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Notes
(1)

Councillors are advised to contact their Research Officer for details of any
Group Meetings which are planned for this meeting.

(2)

Members of the public wishing to inspect "Background Papers" referred to in
the reports on the agenda or Schedule 12A of the Local Government Act
should contact:Customer Services Centre 0300 500 80 80

(3)

Persons making a declaration of interest should have regard to the Code of
Conduct and the Council’s Procedure Rules. Those declaring must indicate
the nature of their interest and the reasons for the declaration.
Councillors or Officers requiring clarification on whether to make a
declaration of interest are invited to contact Keith Ford (Tel. 0115 977 2590)
or a colleague in Democratic Services prior to the meeting.

(4)

Councillors are reminded that Committee and Sub-Committee papers, with the
exception of those which contain Exempt or Confidential Information, may be
recycled.

(5)

This agenda and its associated reports are available to view online via an
online calendar - http://www.nottinghamshire.gov.uk/dms/Meetings.aspx
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MINUTES
The Minutes of the last meeting held on 13 July 2016, having been previously
circulated, were confirmed and signed by the Chairman.
APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE
An apology for absence was received from Councillor Jason Zadrozny, who was
on other County Council business.
The following temporary changes in membership, for this meeting only, were
reported to the Committee:




Councillor Ken Rigby had replaced Councillor Stan Heptinstall MBE
Councillor Gordon Wheeler had replaced Councillor Richard Jackson
Councillor Liz Yates had replaced Councillor Reg Adair
Councillor Sheila Place had replaced Councillor Joyce Bosnjak.

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST BY MEMBERS AND OFFICERS
None.
THE REGULATION OF INVESTIGATORY POWERS ACT (RIPA) – OFFICE OF
THE SURVEILLANCE COMMISSIONER INSPECTION
RESOLVED: 2016/051
1) That the positive outcome of the recent inspection by the Office of the
Surveillance Commissioner be noted.
2) That the revised RIPA Policy, annexed to the report, be approved.
NOTTINGHAMSHIRE TRANSITIONS PROTOCOL AND PATHWAY
RESOLVED: 2016/052
1) That the Nottinghamshire Transitions Protocol and Pathway be approved,
subject to the signing of the Protocol by the Further Education Principals
Leads which will take place on 22 September 2016.
2) That the further steps required to ensure that the Protocol becomes
embedded into practice, as detailed in paragraph 20 of the Committee
report, be approved.
COUNTY COUNCILS NETWORK ANNUAL CONFERENCE 2016
RESOLVED: 2016/053
That approval is given for the Leader, Deputy Leader and Leader of the Main
Opposition Group and one Chief Officer to attend the County Councils
Network’s Annual Conference in Guildford, Surrey from 6-8 November 2016,
together with any necessary travel and accommodation arrangements.
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THE WORK OF EAST MIDLANDS COUNCILS
The Chair welcomed Stuart Young, Executive Director of East Midlands
Councils, to the meeting.
Following discussions, Mr Young agreed to circulate further information to
Members to help clarify the nature of the COMPASS contract awarded to G4S to
provide accommodation for asylum seekers.
RESOLVED: 2016/054
That the work and activities of East Midlands Councils be noted.
CITY OF NOTTINGHAM AND NOTTINGHAMSHIRE ECONOMIC
PROSPERITY COMMITTEE AND D2N2 LOCAL ENTERPRISE
PARTNERSHIP
RESOLVED 2016 / 055
That the report be noted.
EAST MIDLANDS HS2 STRATEGY
RESOLVED: 2016/056
1) That the development of an Emerging HS2 East Midlands Growth Strategy
and the requirement for this to be submitted to the Government by the end of
September 2016 be noted.
2) That the Emerging HS2 East Midlands Growth Strategy be endorsed in
principle.
3) That the County Council’s ongoing commitment to work with strategic
partners and stakeholders to ensure that plans and finances are in place to
maximise the economic benefits of the East Midlands Hub station at Toton
be emphasised.
MIDLANDS ENGINE TRADE MISSION TO CHINA
RESOLVED: 2016/057
That approval be given to the participation of the Chairman of Economic
Development Committee and the Chief Executive to participate in the Midlands
Engine Trade Mission, as detailed in the Committee report.
WORK PROGRAMME
RESOLVED: 2016/058
That the work programme be noted.
The meeting closed at 12.15 pm
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Report to Policy Committee
19th October 2016
Agenda Item: 4

REPORT OF CHAIRMAN OF TRANSPORT AND HIGHWAYS COMMITTEE
LOCAL FLOOD RISK MANAGEMENT STRATEGY

Purpose of the Report
1. To seek approval for the formal adoption of the Local Flood Risk Management Strategy
by the County Council.

Information
2. In its role as Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) the County Council has permissive
powers and statutory duties to manage and co-ordinate local flood risk management
activities in Nottinghamshire. Local flood risk means flooding from surface water
(overland runoff), groundwater and smaller watercourses (known as Ordinary
Watercourses). Main River watercourses, as defined by Defra, are the preserve of the
Environment Agency.
3. As part of its duties as a LLFA the County Council is required under the Flood and Water
Management Act 2010 to develop and publish a Local Flood Risk Management Strategy
including an Action Plan that identifies key objectives to shape the delivery of the flood
risk management services in Nottinghamshire in partnership with the other Risk
Management Authorities.

General update
4. Transport and Highway Committee gave approval at its meeting on the 23rd June 2016 to
the draft Local Flood Risk Management Strategy being complete and ready for adoption
by the Authority via approval from the Policy Committee. This followed two public
consultation periods with revisions being made to the draft document as a result of
responses from interested parties to each of them.

Consultation Responses
5. At the end of the final public consultation period which ran from the 7th January to 31
March 2016 the Authority received seven detailed and specific comments. Whilst this
was a lower than expected response rate, especially in light of the wide publicity that was
given to the consultation process and the continued interest shown by residents of the
County in flood related matters, it is perhaps indicative of the robustness of the initial
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consultation and the subsequent resulting amendments to the document that initial
respondents were happy with the changes made and felt no further need to contribute.
As part of the consultation response Nottingham City Council as a neighbouring Lead
Local Flood Authority who has recently published its approved Flood Risk management
Strategy document provided a very supportive response to the Nottinghamshire
consultation.
6. The summary of responses to this consultation was that overall the document was well
received with five of the responders agreeing that the strategy described the roles and
responsibilities of Risk management Authorities clearly enough. Four respondents
agreed with the overall vision of the Strategy whilst two had no view either way and one
disagreed. In respect of the objectives and indicators that have been developed for Flood
Risk Management five respondents agreed with these whilst one each did not agree and
had no view. On the questions as to whether the Strategy has the right approach six of
the respondents agreed that it did.
7. Based on the information provided by respondents two live in Broxtowe, two in Mansfield
and one each in Rushcliffe and Gedling. Unfortunately it is not possible from the Survey
Monkey results to establish who all the respondents were i.e. Individuals or
organisations.
8. The consultation comments have been considered carefully and additional information
relating to partnership working with the City Council on flood risk management schemes
and some further examples of communities within the county affected by flooding matters
have been added.
9. A copy of the Strategy is attached to this report and a full copy is available via the
Council Diary.

Strategy Objectives and Action Plan
10. By formally adopting the Strategy the Authority will endorse its Overarching Objective
and the various objectives that follow on from this as well as the Action Plan that
identifies the specific tasks that need to be done to achieve them. The Overarching
Objective is: ‘To reduce flood risk to people, properties and critical infrastructure wherever possible,
maximise multiple benefits and ensure that the inequalities gap does not widen’.
In order to deliver the Overarching Objective of the Strategy, a number of other
objectives have been devised and are included in the document. These are: 1.
2.

3.

To pursue new solutions, partnerships and alleviation schemes to manage future
flood risks and adapt to climate change in Nottinghamshire.
To increase levels of awareness and cooperation within local organisations and
communities so they can become more resilient to flooding and understand their
land drainage responsibilities.
To improve delivery of flood risk management by working in partnership across
functions and organisations, taking a catchment based approach.
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4.
5.

To integrate local flood risk management into the planning process and support
sustainable growth.
To consider the environmental impact of proposed flood risk management
measures, maximise opportunities to contribute to the sustainable management of
our cultural heritage and landscape and deliver environmental benefits.

