 

• During the 1000-year fluvial flood event, depths of up to 0.65m (approximately) 

can be seen within the site boundary.  

• During the 1000-year fluvial flood event, flood levels up to 40.88m AOD 

(approximately) can be seen within the site boundary. 

Safe access and egress to and from the site was reviewed to see if flooding would 

affect the proposed vehicular entrance to the site and access to the central part of 

the site (i.e. between the two watercourses).  The entrance will be located off 

Draycott Road, opposite The Crescent (see Figure 0-1 for locations).   

With the exception of river channels, the hazard to people rating will remain low 

across the whole of the site during the 100-year plus 30% climate change fluvial 

flood event (see Figure 0-2).  This implies that safe access and egress to/from the 

central part of the site, albeit wet, is available.  The 100-year plus 30% climate 

change hazard to people is also low along Draycott Road thus again implying that 

safe access and egress to /from the site, albeit wet, is available . 

Figure 0-1-2: Hazard-to-people  

 

Recommendations: 
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It is recommended that the results from this modelling study are taken into 

consideration in the Flood Risk Assessment when confirming: 

- safe access routes  

- the recommended minimum Finished Floor Levels for the proposed units 

- the requirement for floodplain compensation 

- the design of bridges/culverts crossing the watercourses.  
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Terms of reference 

JBA Consulting was commissioned by Tom Broster on behalf of Peveril Homes by an email 

dated 02/04/2020 to confirm the fluvial flood risk from the Golden Stream and the Golden 

Brook in relation to their proposed development site at Draycott Road, Breaston.  

A copy of the 2013 River Erewash hydraulic model was obtained from the Environment 

Agency (EA) to carry out this project.  

1.2 Context 

The site is located to the north of Draycott Road.  The 36.9ha ‘phase 1’ part of the 

development will accommodate residential units.   

The site currently sits within the Environment Agency’s Flood Zone 2 and Flood Zone 3, 

covering majority of the development. This hydraulic modelling study aims to refine the 

flood outlines within the site boundary and identify potential safe access and egress issues.  

1.3 Site Details  

Table 1-1: Site Details 

Site Address Land off Draycott Road, 

Breaston, Derbyshire, DE72 

3DB 

Site Area 36.94 ha 

Existing land use Greenfield / brownfield 

OS NGR SK 45346 33377 

Country England 

County Derbyshire 
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1.4 General Approach 

The Environment Agency were contacted to request the 2013 River Erewash Hydraulic 

model to assess flood risk in relation to the proposed site. The existing model is built in 1D-

2D FLOOD MODELLER – TUFLOW. 

A hydrological assessment was carried out to update fluvial flow estimates in the model. 

To improve the accuracy of the results, the model geometry was also updated with site-

specific topographic survey data and LiDAR data. 
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2 Approach 

2.1 Data Availability 

The River Erewash FLOOD MODELLER – TUFLOW hydraulic model was obtained from the 

Environment Agency (EA) for use in this study (EA ref: EMD-163779). The model was built 

in 2013 by Edenvale Young Associates. To improve the model surrounding the site at 

Draycott Road, several updates were made, and the model was re-run.  

The updates include changing the fluvial flow estimates for the Golden Brook and Golden 

Stream which run parallel through the site, adding a site-specific topographic survey 

(attached in appendix A) and updating the LiDAR being read into the model. LiDAR data 

was obtained from the Open Data website to represent ground levels within the floodplain. 

The data from the DEFRA website contained 1m LiDAR last flown in 2017. 

2.2 Input data quality Assessment 

Additional checks were conducted between the topographic survey and the LIDAR to ensure 

that there were no major differences in elevation between the datasets (which could result 

in steps in the model geometry).  Figure 2-1 shows a comparison between the 1m LiDAR 

data and the topographic survey data. 

Figure 2-1: Topographic Survey minus LiDAR  

 

Figure 2-1 shows that site topographic data and LiDAR DTM data corelate relatively well, 

with differences in elevation of less than 0.2m for the majority of the site.  The key 

differences occur in areas with trees where the LiDAR filtering process shows its limitation.  

As a result, topographic survey data was used in the model. 
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2.3 Model Extent  

The hydraulic model represents the River Erewash and surrounding tributaries.  Figure 2-2 

shows the model extent for the Golden Brook and Golden Stream running throughout the 

site.  

Figure 2-2: Model Extent 

 

2.4 Modelling Approach  

The River Erewash hydraulic model was ran using FLOOD MODELLER – TUFLOW (2018-03-

AE-ISP-W64) to refine the flood outlines within the site boundary and assess potential safe 

access and egress issues that me affect the development potential of the site.  

In addition, the baseline model was upgraded with the following changes:  

• Inclusion of an acsii grid generated from topographic survey information collected by 

NJC Surveys Ltd in May 2020 in order to enhance the representation of ground levels 

within the site boundary; 

• Inclusion of 1m LiDAR data across the entire model domain; 

• Updated flow estimations were inputted into the model for the Golden Brook and the 

Golden Stream running through the proposed development site.  
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Table 2-1 shows the files that were updated within the model.  
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Table 2-1: Updated files within the model 

File Name Changes made to file 

Erew_v31-H_3.5hr_f100_B.TCF 

Erew_v31-H_3.5hr_f100yr30cc_B.TCF 

Erew_v31-H_3.5hr_f100yr50cc_B.TCF 

Erew_v31-H_3.5hr_f1000_B.TCF 

The TCF’s are a copy from version 

27.1 – H with changes to the TGC. 

All file paths within the model have 

been updated to follow the new file 

structure.  

Erew_v31.1-A.tgc:  

• lidar_1m_2017.asc 

• (Add site topo 

name) 

The TGC has been updated with 

1m LiDAR last flown in 2017. A site 

topographic survey has also been 

added to accurately represent 

ground levels within the site.   

100YR_v31_3.5hr_HT.ied 

100yr30cc_v31_3.5hr_HT.ied 

100yr50cc_v31_3.5hr_HT.ied 

1000YR_v31_3.5hr_HT.ied 

The IED’s have been updated 

using the new fluvial flow 

estimates produced by JBA 

Consulting in 2020 for the Golden 

Stream and the Golden Brook. The 

new hydrographs are fitted to the 

peak water level finalised in the 

hydrological assessment in 

Appendix B. 

Erew_v31-H_3.5hr_f100.ief 

Erew_v31_H_3.5hr_f100yr30cc.ief 

Erew_v31_H_3.5hr_f100yr50cc.ief 

Erew_v31_H_3.5hr_f1000_B.ief 

The IEF’s contain all the new links 

to the model files and the locations 

where results will be outputted. 

Parameters and run times have 

been kept the same.  

 

2.5 Climate Change 

In line with the Environment Agency’s guidance on climate change allowances, the impact 

of climate change was modelled by factorising the model inflows by 1.30 (100-year plus 

30% climate change exceedance) and 1.50 (100-year plus 50% climate change 

exceedance). This relates the ‘higher central’ and ‘upper end’ allowances, respectively for 

the Humber river basin.  

2.6 Model Runs 

The following flood scenarios were simulated using the River Erewash hydraulic model:  

• [Base-line Scenario] – 100-year (1% AEP) flood event – existing condition  

• [Base-line Scenario] – 100-year (+30%) (1% AEP) flood event – existing condition  

• [Base-line Scenario] – 100-year (+50%) (1% AEP) flood event – existing condition  

• [Base-line Scenario] – 1000-year (0.1% AEP) flood event – existing condition  
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3 Baseline Hydraulic Modelling  

3.1 Extents 

Figure 3-1 shows the baseline extents for all return periods run for the hydraulic modelling 

study, respectively.  

Figure 3-1: Flood Extents  

 

3.2 Comparison with the Environment Agency’s Flood Map for Planning 

Figure 3-2 and Figure 3-3 show the flood extents for the Golden Brook and Golden Stream 

compared to the Environment Agency’s Flood Map for Planning, respectively.  
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Figure 3-2: 100-year vs Flood Zone 3 
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Figure 3-3: 1000-year vs Flood Zone 2 

 

Figure 3-2 and Figure 3-3 show that there has been a decrease in flood risk towards the 

centre of the site when comparing Flood Zone 2 and 3 with the detailed modelling results. 

The Environment Agency’s Flood Map for Planning are therefore deemed to be conservative 

when assessing fluvial flood risk in relation to the site. As the 2020 updated hydraulic 

model is more accurate, results from this model were used to review fluvial flood risk and 

safe access and egress arrangements across the site. 

3.3 Flood Depths  

Figure 3-4 to Figure 3-7 show the flood depths during the 100-year, 100-year plus 30% 

climate change, 100-year plus 50% climate change and 1,000-year fluvial flood events, 

respectively.  
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Figure 3-4: 100-year Depths 

 

Figure 3-5: 100-year plus 30% Climate Change Depths 
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Figure 3-6: 100-year plus 50% Climate Change Depths 

 

Figure 3-7: 1000-year Depths 
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Figure 3-4 shows:  

• Flooding occurs to the north-west of the development and towards the eastern site 

boundary during the 100-year fluvial flood event.  

• During the 100-year fluvial flood event, depths of up to 0.48m (approximately) can be 

seen within the site boundary.  

Figure 3-5 shows:  

• Flooding occurs to the north-west of the development and towards the eastern site 

boundary during the 100-year plus 30% climate change fluvial flood event.  