11. These objectives are further subdivided into measures which are supported by actions
contained in an annually reviewed Action Plan. The Plan sets out the specific actions that
the Authority has identified as being necessary to achieve the various objectives.
12. Having identified both the objectives and actions required to meet them within the
Strategy this will enable the Authority to incorporate these into any future funding bids.

Statutory and Policy Implications
13. The County Council has a number of statutory duties and powers under the Flood and
Water Management Act (2010) and the Flood Risk Regulations (2009). This report is
intended to enable the County Council to comply with these new duties and powers.
14. This report has been compiled after consideration of implications in respect of crime and
disorder, finance, human resources, human rights, the NHS Constitution (Public Health
only), the public sector equality duty, safeguarding of children and vulnerable adults,
service users, sustainability and the environment and ways of working and where such
implications are material they are described below. Appropriate consultation has been
undertaken and advice sought on these issues as required.

Financial Implications
15. The Flood Risk Management Strategy and its accompanying Strategic Environmental
Assessment have been prepared by the Flood Risk Management Team with support
from external consultants and costs have been contained within the existing staffing and
Flood Risk Management budgets.
16. The Strategy document by its very nature identifies potential areas for future flood risk
management projects which will require funding. These potential projects will be subject
to consideration and approval or otherwise through the committee system.

RECOMMENDATION/S
It is RECOMMENDED that the Local Flood Risk Management Strategy be formally adopted by
the Policy Committee.

County Councillor Kevin Greaves
Chairman of Transport and Highways Committee
For any enquiries about this report please contact:
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Clive Wood – Flood Risk Manager Tel: 0115 977 4585

Constitutional Comments (SLB 12/08/2016)
Policy Committee is the appropriate body to consider the content of this report.
Finance Comments (SES 19/08/16)
The financial implications are set out in the report.
Background Paper
Strategic Environmental Assessment for Nottinghamshire Local Flood Risk Management
Strategy July 2015.
Electoral Division(s) and Member(s) Affected
All
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Nottinghamshire Local Flood Risk Management
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Nottinghamshire Local Flood Risk Management Strategy
Acronyms and Abbreviations

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS
Term

Definition

Aquifer

A source of groundwater comprising water bearing rock, sand or gravel capable of yielding
significant quantities of water.

Attenuation

In the context of this strategy – the storing of water to reduce peak discharge of water.

Catchment Flood
Management Plan

A high-level planning strategy through which the Environment Agency works with their key
decision makers within a river catchment to identify and agree policies to secure the longterm sustainable management of flood risk.

Category 1
Responders

As defined under Schedule 1 of the Civil Contingencies Act, Category 1 responders are
“core responders” in the event of an emergency and include emergency services, local
authorities, health bodies and Government agencies including the Environment Agency.

Civil Contingencies
Act 2004

Aims to deliver a single framework for civil protection in the UK and sets out the actions
that need to be taken in the event of a flood. The Civil Contingencies Act is separated into
two substantive parts: local arrangements for civil protection (Part 1) and emergency
powers (Part 2).

Climate Change

Long term variations in global temperature and weather patterns caused by natural and
human actions.

Culvert / culverted

A channel or pipe that carries water below the level of the ground.

DG5 Register

A water-company held register of properties which have experienced sewer flooding due to
hydraulic overload, or properties which are 'at risk' of sewer flooding more frequently than
once in 20 years.

Flood Zone 1

Low Probability of Flooding. In accordance with the NPPF, land assessed as having a less
than 1 in 1000 annual probability of river or sea flooding (<0.1%) in any year.

Flood Zone 2

Medium Probability of Flooding. In accordance with the NPPF, land assessed as having
between a 1 in 100 and 1 in 1000 annual probability of river flooding (1-0.1%), or between
a 1 in 200 and 1 in 1000 annual probability of sea flooding (0.5-0.1%) in any year.

Flood Zone 3a

High Probability of Flooding. In accordance with the NPPF, land assessed as having a 1 in
100 or greater annual probability of river flooding (>1%) or a 1 in 200 or greater annual
probability of sea flooding (>0.5%) in any year.

Flood Zone 3b

Functional Floodplain. In accordance with the NPPF, land where water has to flow or be
stored in times of flood.

Environment Agency

Environment regulator for England and Wales. Risk Management Authority responsible for
management of flood risk from fluvial (main rivers), tidal and coastal sources of flooding
and Reservoirs.

Flood Defence

Infrastructure used to protect an area against floods as floodwalls and embankments; they
are designed to a specific standard of protection (design standard).

Floodplain

Area adjacent to river, coast or estuary that is naturally susceptible to flooding.

Flood Resilience

Resistance strategies aimed at flood protection.

Flood Risk

The level of flood risk is the product of the frequency or likelihood of the flood events and
their consequences (such as loss, damage, harm, distress and disruption).

Flood Risk
Assessment

Considerations of the flood risks inherent in a project, leading to the development actions to
control, mitigate or accept them.

Flood Storage

A temporary area that stores excess runoff or river flow often ponds or reservoirs.

Final June 2016
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Acronyms and Abbreviations

Term

Definition

Flood Risk
Management Plans
(FRMPs)

Flood Risk Management Plans (FRMP’s). These are the high level strategies that sit above
LFRMS. The Humber FRMP will be published later this year. They have new actions and
measures and have inherited some of the relevant actions/measures from the CFMP and
also all LLFA’s have been consulted upon them and some have contributed to adding
measures.

Flood Zone

The extent of how far flood waters are expected to reach.

Flood and Water
Management Act 2010

The Act aims to provide better, more comprehensive management of flood risk for people,
homes and businesses. It does this by defining ‘Risk Management Authorities’ (RMAs) and
formalises the flood risk management roles and responsibilities for each.

Fluvial

Relating to the actions, processes and behaviour of a watercourse (river or stream).

Fluvial flooding

Flooding by a river or a watercourse.

Functional Floodplain

Land where water has to flow or be stored in times of flood.

Greenfield

Previously undeveloped land.

Groundwater

Water that is in the ground, this is usually referring to water in the saturated zone below the
water table.

Habitats Regulations
Assessment

The assessment of the impacts of implementing a plan or policy on international protected
sites for nature conservation.

Highways Act 1980

Sets out the main duties (management and operation of the road network) of highways
authorities in England and Wales. The Act contains powers to carry out functions / tasks on
or within the highways such as improvements, drainage, acquiring land etc.

Hydraulic Modelling

A computerised model of a watercourse and floodplain to simulate water flows in rivers too
estimate water levels and flood extents.

IDB

Internal Drainage Board

Infiltration

The penetration of water through the grounds surface.

Infrastructure

Physical structures that form the foundation for development.

Land Drainage Act
1991

Sets out the statutory roles and responsibilities of key organisations such as Internal
Drainage Boards, local authorities, the Environment Agency and Riparian owners with
jurisdiction over watercourses and land drainage infrastructure. Parts of the Act have been
amended by the Flood and Water Management Act 2010.

Lead Local Flood
Authority (LLFA)

The statutory body defined under the Flood and Water Management Act responsible for the
management of local flood risk, namely surface water runoff, groundwater and ordinary
watercourses.

Local Flood Risk

Defined in the Flood and Water Management Act as flooding from surface runoff, ordinary
watercourses and groundwater.

Local Planning
Authority

Body that is responsible for controlling planning and development through the planning
system.

Main River

Watercourse defined on a ‘Main River Map’ designated by DEFRA. The Environment
Agency has permissive powers to carry out flood defence works, maintenance and
operational activities for main rivers only.

Final June 2016
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Term

Definition

Mitigation Measure

An element of development design which may be used to manage flood risk or avoid an
increase in flood risk elsewhere.

Multi-Agency Flood
Plan (MAFP)

Plan outlining how responding parties under the Civil Contingencies Act and key voluntary
response organisations will work together on an agreed coordinated response to severe
flooding in South Gloucestershire.

National Strategy

National Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management (FCERM) Strategy for England,
developed by the Environment Agency.

National Planning
Policy Framework
(NPPF)

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) for England, published by the Development
for Communities and Local Government. This sets the government's planning policies for
England and how these are expected to be applied.

Ordinary Watercourse

A watercourse that does not form part of a main river. This includes “all rivers and streams
and all ditches, drains, cuts, culverts, dikes, sluices (other than public sewers within the
meaning of the Water Industry Act 1991) and passages, through which water flows”
according to the Land Drainage Act 1991.

Overland Flow

Flooding caused when intense rainfall exceeds the capacity of the drainage systems or
when, during prolonged periods of wet weather, the soil is so saturated such that it cannot
accept any more water.

PFRA

Preliminary Flood Risk Assessment

SEA

Strategic Environmental Assessment

SMP

Shoreline Management Plan

Residual Flood Risk

The remaining flood risk after risk reduction measures have been taken into account.

Return Period

The average time period between rainfall or flood events with the same intensity and effect.

Riparian Owner

Anyone who owns land or property alongside a river or other watercourse. Responsibilities
include maintaining river beds/banks and allowing flow of water to pass without obstruction.

Risk

The probability or likelihood of an event occurring.

RMA

Risk Management Authority

River Catchment

The areas drained by a river.

SFRA

Strategic Flood Risk Assessment

Sewer Flooding

Flooding caused by a blockage or overflowing in a sewer or urban drainage system.

Standard of
Protection

The flood event return period above which significant damage and possible failure of the
flood defences could occur.

Sustainability

To preserve /maintain a state or process for future generations. The integration of
sustainability principals in the control of surface water flooding is fundamental to the
successful implementation of Surface Water Management Plans.

Sustainable Drainage
System (SuDS)

Methods of management practices and control structures that are designed to drain surface
water in a more sustainable manner than some conventional techniques.

Sustainable
Development

Development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future
generations meeting their own needs.

Tidal

Relating to the actions or processes caused by tides.
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Term

Definition

Tributary

A body of water, flowing into a larger body of water, such as a smaller stream joining a
larger stream.

WFD

Water Framework Directive

1 in 30 year event

Event that on average will occur once every 30 years. Also expressed as an event, which
has a 3.33% probability of occurring in any one year.

1 in 100 year event

Event that on average will occur once every 100 years. Also expressed as an event, which
has a 1% probability of occurring in any one year.

Final June 2016
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1.

INTRODUCTION

1.1

Background
In England, 5.2 million properties are at risk of flooding. Of these, 1.4 million are at risk from
rivers or the sea, 2.8 million are at risk from surface water and 1 million are at risk from both1.
This risk was realised in many parts of the country during the summer floods of 2007, which
resulted in 55,000 properties flooding, 7,000 rescues by emergency services, 13 deaths and an
estimated £3 billion of damages, and more recently in the winter of 2013 to 2014 where over
7,800 homes and nearly 3,000 commercial properties flooded across the UK.
The flooding experienced throughout Nottinghamshire in June 2007 and more recently in July
and November 2012 and summer 2013 demonstrates the vulnerability of local communities to
flooding. Across the county, there are risks of flooding from a number of different sources,
including, surface water runoff and ponding, groundwater, sewer surcharging, rivers and
reservoirs. In some cases more than one of these sources of flooding can combine to cause a
flood event and exacerbate localised flooding. In Nottinghamshire there are approximately
78,700 residential properties that could be affected by surface water flooding in an event with a
1% chance of happening in any given year2.

Figure 1-1 Flooding in Oxton Road, Southwell in July 2013 (Source: Nottinghamshire County
Council)

1

Environment Agency (2009) Flooding in England: A National Assessment of Flood Risk http://a0768b4a8a31e106d8b050dc802554eb38a24458b98ff72d550b.r19.cf3.rackcdn.com/geho0609bqds-e-e.pdf
2
Environment Agency (2013) updated flood map for surface water
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1.2

Local Flood Risk Management
The Flood Risk Regulations 2009 (‘the Regulations’)3 and the Flood and Water Management
Act 2010 (‘the Act’)4, enacted by Government in response to the recommendations of The Pitt
Review - Learning Lessons from the 2007 Floods5, gave Unitary and County Councils, as Lead
Local Flood Authorities (LLFAs), responsibilities for leading and co-ordinating the management
of local flood risk.
Local flood risk is defined as…
“The risk of flooding from local sources including surface water, groundwater and
ordinary watercourses (small ditches and watercourses)”
This Local Flood Risk Management Strategy outlines how we, Nottinghamshire
County Council, will manage flooding from local sources in our area and work with
other authorities to manage all sources of flooding, now and in the future.
We are a LLFA under the Regulations and the Act and have powers and statutory duties to
manage and co-ordinate flooding from local sources (see Appendix C for more detail on these).
We are doing this by working together with other organisations including the Environment
Agency, who manage flooding from generally larger rivers (known as Main Rivers) such as the
River Trent, Internal Drainage Boards (IDBs) managing low lying areas, District, Borough, Parish
and Town Councils and infrastructure and utility providers, such as Severn Trent Water and the
Highways England.
Our new responsibilities complement the work that we and our partner organisations already
undertake on flood risk management. This includes highways drainage, land drainage,
development planning and management, regeneration, emergency planning and response,
environmental management and local investment.
There are both strategic and operational elements to the role of LLFA. Strategically, we have
developed a Preliminary Flood Risk Assessment (PFRA)6 in 2011. We have used the PFRA to
inform the Local Flood Risk Management Strategy. We are now developing this Local Flood
Risk Management Strategy and seeking to influence the strategic plans of other organisations,
such as Local Planning Authority Local Plans and Severn Trent Water business planning.

1.3

What is a Local Flood Risk Management Strategy?
As part of our role as an LLFA, we have a legal duty under the Act to develop, maintain, apply
and monitor a Local Flood Risk Management Strategy, (hereafter ‘the Strategy’). Figure 1-2 sets
out what the Strategy must cover, as laid out in Section 9 of the Act and where this can be found
in the document. A Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA), including Water Framework
Directive (WFD) review and Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) have been carried out to
inform the Strategy. These accompany the Strategy and are summarised in Section 7.
We are working with other risk management authorities to manage all flood risk in a joined-up
way, and have prepared our Strategy in partnership with other organisations. These include the
seven District and Borough Councils across Nottinghamshire, the Environment Agency, Water

3

HSMO (2009) The Flood Risk Regulations http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2009/3042/contents/made
HMSO (2010) The Flood and Water Management Act 2010 http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2010/29/contents
Cabinet Office (2008) Sir Michael Pitt Report ‘Learning lessons learned from the 2007 floods’
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20100807034701/http://archive.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/pittreview/_/media/assets/www.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/flooding
_review/pitt_review_full%20pdf.pdf
6
JBA consulting (2011) Nottinghamshire Local Flood Risk Management Strategy
4
5
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Companies, Internal Drainage Boards and Nottingham City Council. The flood management
roles of these organisations are detailed further in Section 2 of this strategy document.

Nottinghamshire Strategy Document Structure
The Risk Management Authorities in
Nottinghamshire and their flood risk
management functions

• Section 2

Assessment of local flood risk

• Section 3
• Appendix A (Figures)

Objectives for managing local
flood risk

• Section 4

Measures proposed to deliver
the objectives

• Section 5
• Action Plan (Appendix B)

How and when the measures are
expected to be implemented

• Section 5
• Action Plan (Appendix B)

The costs and benefits of
measures and how they are to be
paid for

• Section 5
• Action Plan (Appendix B)

How the Strategy contributes to
the achievement of
Environmental Objectives

• Section 7
• Strategic Environmental Assessment
• Habitats Regulations Assessment Screening

How and when the Strategy will
be monitored and reviewed

• Section 8

Summary of the Strategy

• Summary of the Strategy

Figure 1-2: Structure of the Strategy following the requirements of the Act
This Strategy complements and supports The National Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk
Management Strategy for England7, published by the Environment Agency, which outlines a
national framework for flood and coastal risk management, balancing the needs of communities,
the economy and the environment. The National Strategy outlines six guiding principles that
should be applied in developing local flood risk management:

7

Defra, Environment Agency (2011) The National Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management Strategy for England http://www.environmentagency.gov.uk/research/policy/130073.aspx
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The National Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management Strategy
Guiding Principles
•
•
•
•
•
•

1.4

Community focus and partnership working
A catchment and coastal ‘cell’ based approach
Sustainability
Proportionate, risk-based approaches
Multiple benefits
Beneficiaries should be encouraged to invest in risk management

Legislative drivers for local flood risk management
Table 1-1 provides a summary of some key pieces of national legislation and local policies that
outline our requirements for flood risk and environmental management across Nottinghamshire.