• During the 100-year plus 30% climate change fluvial flood event, depths of up to 0.56m 

(approximately) can be seen within the site boundary.  

Figure 3-6 shows: 

• Flooding occurs to the north-west of the development and towards the eastern site 

boundary during the 100-year plus 50% climate change fluvial flood event. 

• During the 100-year plus 50% climate change fluvial flood event, depths of up to 0.61m 

(approximately) can be seen within the site boundary.  

Figure 3-7 shows:  

• Flooding starts to occur between the Golden Brook and Golden Stream during the 1000-

year fluvial flood event. 

• During the 1000-year fluvial flood event, depths of up to 0.65m (approximately) can be 

seen within the site boundary.  

 

3.4 Flood Levels  

Figure 3-8 to Figure 3-11 show the flood levels during the 100-year, 100-year plus 30% 

climate change, 100-year plus 50% climate change and 1,000-year fluvial flood events, 

respectively.  
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Figure 3-8: 100-year Flood Levels 

 

Figure 3-9: 100-year plus 30% Climate Change Flood Levels 
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Figure 3-10: 100-year plus 50% climate change Flood Levels 

 

Figure 3-11: 1,000-year Flood Levels 
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Figure 3-8 shows:  

• During the 100-year fluvial flood event, flood levels up to 40.82m AOD (approximately) 

can be seen within the site boundary. 

Figure 3-9 shows:  

• During the 100-year plus 30% climate change fluvial flood event, flood levels up to 

40.84m AOD (approximately) can be seen within the site boundary. 

Figure 3-10 shows:  

• During the 100-year plus 50% climate change fluvial flood event, flood levels up to 

40.86m AOD (approximately) can be seen within the site boundary. 

Figure 3-11 shows:  

• During the 1000-year fluvial flood event, flood levels up to 40.88m AOD 

(approximately) can be seen within the site boundary. 

3.5 Hazard-to-people  

Figure 3-12 shows the hazard-to-people rating during the 100-year plus 30% climate 

change fluvial flood event, respectively.  

Figure 3-12: Hazard-to-people 

 

Figure 3-12 shows:  

• Safe access and egress to and from the site was reviewed to see if flooding would affect 

the proposed vehicular entrance to the site and access to the central part of the site 

(i.e. between the two watercourses).  The entrance will be located off Draycott Road, 

opposite The Crescent.  
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• With the exception of river channels, the hazard to people rating will remain low across 

the whole of the site during the 100-year plus 30% climate change fluvial flood event. 

This implies that safe access and egress to/from the central part of the site, albeit wet, 

is available.  The 100-year plus 30% climate change hazard to people is also low along 

Draycott Road thus again implying that safe access and egress to /from the site, albeit 

wet, is available. 
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4 Conclusions and Recommendations  

4.1 Conclusion 

JBA Consulting was commissioned by Peveril Homes in April 2020 to refine the fluvial flood 

outlines in relation to their proposed development site at Draycott Road, Breaston.  The site 

is crossed by the Golden Stream and the Golden Brook and, according to the Environment 

Agency’s Flood Map for Planning, the access to the area located between these two 

watercourses is flooded.  

A copy of the River Erewash FLOOD MODELLER – TUFLOW hydraulic model (representing 

both watercourses) was obtained from the Environment Agency (EA) for use in this study 

(EA ref: EMD-163779). The model was built in 2013 by Edenvale Young Associates.  

The model was updated with new fluvial flow estimates for the Golden Brook and Golden 

Stream (revised using 2020 hydrological methods), site-specific topographic survey data 

and 1m LiDAR flown over in 2017. 

The hydraulic modelling was re-run for the 100-year, 100-year plus 30% climate change, 

100-year plus 50% climate change and 1,000-year fluvial flood events.  Model results 

show:  

• Flooding occurs to the north-west of the development and towards the eastern site 

boundary during all fluvial flood events. 

• During the 100-year fluvial flood event, depths of up to 0.48m (approximately) can be 

seen within the site boundary.  

• During the 100-year fluvial flood event, flood levels up to 40.82m AOD (approximately) 

can be seen within the site boundary. 

• During the 100-year plus 30% climate change fluvial flood event, depths of up to 0.56m 

(approximately) can be seen within the site boundary.  

• During the 100-year plus 30% climate change fluvial flood event, flood levels up to 

40.84m AOD (approximately) can be seen within the site boundary. 

• During the 100-year plus 50% climate change fluvial flood event, depths of up to 0.61m 

(approximately) can be seen within the site boundary.  

• During the 100-year plus 50% climate change fluvial flood event, flood levels up to 

40.86m AOD (approximately) can be seen within the site boundary. 

• During the 1000-year fluvial flood event, depths of up to 0.65m (approximately) can be 

seen within the site boundary.  