Table 1-1: Summary of legislation and policy relating to flood risk management
Legislation

Summary

Flood and Water
Management Act
20108

The Act aims to provide better, more comprehensive management of flood risk for people, homes
and businesses. It does this by defining ‘Risk Management Authorities’ (RMAs) and formalises
the flood risk management roles and responsibilities for each. Further details regarding
responsibilities and functions in relation to their flood risk management in Nottinghamshire is
provided in Section 2.
The duties and progress of Nottinghamshire County Council under the Act are explained in more
detail in Appendix C

Flood Risk
Regulations 20099

We have legal obligations under the EU Floods Directive10, which was transposed into UK Law
through the Flood Risk Regulations 2009. Ten Flood Risk Areas have been identified in the UK
under the Regulations as areas that are susceptible to surface water flooding, although none of
these overlap with any part of Nottinghamshire.
The regulations designated both Unitary Authorities and County Councils as Lead Local Flood
Authorities. Under the Regulations we have a duty to undertake and produce a Preliminary Flood
Risk Assessment (PFRA) and contribute to the preparation of the Flood Risk Management Plan
(FRMP) for the Humber River Basin District.
Nottinghamshire’s PFRA was produced in 2011 and acts as a high level screening exercise to
identify significant areas of flood risk across Nottinghamshire. The assessment covers flooding
from local sources and compliments a suite of flood risk management studies and plans carried
out in the County. The PFRA can be found on the County Council website11.

National Planning
Policy
Framework12

Each of the District and Borough Councils within Nottinghamshire are Local Planning Authorities
(LPA). The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and supporting guidance (National
Planning Practice Guidance, NPPG)13 requires each LPA to undertake a Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment (SFRA) and to use the findings, and those of other studies, to inform strategic land

8

HMSO (2010) The Flood and Water Management Act http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2010/29/contents
HSMO (2009) The Flood Risk Regulations http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2009/3042/contents/made
European Union (2007) EU Floods Directive 2007/60/EC http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:32007L0060:EN:NOT
11
Nottinghamshire Preliminary Flood Risk Assessment (PFRA) (2011). http://www.nottinghamshire.gov.uk/enjoying/countryside/flooding/lead-local-floodauthority/pfra/
12
Communities and Local Government (2012) National Planning Policy Framework
http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/planningandbuilding/pdf/2116950
13
Communities and Local Government (2014) Planning Practice Guidance: Flood Risk and Coastal Change:
http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-change/
9

10

Final June 2016

Page 24 of 182

8

Nottinghamshire Local Flood Risk Management Strategy
Introduction

Table 1-1: Summary of legislation and policy relating to flood risk management
Legislation

Summary
use planning including the application of the Sequential Test which seeks to steer development
towards areas of lowest flood risk in preference to consideration of areas of greater risk.
As part of the County’s duties in minerals and waste planning, a Level 1 SFRA was carried out in
201114, which analysed flood risks across the County. The SFRA is currently being updated for
publication in 2015/2016 and will feed into the strategy review
Changes implemented to the NPPF from 6th April 2015 accompanied by a ministerial statement15
have strengthened the requirement for prioritisation of Sustainable Drainage Systems(SuDS) in
all new major developments and placed a new duty on Nottinghamshire County Council as LLFA
as a statutory consultee for surface water management on major development applications

Land Drainage Act
199116

The Land Drainage Act sets out the statutory roles and responsibilities of key organisations such
as Internal Drainage Boards, local authorities, the Environment Agency and Riparian owners with
jurisdiction over watercourses and land drainage infrastructure. Parts of the Act have been
amended by the Flood and Water Management Act 2010.

Climate Change
Act 200817

Under the Climate Change Act, the Government, public bodies and statutory organisations are
required to report on how they are adapting to climate change.
We will report in this Strategy the impact of climate change and its effect on flood risk in
Nottinghamshire, including how we plan to manage and mitigate the effects.

Strategic
Environmental
Assessment (SEA)
Directive 200118

The SEA Directive was adopted by the European Union and transposed into English law as the
Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations19 (Statutory Instrument
No.1633) in 2004.

Water Framework
Directive (WFD)
200020

The Water Framework Directive (WFD) is a European Directive which introduced a strategic
planning process to manage, protect and improve the water environment. Local strategies should
be assessed for WFD compliance to ensure that local measures reduce flood risk, comply with
the objectives of the WFD, and identify, where possible, measures to contribute to achieving WFD
objectives.

The Directive requires a SEA to be carried out for all plans and programmes which are ‘subject
to preparation and/or adoption by an authority at national, regional or local level.’ The SEA informs
the preferred long-term strategy through its identification of the likely significant effects of the
implementation of the Strategy on identified environmental receptors.

The Environment Agency is responsible for preparing management plans for river basin districts
in England and Wales. Those plans must be prepared in line with the requirements of the WFD.
The plans outline the characteristics of the river basin district, identify the pressures that the local
water environment faces and actions to improve or manage these.
Highways Act
198021

Under Section 100 of the Highways Act, we as the Highway Authority have powers to construct,
maintain or cleanse drainage systems in the highway or on adjoining/nearby land, for the purpose
of drainage or prevention of surface water on the highway

Water Resources
Act 199122

These Acts both place duties and powers upon specific organisations and individuals of relevance
to local flood risk management.

14

URS Scott Wilson (2011) Nottinghamshire County Council & Nottingham City Council Level 1 Minerals & Waste SFRA
http://cms.nottinghamshire.gov.uk/sfra.pdf
15
DCLG (2014) Sustainable drainage systems: Written statement - HCWS161 http://www.parliament.uk/business/publications/written-questionsanswers-statements/written-statement/Commons/2014-12-18/HCWS161/
16
HSMO (1991) Land Drainage Act http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1991/59/contents
17
HSMO (2008) Climate Change Act http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2008/27/contents
18
European Union (2001) Strategic Environmental Assessment Directive 2001/42/EC. http://ec.europa.eu/environment/eia/sea-legalcontext.htm
19 H
SMO (2004) Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations. http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2004/1633/contents/made
20
European Union (2000) Water Framework Directive 2000/60/EC. http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:32000L0060:EN:NOT
21
HSMO (1980) Highways Act http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1980/66/contents
22
HMSO (1991) Water Resources Act http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1991/57/contents
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Table 1-1: Summary of legislation and policy relating to flood risk management
Legislation

Summary

Civil
Contingencies Act
2004i
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2.

ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

2.1

Who are the ‘Risk Management Authorities’ in Nottinghamshire?
Flood events are often a complex interaction of flood source(s), pathway(s) and receptor(s), the
responsibility for managing which can lie with a number of different organisations or individuals.
As a result, a clear definition of responsibilities and effective communication across these
organisations and individuals is vital if the risk to people, property and the environment in
Nottinghamshire is to be managed effectively.
The FWMA identifies which types of authority will have responsibility as Risk Management
Authorities (RMAs).
The RMAs for Nottinghamshire are detailed in Table 2-1. These authorities have a number of
legal responsibilities for managing flood risk in the County which are explained further in Boxes
2.1 – 2.7. All RMAs have a duty to cooperate with the LLFA and other RMAs when exercising
their flood risk management functions.
Table 2-1: Summary of Risk Management Authorities in Nottinghamshire

RMA Type

RMAs in Nottinghamshire

Risk Management
responsibilities

Lead Local Flood
Authority

Nottinghamshire County Council

Flooding from surface water,
groundwater or ordinary
watercourses23

Environment Agency

Flooding from main rivers24 , the sea
and reservoirs

[Box 2.1]
Environment Agency
[Box 2.2]

Strategic overview of all sources of
flooding
District and Borough
Councils
[Box 2.3]

Ashfield District
Bassetlaw District
Broxtowe Borough
Gedling Borough

Responsibility for local land drainage
(under the Land Drainage Act 1991)
which can include works to ordinary
watercourses and other delegated
powers.