• During the 1000-year fluvial flood event, flood levels up to 40.88m AOD 

(approximately) can be seen within the site boundary. 

Safe access and egress to and from the site was reviewed to see if flooding would affect the 

proposed vehicular entrance to the site and access to the central part of the site (i.e. 

between the two watercourses).  The entrance will be located off Draycott Road, opposite 

The Crescent.  

With the exception of river channels, the hazard to people rating will remain low across the 

whole of the site during the 100-year plus 30% climate change fluvial flood event. This 

implies that safe access and egress to/from the central part of the site, albeit wet, is 

available.  The 100-year plus 30% climate change hazard to people is also low along 

Draycott Road thus again implying that safe access and egress to /from the site, albeit wet, 

is available. 

4.2 Recommendations: 

It is recommended that the results from this modelling study are taken into consideration 

in the Flood Risk Assessment when confirming: 
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• safe access routes  

• the recommended minimum Finished Floor Levels for the proposed units 

• the requirement for floodplain compensation 

• the design of bridges/culverts crossing the watercourses.  
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Appendices 

A Topographic Survey  
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Flood estimation report: 

Breaston 

 

Introduction 

This report template is based on a supporting document to the Environment 

Agency’s flood estimation guidelines.  It provides a record of the hydrological 
context, the method statement, the calculations and decisions made during flood 

estimation and the results. 
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Abbreviations 

AM .......................... Annual Maximum 

AREA ....................... Catchment area (km2) 

BFI .......................... Base Flow Index 

BFIHOST .................. Base Flow Index derived using the HOST soil classification 

CFMP ....................... Catchment Flood Management Plan 

CPRE ....................... Council for the Protection of Rural England 

FARL ....................... FEH index of flood attenuation due to reservoirs and lakes 

FEH ......................... Flood Estimation Handbook 

FSR ......................... Flood Studies Report 

HOST ...................... Hydrology of Soil Types 

NRFA ....................... National River Flow Archive 

POT ......................... Peaks Over a Threshold 

QMED ...................... Median Annual Flood (with return period 2 years) 

ReFH ....................... Revitalised Flood Hydrograph method 

SAAR ....................... Standard Average Annual Rainfall (mm) 

SPR ......................... Standard percentage runoff 

SPRHOST ................. Standard percentage runoff derived using the HOST soil 

classification 

Tp(0) ....................... Time to peak of the instantaneous unit hydrograph 

URBAN .................... Flood Studies Report index of fractional urban extent 

URBEXT1990 ............ FEH index of fractional urban extent 

URBEXT2000 ............ Revised index of urban extent, measured differently from 

URBEXT1990 

WINFAP-FEH ............. Windows Frequency Analysis Package – used for FEH statistical 

method
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1 Method statement 

1.1 Requirements for flood estimates 

Overview 
• Purpose of 

study 

• Peak flows or 

hydrographs?  

• Range of return 

periods and 

locations 

A section of an existing 2013 model1 is being updated for the purpose of 
a flood risk assessment at a site on Draycott Road, Breaston. Two 

streams flow past the site of interest, Golden Brook and Golden Stream, 

these are tributaries to the River Erewash. Hydrograph inflows are 

required as inputs to the model at the upper end of each watercourse. 

1.2 The catchment 

Map  

 

Description 
Include topography, 

climate, geology, soils, 

land use and any 

unusual features that 

may affect the flood 

hydrology. 

The Golden Brook catchment is predominantly rural upstream of the 
site of interest. Downstream the area becomes more urbanised and 

contains a reservoir.  The tributary watercourses are located on a clear 
hillside, which levels out below the site of interest. The A6005 and the 

M1 run through the catchment, which may affect distribution of surface 
runoff and/or affect transfer of runoff from one side of the catchment 

to the other.  

1.3 Source of flood peak data 

Source 
 

NRFA peak flows dataset, Version 8, released September 2019. This contains data 

up to water year 2017-18. 

  

 
1 River Erewash Strategic Flood Risk Mapping Study for Environment Agency. Hyder Consulting, May 
2013 
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1.4 Hydrological understanding of catchment 

 

Outline the conceptual model The main site of interest is in a currently rural 
location to the west of Breaston. Golden Stream 

runs through the middle of the site, and Golden 
Brook along the eastern edge of the site. The site 

can be subject to flooding from peak flow in the 

watercourses.  

Any unusual catchment features to take 

into account?  

No 

 

1.5 Initial choice of approach 

Is FEH appropriate?  (it may not be for 

extremely heavily urbanised or complex 

catchments)  If not, describe other methods to be 

used. 

FEH is appropriate for this location. 

Initial choice of method(s) and reasons 

How will hydrograph shapes be derived 

if needed? 

Will the catchment be split into sub-

catchments?  If so, how? 

Both the FEH Statistical method and ReFH2 will be 
used for the site, and the most appropriate will be 

decided based on the estimates. 

The flows will be derived for the downstream end of 
each catchment following the methodology from 

the previous 2013 study. 

 

Software to be used (with version 

numbers) 

 

FEH Web Service2 / WINFAP v43 / ReFH2.3  

 

 

 
2 CEH 2015. The Flood Estimation Handbook (FEH)  Online Service, Centre for Ecology & Hydrology, Wallingford, Oxon, 
UK. 
3 WINFAP-FEH v4 © Wallingford HydroSolutions Limited 2016. 
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2 Locations where flood estimates required 

The table below lists the locations of subject sites.  The site codes listed below are used in 

all subsequent tables to save space.   

2.1 Summary of subject sites 

Site 

code 

Type of 

estimate 
L: lumped 

catchment 

S: Sub-

catchment  

Watercourse Name or 

description of 

site 

Easting Northing AREA 

on FEH 
CD-

ROM 

(km2) 

Revised 

AREA if 

altered 

GB L Golden Brook  450650 333600 15.36 12.88 

GS L Golden 

Stream 
 445650 333200 N/A 1.47 

Note: Lumped catchments (L) are complete catchments 

draining to points at which design flows are required.   

Sub-catchments (S) are catchments or intervening areas that 

are being used as inputs to a semi-distributed model of the 

river system.  There is no need to report any design flows for 

sub-catchments, as they are not relevant: the relevant result is 

the hydrograph that the sub-catchment is expected to 

contribute to a design flood event at a point further 

downstream in the river system.  This will be recorded within 

the hydraulic model output files.  However, catchment 

descriptors and ReFH model parameters should be recorded for 

sub-catchments so that the results can be reproduced.   

The schematic diagram illustrates the distinction between 

lumped and sub-catchment estimates. 
 

2.2 Important catchment descriptors at each subject site 
(incorporating any changes made) 

Site 

code 
FARL PROPWET BFIHOST 

DPLBAR 

(km) 

DPSBAR 

(m/km) 

SAAR 

(mm) 

URBEXT 

2000 
FPEXT 

GB 1.00 0.35 0.529 5.32 25.4 640 0.234 0.280 

GS 1.00 0.35 0.441 0.77 47.0 660 0.044 0.107 
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2.3 Checking catchment descriptors 

Record how catchment 

boundary was checked 
and describe any 

changes  

The Golden Stream is not picked up as a catchment on the FEH web 

service. The catchment at the downstream end of the watercourse 
at the confluence with the Golden Brook was downloaded as this is 

hydro climatologically similar to the Golden Stream catchment, and 
descriptors were adjusted as described below. The catchment 

boundary was decided based on 1m Lidar. 

For the Golden Brook the catchment boundary was checked against 
1m Lidar, with the Golden Stream and Harrington Drain catchment 

areas removed as these are included separately. For upper part of 

the catchment there is no 1m or 2m Lidar so this was assumed to 

be correct.  

 
 

Record how other 
catchment descriptors 

were checked and 

describe any changes.   

For the Golden Brook, due to the removal of the Harrington Drain 
catchment which drains away from Golden Brook and included the 

reservoir influence, FARL was altered to 1.  

For both catchments the DPLBAR was adjusted based on the 

catchment size adjustments by area weighting. 

Source of URBEXT URBEXT2000  

Method for updating of 

URBEXT  

CPRE formula from FEH Volume 4  
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3 Statistical method 

3.1 Overview of estimation of QMED at each subject site 

Site 

code 

Initial 
QMED 

rural 

 (m3/s) 
(from 

catchment 

descriptors) F
in

a
l 
m

e
th

o
d

 

Data transfer 

Urban adjust-
ment factor 

(UAF) 

Final  
QMED 

estimate 

(m3/s) 

NRFA 
numbers 

for 
donor 
sites 

used 
(see 

3.3) 

Distance 
between 
centroids 

dij (km) 

Moderated 
QMED 

adjustment 

factor, (A/B)a 

GB 1.65 DT 28055 23.275 1.007 1.313 2.32 

GS 0.37 DT 28055 21.587 1.007 1.046 0.39 

Are the values of QMED spatially consistent? Yes 

Method used for urban adjustment for subject and 

donor sites 

WINFAP v44  

Parameters used for WINFAP v4 urban adjustment if applicable 

Impervious fraction for 

built-up areas, IF 

Percentage runoff for 

impervious surfaces, 

PRimp 

Method for calculating fractional urban 

cover, URBAN 

0.3 70% From updated URBEXT2000 

Notes 

Methods: AM – Annual maxima; POT – Peaks over threshold; DT – Data transfer (with urban adjustment); CD – Catchment 

descriptors alone (with urban adjustment); BCW – Catchment descriptors and bankfull channel width (add details); LF – 

Low flow statistics (add details). 