Mansfield District
Newark and Sherwood District
Rushcliffe Borough
Internal Drainage Boards

Doncaster East

[Box 2.4]

Isle of Axholme and North Nottinghamshire
Water Level Management Board

Management of ordinary
watercourses within administrative
area

Trent Valley
Upper Witham
Water Companies

Severn Trent Water

[Box 2.5]

Anglian Water

Management of flooding from
sewers

23

An ‘ordinary watercourse' is a watercourse that is not part of a main river and includes rivers, streams, ditches, drains, cuts, culverts, dikes, sluices,
sewers (other than public sewers within the meaning of the Water Industry Act 1991) and passages, through which water flows.
Main rivers are watercourses that have been classified as such on maps produced and held by the Environment Agency

24
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RMA Type

RMAs in Nottinghamshire

Risk Management
responsibilities

Yorkshire Water
Highway Authorities
[Box 2.6]

Highways England (motorways and trunk
roads)

Management of highways drainage

Nottinghamshire County Council (other
adopted roads)
Neighbouring Lead Local
Flood Authorities
[Box 2.7]

Derbyshire County Council
Doncaster Metropolitan Borough Council
Leicestershire County Council

Flooding from surface water,
groundwater or ordinary
watercourses within their
administrative areas

Lincolnshire County Council
North Lincolnshire Council
Nottingham City Council
Rotherham Metropolitan Borough Council

2.2

Roles and Responsibilities of Risk Management Authorities In Nottinghamshire

Box 2.1: Lead Local Flood Authority: Nottinghamshire County Council
Nottinghamshire County Council (NCC) is the LLFA
for Nottinghamshire and has a number of roles and
responsibilities for flood risk management under the
Act, the Regulations and other national legislation.
We are responsible for flood risk management from;
•
•
•

surface water,
groundwater; and
ordinary watercourses.

http://www.nottinghamshire.gov.uk/enjoying/coun
tryside/flooding/

Operationally as a LLFA, the County Council;
•
•
•
•
•

investigates flooding incidents,
develops Flood Risk Management solutions where viable and appropriate, for example Hucknall
and Southwell, these are discussed in more detail later in the strategy.
is developing a flood risk management asset database,
undertakes various land drainage activities, including consenting to works and enforcement on
Ordinary Watercourses outside of Internal Drainage Board areas, and,
responds to planning applications for major developments as a statutory consultee on local flood
risk management and drainage, in accordance with the Town and Country Planning (Development
Management Procedure) (England) Order 201525 .

We are also a Highways Authority and maintain drains and ditches that serve to drain the adopted highway.
Our responsibilities as LLFA, complement the work that we and our partner organisations undertake across
other Council functions, including
•
•
•

highways drainage, and particularly the Highways Infrastructure Asset Plan
land drainage,
development planning and management,

25

HMSO (2015 Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2015/595/contents/made
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•
•
•

regeneration,
emergency planning and response, and
environmental management and local investment.

Nottinghamshire County Council will seek to work with relevant landowners to promote suitable action where
such private drainage networks have the potential to cause flooding, in some situations a RMA may be a
landowner. The County Council has no legal responsibility for clearing out drains, ditches and watercourses
that are on private land in private ownership.

Box 2.2: Environment Agency (Derbyshire, Nottinghamshire and Leicestershire Area)
The Environment Agency takes a risk-based approach to flood
risk management and is responsible for providing a strategic
overview for all sources of flooding The EA is a National
organisation and is locally administered by the DNL Office and
leads the delivery of the national FCRM Investment
Programme with a national spend of £2.3 Bn over the 6 year
period from 2015/16 to 2020/21. The EA carries out
maintenance to FRM Assets in line with Government Policy of
maximising benefits from available funding and leads nationally
on Flood mapping, modelling, forecasting and warning.

https://www.gov.uk/government/organi
sations/environment-agency
24hr Floodline: 0345 988 1188

Locally the EA ;
•

Provides a Flood Warning Service, which helps and advises of imminent flood risk to individuals
and emergency responders alike.

•

Administers the RFCC.

•

Leads on developing improving evidence in a variety of FCRM fields, e.g. Working with Natural
Processes (WWNP’s).

•

Provides a strategic overview role in FCRM and has a critical role in FCRM strategic planning.

•

Key role in climate change adaptation. And provides critical flood risk data to individuals and private
businesses.

Generally the Environment Agency manages flooding from main rivers, including the River Trent and River
Maun, and regulates third party works on main rivers. The Environment Agency is also responsible for tidal
sources of flooding, coastal erosion and managing risk from reservoirs.
Additionally the Environment Agency has a number of further roles and responsibilities including being a
statutory consultee for planning applications in Flood Zone 2 and 3 or Flood Zone 1 where critical drainage
problems have been notified to the LPA. The Environment Agency also has the responsibility of developing,
maintaining, applying and monitoring the implementation of The National Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk
Management Strategy for England.
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Box 2.3: District and Borough Councils in Nottinghamshire
There are seven District and Borough Councils in Nottinghamshire including:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Ashfield District (http://www.ashfield-dc.gov.uk/)
Bassetlaw District; (https://www.bassetlaw.gov.uk/)
Broxtowe Borough; (http://www.broxtowe.gov.uk/)
Gedling Borough; (http://www.gedling.gov.uk/)
Mansfield District; (http://www.mansfield.gov.uk/)
Newark and Sherwood District; (http://www.newark-sherwooddc.gov.uk/)
Rushcliffe Borough (http://www.rushcliffe.gov.uk/)

District and Borough Councils are responsible for certain works on ordinary watercourses as part of their
land drainage responsibilities and may be delegated tasks for the management of other local water
sources/resources.
As Local Planning Authorities (LPA), District and Borough Councils are responsible for the production of
local plans such as the 2002 Ashfield District Council Local Plan which ensured that the environment and
flooding were thoroughly considered (Chapter 3). Each LPA has produced a Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment (SFRA) which help to guide development away from areas at greatest risk of flooding. Each
SFRA can be found online through the council websites detailed above or through clicking the links below;
-

Ashfield DC SFRA (2013)

-

Bassetlaw DC SFRA (2009)

-

The Greater Nottingham SFRA (Broxtowe BC) (2008)

-

The Greater Nottingham SFRA (Gedling BC) (on request) (2008)

-

Mansfield DC SFRA (2008)

-

Newark and Sherwood DC SFRA (2009)

-

The Greater Nottingham SFRA (Rushcliffe BC) (2010)

As LPAs, Nottinghamshire District and Borough Councils are responsible for managing and investigating
planning permissions and must ensure that such plans do not impact flood risk management efforts e.g.
through the development of flood storage areas. From 6th April 2015, changes to planning policy mean
decisions on planning applications must ensure sustainable drainage systems for the management of runoff are put in place for developments of 10 dwellings or more. The County Council as LLFA must be consulted
on the management of surface water and the LPA must ensure that clear arrangements are in place for
ongoing maintenance of the drainage over the lifetime of the development.
Continued joint working between the County Council and the District and Borough Councils will contribute
to delivering the Strategy objectives of all parties and should be achieved through existing governance.
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Box 2.4: Internal Drainage Boards
There are four Internal Drainage Boards (IDBs) acting within Nottinghamshire:
• Doncaster East (http://www.shiregroup-idbs.gov.uk/summary.aspx)
• Isle of Axholme and North Nottinghamshire Water Level Management Board
(http://www.wmc-idbs.org.uk/IoAaNN/)
• Trent Valley (http://www.wmc-idbs.org.uk/TVIDB/)
• Upper Witham (http://www.uwidb.co.uk/h)
IDBs are responsible for maintenance of ordinary watercourses within their internal drainage districts,
overseeing the risk from flooding, and for the production of water level management plans26.

Box 2.5: Water Companies
There are three water companies which operate in Nottinghamshire;
• Severn Trent Water (STW) - the predominant water supply and sewerage undertaker in the County,
• Anglian Water (AW) – operates sewers for a very small area in the East of the County, around the
village of Harby, north of Collingham. Yorkshire Water – water supply only within some north western
parts of the County
STW (and AW where relevant) are responsible for:

http://www.stwater.co.uk/

•
The drainage of surface water from development via sewers they
have adopted;
•
Maintaining public sewers into which much of the highway drainage
connects;
•
Maintaining and improving water mains and other pipes to reduce
the risk of leaking or bursts pipes (also applicable to Yorkshire Water);
and,
•
Producing Asset Management Plans and reporting its performance
each year to Ofwat (The Water Services Regulation Authority), including
in respect of internal sewer flooding of properties.

STW as the main water company have been actively engaged in partnership working with Nottinghamshire
CC to address flood prevention through a number of schemes including; Selston village, Coningswath Road
and Carlton Valley, and Nottingham and the Thoresby Dale property protection scheme at Hucknall.