The QMED adjustment factor A/B for each donor site is given in Table 3.2.  This is moderated using the power term, a, 

which is a function of the distance between the centroids of the subject catchment and the donor catchment.  The final 

estimate of QMED is:    (A/B)a x QMEDinitial x UAF     
Important note on urban adjustment 

The method used to adjust QMED for urbanisation published in Kjeldsen (2010)5 in which PRUAF is calculated from 

BFIHOST is not correctly applied in WINFAP-FEH v3.0.003.  Significant differences occur only on urban catchments that 

are highly permeable.  

 
4 Wallingford HydroSolutions (2016).  WINFAP 4 Urban adjustment procedures. 
5 Kjeldsen, T. R. (2010).  Modelling the impact of urbanization on flood frequency relationships in the UK. Hydrol. Res. 41. 391-405.  

 



 

 
 

JBA FEH calculation record v6.8_Breaston_EK review v2.docx 7 
 

3.2 Search for donor sites for QMED (if applicable) 

Comment on potential donor sites 

Include a map if necessary.  Note that donor 

catchments should usually be rural. 

There are no high flow gauging stations or level only 

gauges on the reach of the Golden Brook. There are 
gauging stations suitable for use as QMED donors 

on surrounding watercourses. These are over 20km 

away based on catchment centroids. 

The following gaugings on the NRFA database were 

considered: 

• 28055: Ecclesbourne @ Duffield 

• 28008: Dove @ Rocester Weir 

• 28002: Blithe @ Hamstall Ridware 

• 28046: Dove @ Izaak Walton 

Donor sites 28008 and 28045 were discounted 

based on having high SAAR values, and 28002 was 
discounted based on distance from FEPs. Site 28055 

was chosen as the only suitable donor based on 

proximity to site and catchment descriptors. 

3.3 Donor sites chosen and QMED adjustment factors 

NRFA 

no. 

Reasons for choosing  Method 
(AM or 

POT) 

Adjust-
ment for 

climatic 
variation

? 

QMED 
from 

flow 
data 

(A) 

QMED 
from 

catchment 
descriptor

s (B) 

Adjust
-ment 

ratio 

(A/B) 

28055 Proximity to catchment 

centroid 

AM No 14.4 13.7 1.025 

3.4 Derivation of pooling groups 

Several subject sites may use the same pooling group. 

Name 

of 

group 

Site code 

from 

whose 
descriptor

s group 
was 

derived 

Subject 

site 

treated as 

gauged? 
(enhanced 

single site 

analysis) 

Changes made to default pooling 

group, with reasons 
. 

Weighted 

average L-

moments, 
 L-CV and L-

skew, (before 

urban 

adjustment)   

GB_pool GB No Removed: 

• 73015, 72014: very high SAAR 

values as group was strongly 

heterogenous 

• 26802, 33032, 33054, 2773, 

26003, 33029: highly permeable 

catchments 

0.283, 0.164 

Note: Pooling groups were derived using the procedures from Science Report SC050050 (2008).   
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3.5 Derivation of flood growth curves at subject sites 

Site 

code 

Metho

d 
(SS, P, 

ESS, J) 

If P, ESS 

or J, 
name of 

pooling 
group 

(Error! 

Reference 
source not 

found.) 

Distribution 

used and 
reason for 

choice 

 

Note any 

urban 
adjustment 

or 
permeable 

adjustment 

Parameters of 

distribution  
(location, scale and 

shape after 

adjustments) 

Growth 

factor for 
100-year 

return 

period 

GB P GB_pool Gen. logistic is 

the only 
suitable 

distribution 

Urban 

adjustments 

applied 

1.000, 0.250,  

-0.204 

2.90 

GS P GB_pool Gen. logistic is 

the only 

suitable 

distribution 

Urban 

adjustments 

applied 

1.000, 0.284,  

-0.171 
3.00 

Notes 

Methods: SS – Single site; P – Pooled; ESS – Enhanced single site; J – Joint analysis 

A pooling group (or ESS analysis) derived at one gauge can be applied to estimate growth curves at a number of 

ungauged sites.  Each site may have a different urban adjustment, and therefore different growth curve parameters. 

Urban adjustments are all carried out using the method of Kjeldsen (2010).  

Growth curves were derived using the procedures from Science Report SC050050 (2008).  

3.6 Flood estimates from the statistical method 

Site code Flood peak (m3/s) for the following return periods (in years) 

2 5 10 20 50 75 100 200 1000 

GB 2.32 3.24 3.92 4.66 5.76 6.31 6.73 7.84 11.10 

GS 0.39 0.57 0.69 0.82 1.01 1.10 1.17 1.36 1.87 
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4 Revitalised flood hydrograph 2 (ReFH2) 

method 

4.1 Catchment sub-divisions for ReFH2 model 

Site code Area (km2) 

Rural or un-

developed 

Paved Only relevant if significant transfers of water 

via sewers crossing catchment boundaries… 

Paved with 
sewers draining 

out of 
topographic 

catchment 

Paved outside 
topographic 

catchment with 
sewers draining into 

catchment 

GB 8.335 4.545 0 0 

GS 1.373 0.097 0 0 

Sources of 

information 
for creating 

sub-divisions 

N/A 

Sewer capacity 
(return period / rainfall 

intensity / flow rate) 

and source of 

information 

0 

In the absence of detailed information about sewer drainage in the catchment, a conservative 
assumption was applied that all sewers drain within the catchment. 

4.2 Parameters for ReFH2 model 

ReFH2.3 software has been used to calculate the inflows. 

Site code Method 
 

Tprural 

(hours) 

 

Tpurban 

(hours) 

 

Cmax 

(mm) 

 

PRimp
 

% runoff for 

impermeable 

surfaces 

BL 

(hours) 

 

BR 

 

GB CD 5.91 2.96 483.16 0.7 51.16 2.37 

GS CD 1.61 1.21 355.61 0.7 29.13 1.73 

Brief description of any flood event analysis 

carried out (further details should be given in the 

annex) 

The catchment is ungauged hence no flood 

event analysis was undertaken here. 

Methods: OPT: Optimisation, BR:  Baseflow recession fitting, CD:  Catchment descriptors, DT:  Data transfer (give 

details) 

4.3 Design events for ReFH2 method: Lumped catchments 

Site 

code 

Urban or rural Season of design event 

(summer or winter) 

Storm duration 

(hours) 

GB Urban Winter 9 

GS Urban Winter 9 
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4.4 Flood estimates from the ReFH2 method 

 

Site code Flood peak (m3/s) for the following return periods (in years) 

2 5 10 20 50 75 100 200 1000 

GB 
2.24 2.95 3.52 4.20 5.42 6.10 6.61 7.96 

11.3

3 

GS 0.60 0.80 0.96 1.14 1.49 1.68 1.82 2.20 3.17 
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6 Discussion and summary of results 

6.1 Comparison of results from different methods 

This table compares peak flows from various methods with those from the FEH Statistical 

method at example sites for two key return periods.  Blank cells indicate that results for a 
particular site were not calculated using that method. 

Site 

code 

Ratio of peak flow to FEH Statistical peak 

Return period 2 years Return period 100 years 

ReFH2 ReFH2 

GB 1.03 1.04 

GS 1.54 1.56 

6.2 Final choice of method 

Choice of method and 

reasons  Include 

reference to type of study, 

nature of catchment and 

type of data available. 

The catchments are ungauged and there is appreciable uncertainty 
associated with choosing any of the 2 methods. The ReFH2 method 

has been chosen as the final method for the inflows to err on the side 
of caution. For the larger catchment it produces  larger peak flows 

than the FEH Statistical method, so is the more conservative choice 

for the final inflows.  

 

The larger catchment includes a degree of urbanisation therefore the 
ReFH2 is considered the most suitable approach as it includes an 

urban component that introduces three extra parameters to account 

for the effect of urbanisation to the runoff and time-to-Peak. 

How will the flows be 

applied to a hydraulic 

model? 
If relevant. Will model 

inflows be adjusted to 

achieve a match with 

lumped flow estimates, or 

will the model be allowed 

to route inflows? 

The flows will be applied directly to the 1D model as flow-time 

hydrographs at the upstream end of each watercourse. 

6.3 Assumptions, limitations and uncertainty 

List the main assumptions 

made (specific to this study) 

 

 

No allowance for sewer capacity was given in the urban area 

potentially taking flow out of the topographic catchment, but 
this assumption is likely to give more conservative design 

flood flow estimates in this case. 

 

Discuss any particular 

limitations, e.g. applying methods 

outside the range of catchment types 

or return periods for which they were 

developed. 

The selection of flow estimation points are in line with the 

previous 2013 study so that design flow estimates remain 
suitable for application directly to the model. This means the 

downstream of each watercourse has been used to derive 
inflows for the upstream end so these are likely to be 

overestimating flows.  

 

 

Give what information you can There are no published methods for quantifying uncertainty 
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on uncertainty in the results, 
e.g. confidence limits from Kjeldsen 

(2014). 

for the Urban ReFH2 method, apart from carrying out 

sensitivity tests on key model parameters. 