Box 2.6: Highways England
In Nottinghamshire, Highways England is responsible for motorways and trunk roads whilst the County
Council is responsible for other adopted roads. Both are responsible for highways drainage and the
preparation, development and implementation of associated plans and policy. Highways maintenance is also

26

Water Level Management Plans (WLMPs) are required for all areas which have a conservation interest and where water level management is important
for the maintenance, or rehabilitation, of that interest (e.g. Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs), Special Protection Areas and Ramsar sites). WLMPs
also provide a framework for balancing and integrating the water level requirements of agriculture, recreation, flood risk and conservation within an area.
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required including road drain maintenance inclusive of
kerbs, road gullies, ditches and the pipe network which
connect to Severn Trent Water sewers.

http://www.highways.gov.uk/highways-england/

2.3

Neighbouring Lead Local Flood Authorities:

Box 2.7: Nottingham City Council
Nottingham City Council is a Unitary Authority and is
also a LLFA under the Act.
Nottingham City Council’s own Local Flood Risk
Management Strategy for the administrative area of
the City Council was adopted in March 2015. The
County Council and the City Council Local Flood Risk
Management Strategies have been developed in
http://www.nottinghamcity.gov.uk
concert with each other to provide an approach to
managing local flood risk which effectively manages cross-boundary issues.

Other neighbouring Lead Local Flood Authorities include:
•

Derbyshire County Council http://www.derbyshire.gov.uk/;

•

Doncaster Metropolitan Borough Council
http://www.doncaster.gov.uk/search/searchhomepage.aspx;

•

Leicestershire County Council http://www.leics.gov.uk/;

•

Lincolnshire County Council http://www.lincolnshire.gov.uk/;

•

North Lincolnshire Council http://www.northlincs.gov.uk/; and

•

Rotherham Metropolitan Borough Council http://www.rotherham.gov.uk/.

Roles and responsibilities of the above neighbouring LLFAs are similar to that of
Nottinghamshire County Council for their own administrative areas.
2.4

Other Key Stakeholders
There are a number of organisations who are not Risk Management Authorities under the Act
but are still important partners in managing local flood risk. Some of these stakeholders include:
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•

The Canal & River Trust27 (formerly British Waterways) – responsible for maintaining the
canal networks in Nottinghamshire, although without any specific flood management
responsibility;

•

Natural England28 – responsible for enhancing and protecting the natural environment;

•

English Heritage29 – advises on the protection and enhancement of the historic
environment; and

•

Nottinghamshire Wildlife Trust30 – working across the county to protect and enhance wildlife
and habitats in Nottinghamshire.

We also recognise the vital role individuals, communities and businesses have in managing
flood risk and the requirement for more information to be available to support these initiatives.
This Strategy aims to promote and encourage personal responsibility by raising awareness of
flood risk and how this can be reduced and by supporting community-based actions.
2.4.1

Property Owners and Residents
It is the responsibility of householders and businesses to look after their property, including
protecting it from flooding. It is important that householders, whose homes are at risk of flooding,
take steps to ensure that their home is protected. Practical guidance can be found in the
publication ‘Prepare your property for flooding’ available on the Environment Agency website31.

2.4.2

•

Home and Business owners are responsible for protecting their property (through
property level resilience and resistance measures), and maintaining a proper flow of water
in any watercourse running through their land.

•

Individuals can reduce flood risk by taking action such as disposing of leaf litter rather
than letting it block drains, co-operating with neighbours and other RMAs, and getting
involved in local flood risk management activities.

Riparian Owners
If you own land which is adjacent to a watercourse or
land which has a watercourse running through it, you
are a riparian owner and you have certain legal
responsibilities to maintain the watercourse
unobstructed. Where a watercourse marks the
boundary between adjoining properties, it is normally
presumed the riparian owner owns the land up to the
centre line of the watercourse.

Riparian Owner: Anyone who
owns land or property alongside
a river or other watercourse.

RMAs have powers and responsibilities to manage flood risk and work with others to improve
river environments. This may often affect riparian owners, who must also adhere to certain
responsibilities including:
•

To maintain the watercourse (open channel or culverted) and to clear any obstructions
(natural or otherwise) so the normal flow of water is not impeded,

•

To maintain the banks and bed of the watercourse and any flood defences that exist on
it,

27

Canal & River Trust https://canalrivertrust.org.uk/
Natural England https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/natural-england
English Heritage http://www.english-heritage.org.uk/
30
Nottinghamshire Wildlife Trust http://www.nottinghamshirewildlife.org/
31
Environment Agency website - ‘Prepare your property for flooding’ https://www.gov.uk/prepare-for-a-flood
28
29
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•

To accept the natural flow from your upstream neighbour and transfer it downstream
without obstruction, pollution or diversion,

•

To maintain any structures on your stretch of watercourse including culverts, weirs and
mill gates,

•

To apply to Nottinghamshire County Council for formal Land Drainage Consent for any
works within an ordinary watercourse, and

•

Applying to the Environment Agency for formal Flood Defence Consent to carry out works
within 8 metres of a main river.

We have permissive powers to carry out flood defence works for ordinary watercourses at our
discretion, in a similar manner to those powers used by the Environment Agency for main rivers.
Further information is available in the Environment Agency publication ‘Living on the Edge’32

32

Environment Agency (2012) ‘Living on the Edge’ https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/riverside-ownership-rights-and-responsibilities
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2.5

Working in Partnership
We have set up a partnership working
framework for working with RMAs in
Nottinghamshire (Figure 2-1). All groups
within this framework have relevant
representatives from our RMAs. The
joint Nottingham and Nottinghamshire
Strategic Flood Risk Management Board
is jointly chaired by the Lead Elected
Member for flooding in Nottinghamshire
and
meets
every
six
months.
Communities are invited to attend the
Strategic Board to discuss local flooding
issues.
In addition to this framework we have an
internal Local Flood Risk Management
Stakeholder Group and we meet
regularly with the other County and
Unitary Authorities in the East Midlands
and further afield to share emerging
approaches and best practice. Flood
alleviation work we have been
developing with local partners including
the East Midlands Council Reports on
Flooding and the impact of Climate
Change is discussed further in Section 4.2.

2.6

Strategic Flood Risk
Management Board
(joint with
Nottingham City)
Council)
Nottinghamshire
Local Resilience
Forum
Local Flood Risk
Management
Steering Group

Operational flood
groups for specific
geographical areas

Figure 2-1: Partnership working framework in
Nottinghamshire

Local Flood Risk Management Steering Group
We set up our Local Flood Risk Management Steering Group in September 2011. This has
representatives from Nottinghamshire County Council, Nottingham City Council, Water
Companies represented by Severn Trent Water, the Environment Agency, Internal Drainage
Boards represented by the Lindsey Marsh Group of IDBs (Trent Valley and Isle of Axholme and
North Nottinghamshire) and all District and Borough Councils.
Our terms of reference include steering the implementation and development of the Local Flood
Risk Management Strategy, communications, working together on the new roles and
responsibilities, prioritising investment in flood schemes and looking for funding and sharing
information and best practice. The Steering Group decide which actions and recommendations
to take to the Strategic Board for sign off and delegate detailed discussion on site specific
matters to the operational groups. The Group complements the Local Resilience Forum Flood
Planning and Warning and Communicating with the Public Groups (for emergency planning)
and the Policy Planning and Development Management Manager meetings (for development
planning and management

2.7

Nottinghamshire Local Resilience Forum
The planning, response and recovery from flooding emergencies is overseen by the Nottingham
and Nottinghamshire Local Resilience Forum (LRF) and responsibilities for this are set out in
the Nottinghamshire Flood Response Plan33. This forum brings together various different

33

Nottinghamshire Flood Response Plan
http://www.nottinghamshire.gov.uk/caring/emergencies/emergencyplanning/ouremergencyplans/
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responders34 for the management of different types of emergencies, including flooding. The
LLFA function works closely with all relevant functions, including Emergency Planning to ensure
our services are cross-complimentary. Emergency Planning has a role in warning and informing
the public and co-ordinating the response to flooding.
We share information with and co-ordinate activity between Category 1 and Category 2
Responders and promote business continuity to small - medium sized enterprises. Much of this
work is undertaken through the LRF Flood Planning and Warning (sub) Group, which brings
together blue light services, the County and City Councils, District and Borough Councils, Water
Companies, the Military and the Environment Agency. We have identified the key linkages
between emergency planning, response and recovery and local flood risk management and
incorporated these into our Strategy Action Plan (Appendix B ).
The aim of the group is to establish a professional network to develop and disseminate best
practice in flooding resilience. The group maintains an annual work plan which includes flood
plans, policy, incident response review, training and exercising. We will continue to work closely
with emergency planners to make the most of opportunities to reduce flood risk together.
2.8

Local Engagement Survey
During February and March 2012, we undertook a survey to inform our Strategy. We did this to
understand the perspective of others, their opinion on what our priorities should be and enhance
our understanding of local flood risk concerns and issues. We requested input into the survey
from County Councillors, affected Risk Management Authorities, wider relevant organisations
and the general public. We received over 400 responses and have fed these into this strategy
document. A summary of the responses we received is included in Appendix E

34

Nottinghamshire Prepared http://www.nottinghamcity.gov.uk/prepared/index.aspx?articleid=6520
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3.

FLOOD RISK IN NOTTINGHAMSHIRE
What is Flood Risk?
Flood risk is not just the likelihood of flooding occurring, but also the potential damage a flood
could cause. Assessing risk in quantifiable, financial terms can help prioritise where available
funding should be directed, as well as support applications for additional external funding.
However, it should also be borne in mind that the consequences of flooding can be far reaching
and not always easy to value, particularly the social impacts of displacement from property, loss
of possessions and particularly the fear of repeat events.

What is Flood Risk?
Flood Risk is the likelihood of a particular flood happening (probability) e.g. ‘there is a 1 in
100 chance of flood in any given year in this location’, multiplied by the impact or
consequence that will result if the flood occurs.

Risk

Probability

Consequence

The evaluation of risk takes into account the severity of impacts from a flood event, which can
be highly variable in terms of social, economic and environmental consequences.
Consequences are often measured by number of properties flooded and level of economic
damage. It will also be influenced by vulnerability (i.e. a basement flat or a key emergency
service station is more vulnerable than a commercial warehouse)
There will only be a risk if there is a means (pathway) of connecting the source of the flood
with the people, property and land that may be affected (receptors). Source, pathway and
receptor must all be present for there to be a risk.

Source

Pathway

Receptor

In this report we have expressed flood probability as an Annual Exceedance Probability (AEP).
Hence a flood with a 1% AEP has a 1 in 100 chance of happening in any one year or a return
period of 100 years. Return periods can be misleading however as they suggest that such a
flood might not happen again for another 100 years.
3.1

Geographic Context
Nottinghamshire covers an area of over 2,000km2 and has a population of around 796,20035.
The main urban centres are Hucknall, Beeston, Stapleford, Arnold, Carlton, West Bridgford,
Mansfield, Sutton-in-Ashfield, Newark, Worksop and Retford. Nottingham City Council covers
the urban area of Nottingham within their administrative boundary. Often flooding within the

35

Mid 2013 estimate. Office for National Statistics.
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County arises as a result of cumulative impacts wherein a combination of different flooding
sources combines to create a flooding incident.
The County is largely drained by the River Trent which flows northwards into the Humber
Estuary, although small parts of the county drain east into the River Witham and to the north
west into the River Don. Flooding from the River Trent has caused major damage and disruption
in the past, such as in 1947 and more recently in 2000 and the winter of 2012.
Recent floods have highlighted the vulnerability of Nottinghamshire to more local sources of
flooding, such as surface water and the sewer and highway drainage networks becoming
overwhelmed and being affected by backing up from Main Rivers and Ordinary Watercourses.
The condition and location of drainage assets also has an important local influence. Many of the
localised flooding incidents are related to blockage, failure or mis-connection of the local
drainage network, including culverted watercourses, surface water sewers and highway gullies.
The elevation of the County varies, from the steep topographic ridge that runs through Gedling
Borough, to the undulating hills of the south and west and to the low lying areas that are in some
cases artificially drained to the north and east. In low lying areas, Internal Drainage Boards
(IDBs) have been set up to manage the specific drainage characteristics of these areas. These
areas often rely on pumped drainage and as a consequence flood waters can pond and take
longer to subside.
Flooding in rural areas can be influenced by some farming practices which have the potential to
cause rapid runoff during rainfall and exceed the limited capacity of many of the smaller
watercourses and the highways drainage and sewer network (where one exists).
The pattern of flooding is further complicated by the underlying geology, which can influence
the movement of groundwater and ability of rainfall to soak into the ground. Nottinghamshire
lies within a broad belt of sedimentary rocks, which dip gently eastwards, from the Pennine axis
of Derbyshire towards Lincolnshire and the North Sea basin. There are coal measures across
the county which dip from west to east, which has influenced the distribution of past mining
activity. Now that much of the mining activity has ceased, minewaters and groundwater will
readjust, with the potential for groundwater flooding and seepage. In places the solid geology is
overlain by drift geology of former glacial and river deposits, such as sands and gravels, many
of which have been excavated over time, such as at Attenborough Nature Reserve. Gravel
works have the potential to significantly contribute to the storage of flood waters along the Trent
valley.
3.2

Local sources of Flood Risk
The Act defines local flood risk as flood risk from:
•

Surface runoff;

•

Groundwater; and

•

Ordinary watercourses.

The majority of reported incidents of flooding in Nottinghamshire are as a result of intense rainfall
events culminating in surface water runoff which overwhelms local drainage capacity, ordinary
watercourses and associated structures including that of culverts.
We have already undertaken a comprehensive review of local sources of flooding and their
interactions as part of our Preliminary Flood Risk Assessment (PFRA)36. This assessment along
with other sources of data provided by RMAs, local knowledge, investigations and consultation
36

JBA Consulting (2011) Nottinghamshire Preliminary Flood Risk Assessment. Final June 2011
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responses from residents, has fed into the development and delivery of this Strategy. Data has
been collated and analysed regarding past, current and potential future flooding incidents in light
of future challenges such as climate change.
Flooding from main rivers, sewer flooding and flooding from artificial sources are not defined as
‘local’ sources of flooding and therefore do not fall under our responsibility and requirements of
this Strategy. However, these sources of flooding are considered particularly significant within
Nottinghamshire and can occur in combination with local sources of flooding. This is a critical
issue in the understanding of local flood issues in that high river levels in a main river may
prohibit the normal discharge from an ordinary watercourse, which in turn impedes the function
of a sewer. As a consequence we have a role as RMA’s to cooperate to manage such situations
and that after a flood event the LLFA have a critical investigation role that requires the LLFA to
ensure the relevant RMA’s understand and undertake their Flood Risk responsibilities. The
LLFA investigations following a flood event will identify all of the contributing factors to a flood
so that any investigation that suggests potential flood risk solutions can be led by the relevant
RMA. The result of such cooperation is that responses to flood events are considered and have
maximum effect rather than knee jerk. A summary of the risk for all sources is therefore provided
below.
We are approaching the management of local flooding in the County with the understanding that
many incidents result largely from a combination of surface water and ordinary watercourse
flooding as the main sources, particularly in large scale flood events. As a result, it cannot always
be determined where properties have been affected by one single or multiple sources of
flooding. The following tables separate each individual source of flood risk so that the differences
can be clearly understood. Maps illustrating the flood risk from all sources in Nottinghamshire
are provided in Appendix A
3.2.1

Surface Water

Table 3.1: Local sources of risk – Surface water
Description
of source

Surface water flooding usually occurs when high intensity rainfall generates runoff which
flows over the surface of the ground and ponds in low lying areas, before the runoff enters a
watercourse or sewer. It can be exacerbated when the ground is saturated and/or when
watercourses or road drainage systems have insufficient capacity to cope with the additional
surface water runoff.

Historic
Flooding

The River Witham37 and River Trent38 Catchment Flood Management Plans (CFMPs) report
that approximately 26% and 20% respectively of flood events within the catchment are a
result of surface water or sewer flooding. Surface water flooding in Nottinghamshire occurs
as a result of rapid runoff due to intense rainfall, complicated overland flow networks,
complicated drainage networks with multiple ownership and varying condition,
culverted/open watercourses and specific agricultural practices.
In Nottinghamshire there are flat, sometimes artificially drained areas to the north and east,
particularly those areas that form the natural floodplain of the River Trent and tributaries.
Pumping in these areas reduces the chance of surface water and groundwater flooding but
if pumping stations should fail, this could cause flooding in a wider area, since there would
be no operational drainage system. Nottinghamshire also has undulating agricultural areas.
Farming practices can have a significant impact upon the water quality of runoff following
rainfall.