Using QMED donor information from a neighbouring 

catchment, research from the FEH Local project suggests 
confidence bands (as a factor of the final peak flow) as 

follows: 

Confidence 

level 
One donor 

68% 95% 

5% AEP 0.60 – 1.66 0.36 – 2.76 

1% AEP 0.58 – 1.72 0.34 – 2.94 

0.1% AEP 0.54 – 1.86 0.29 – 3.45 

These are for moderately urbanised catchments (0.03 ≤ 

URBEXT< 0.15). 

 

Comment on the suitability of 
the results for future studies, 
e.g. at nearby locations or for different 

purposes. 

Flows would only be suitable for future studies if the 
proposed development in this flood risk assessment is not 

implemented, otherwise the URBEXT value would need to be 
updated for the downstream estimate. It would also be 

pertinent to check for any new methodologies suitable for 

very small or highly urban catchments. 

Give any other comments on 

the study, e.g. suggestions for 

additional work. 

 

6.4 Checks 

Are the results consistent, for 

example at confluences? 

Yes, flows increase with catchment size. 

 

What do the results imply 

regarding the return periods of 
floods during the period of 

record? 

The site is ungauged so there is no period of record. 

What is the range of 100-year 

growth factors?  Is this 

realistic?   

The 100-year growth factor is 2.95. The typical range is 2.1 

to 4.0 therefore the growth factor is within the typical range. 

If 1000-year flows have been 
derived, what is the range of 

ratios for 1000-year flow over 

100-year flow? 

1.71  

How do the results compare 

with those of other studies? 
Explain any differences and 

conclude which results should 

be preferred. 

The previous study used a mixture of FEH Statistical and 

FEH rainfall-runoff methods. The FEH rainfall-runoff method 
was used for these inflow points and produced significantly 

larger results. The FEH Statistical methods compare 
similarly, for FEP GS the catchment area has changed from 

2.2km2 to 1.4km2 and the flows have decreased accordingly. 
FEH  rainfall runoff produced higher flows but this method is 

now obsolete and is known to often overestimate peak 

flows. 

Are the results compatible with 

the longer-term flood history? 

There is no longer term flood history provided. 

Describe any other checks on 

the results 
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6.5 Final results 

Site code Flood peak (m3/s) for the following return periods (in years) 

2 5 10 20 50 75 100 200 1000 

GB 2.24 2.95 3.52 4.20 5.42 6.10 6.61 7.96 11.33 

GS 0.60 0.80 0.96 1.14 1.49 1.68 1.82 2.20 3.17 

 

If flood hydrographs are needed for the next stage of 
the study, where are they provided?  (e.g. give 

filename of spreadsheet, hydraulic model, or reference 

to table below) 

The flood hydrographs for the study 

are provided in the spreadsheet: 

ReFH2_hydrograph.xlsx 
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7 Annex  



 

 
 

JBA FEH calculation record v6.8_Breaston_EK review v2.docx 15 
 

7.1 Pooling group 

Station Distance Years 

of 

data 

QMED 

AM 

L-CV L-

SKEW 

Discordancy AREA SAAR FPEXT FARL URBEXT 

2000 

41020 (Bevern Stream @ Clappers 

Bridge) 

2.757 49 13.66 0.203 0.181 1.162 35.48 886 0.076 0.993 0.013 

34005 (Tud @ Costessey Park) 2.773 57 3.146 0.269 0.168 0.382 72.11 649 0.158 0.973 0.029 

36010 (Bumpstead Brook @ Broad 

Green) 

2.841 51 7.5 0.372 0.184 0.844 27.58 588 0.045 0.999 0.007 

36003 (Box @ Polstead) 2.948 57 3.91 0.305 0.089 0.538 56.72 566 0.094 0.993 0.012 

25019 (Leven @ Easby) 2.962 40 5.384 0.343 0.378 1.776 15.09 830 0.02 1 0.004 

36004 (Chad Brook @ Long 

Melford) 

3.07 51 5.186 0.294 0.182 0.602 50.33 589 0.065 1 0.006 

36007 (Belchamp Brook @ 

Bardfield Bridge) 

3.091 53 4.63 0.371 0.119 1.407 58.16 560 0.079 0.996 0.004 

27051 (Crimple @ Burn Bridge) 3.098 46 4.539 0.219 0.148 1.211 8.17 855 0.013 1 0.006 

37003 (Ter @ Crabbs Bridge) 3.123 53 5.43 0.269 -0.007 1.323 77.76 570 0.115 0.994 0.012 

27010 (Hodge Beck @ Bransdale 
Weir) 

3.18 41 9.42 0.224 0.293 1.029 18.82 987 0.009 1 0.001 

53017 (Boyd @ Bitton) 3.181 45 13.87 0.241 0.088 0.725 47.58 807 0.05 0.998 0.016 
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