37

River Witham Catchment Flood Management Plan (209) https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/river-witham-catchment-floodmanagement-plan
38
River Trent Catchment Flood Management Plan (2009). https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/river-trent-catchment-floodmanagement-plan
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Table 3.1: Local sources of risk – Surface water
To the south and west of Nottinghamshire there are relatively steep areas, including heavily
urbanised areas, such as Nottingham City, Sutton-in-Ashfield and Mansfield. In these areas
there is rapid surface water runoff and complicated interactions with the private sewer and
highway drainage networks and culverted and open watercourses which can cause further
surface water flooding.
The Nottinghamshire PFRA analysed the Highways Asset Management System (HAMS)
related to received calls at NCC customer service centre and highlighted particular
concentrations of flood events related to blocked drains or manholes in Burton Joyce,
Newark on Trent, Retford, Southwell, Worksop and the Arnold, Carlton and West Bridgford
areas of Nottingham. More recent records from HAMS for the period 2014 -2015 show the
greatest numbers of reported flood events in Mansfield, Hucknall and Retford, but also with
high concentrations in Southwell, Worksop, Arnold, Carlton and West Bridgford.
During July 2013, hundreds of properties across the County were affected from a
combination of flood sources, most extensively in Southwell. Many of the smaller flood
incidents recorded at this time were attributed to surface water due to intense rainfall; for
example, on the 23rd July 2013 36mm of rain was recorded in one hour in Nottingham39 and
as such would potentially overwhelm the engineered flood defence systems which were
designed for a given return event, these flooding events were as a consequence of
exceptional rainfall events. The floods of summer 2007 also had a huge impact on
Nottinghamshire with properties affected mapped in the PFRA. Newark and Sherwood
District Council described the flooding as ‘the most significant natural disaster the area has
experienced since 194740’. The flooding affected homes, businesses, schools and
infrastructure across the County.

39
40

Met Office July 2013 UK overview http://www.metoffice.gov.uk/climate/uk/summaries/2013/july
Newark and Sherwood District Council (2009) Fighting the floods, looking back and moving forwards
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Table 3.1: Local sources of risk – Surface water

Photo 3.1.1: Surcharging drains in East Stoke (Source: Nottinghamshire County Council)

Future Flood
Risk

The Environment Agency has undertaken national modelling of the risk of flooding from
surface water and published the mapping outcomes on their website in December 2013. The
Flood Risk from Surface Water map41, identifies the risk of surface water flooding at a
strategic scale and bands flood risk as follows:
•

High Risk – chance of flooding of greater than 1 in 30 (3.3%) in any given year

•

Medium Risk – chance of flooding of between 1 in 100 (1%) and 1 in 30 (3.3%) in any
given year

•

Low Risk – chance of flooding of between 1 in 1000 (0.1%) and 1 in 100 (1%) in any
given year, and,

•

Very Low Risk – chance of flooding of less than 1 in 1000 (0.1%) in any given year.

Appendix A Figure 1 shows the Flood Risk from Surface Water mapping for Nottinghamshire.
An assessment of the risk to properties, critical infrastructure, transport, heritage and the
environment has been undertaken for the Strategy using the Environment Agency’s National
Receptor Database to provide an indication of the level of risk facing Nottinghamshire. The

41

Flood Risk from Surface Water maps, also known as the updated Flood Map for Surface Water (uFMfSW) dataset.
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Table 3.1: Local sources of risk – Surface water
residential properties at risk for each district and borough are presented in the table below,
whilst non-residential receptors are displayed in Appendix F and Figure 2 in Appendix A.
No. Residential properties at risk of flooding in Nottinghamshire
(based on Environment Agency ‘Flood risk for surface water’
mapping)
District or borough

Surface water flood risk
Low

Medium

High

Ashfield

8,733

2,509

881

Bassetlaw

8,321

2,689

1,209

Broxtowe

9,397

2,009

745

Gedling

10,144

3,023

1,231

Mansfield

7,733

2,133

707

Newark and
Sherwood

9,488

2,400

935

Rushcliffe

8,236

1,921

665

Nottinghamshire

62,052

16,684

6,373

All of the Districts and Boroughs within Nottinghamshire have a significant number of homes
at high risk from surface water flooding with the greatest numbers in Gedling, Newark and
Sherwood and Broxtowe. These figures have been used to inform local flood risk hotspots
alongside historic information, discussed further in Section 3.5.
There are also numerous former coal mining assets in Nottinghamshire which can influence
flooding through infrastructure connected to such works, such as culverts and lagoons. Mine
waste disposal operations have given rise to another source of flooding from spoil heaps
which are often fairly impermeable. Rapid runoff may overload drainage ditches and cause
localised flooding to surrounding areas, although many of these in the County have now
been restored for parkland, agriculture or golf courses. Various sustainable drainage features
and vegetation have been encouraged to allow infiltration and attenuation of runoff.
Additionally, future development applications must acknowledge potential risks from spoil
tips and provide adequate mitigation42.
Future development such as that being driven forward by the Greater Nottingham and
Newark and Sherwood Growth point initiatives has the potential to increase flood risk, if not
carefully managed. New initiatives are being investigated to use mining infrastructure as
drainage features for new development. These are discussed further in Section 5.2

42

Nottinghamshire County Council (2012) Report to Communities and the Environment Standing Committee: Water and gas emissions
from disused mines draft final report. 23 April 2012
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Table 3.1: Local sources of risk – Surface water
Supporting
Documents

River Witham Catchment Flood Management Plan (2009)
River Trent Catchment Flood Management Plan (2009).
Nottinghamshire Preliminary Flood Risk Assessment

Figures

Figure A1: Risk of flooding from surface water
Figure A2: Critical infrastructure at risk from surface water flooding
Figure A3: Heritage and biodiversity assets at risk from surface water flooding

3.2.2

Groundwater

Table 3.2: Local sources of Flood risk - Groundwater
Description
of Source

Groundwater flooding generally occurs in low-lying areas, as the result of groundwater rising
above the surface of the land. The underlying geology has a significant influence on the risk of
groundwater flooding. In Nottinghamshire this is particularly related to the presence of alluvial
gravels, on the floodplain of the River Trent, and groundwater rebound following cessation of
industrial extraction (including mine dewatering).

Historic
Flooding

Despite the presence of alluvial gravels, there are few recorded instances of groundwater
flooding in Nottinghamshire. However, it may be that the incidence of groundwater flooding is
disguised by other flooding sources such as main river flooding from the River Trent. The
Environment Agency historic flood records attribute a flood incident in West Bridgford to
groundwater in November 2000 when exceptionally wet conditions were experienced across
the UK.
The Nottinghamshire PFRA indicates that there are high levels of groundwater in parts of the
County such as Ashfield and groundwater flooding was reported in 2007 at Bleasby, Staythorpe
and Egmanton in Newark and Sherwood. However, this flooding is likely to be interrelated to
wider flooding experienced throughout Nottinghamshire in 2007. Groundwater flooding was
also identified in Hucknall combined with watercourse flooding in the Greater Nottingham
SFRA43.
Groundwater rebound has been observed in areas previously depleted by former industrial
extraction. This was predominantly for coal mine dewatering which has in the past been
extensive across the county. The Environment Agency and Coal Authority are working together
to monitor the impacts of the changing water table.
Whilst the River Trent CFMP does not consider groundwater flooding as a significant problem
at the county level, the potential for increasing risk throughout Nottinghamshire would benefit
from further investigation and/or monitoring, especially as a result of potential future challenges
posed by climate change for instance. The River Trent CFMP does acknowledge that “flooding
through alluvial gravels and sands does occur within the main Trent valley where aggregate
extraction is undertaken, causing occasional flooding in unexpected areas, but more generally
just resulting in areas which routinely tend to become more water logged when river levels are
high”. The River Witham CFMP did not identify any groundwater flooding incidents within
Nottinghamshire

43

Black & Veatch (2008) The Greater Nottingham Strategic Flood Risk Assessment. June 2008
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Table 3.2: Local sources of Flood risk - Groundwater
Future
Flood Risk

Groundwater flooding can be particularly difficult to predict due to the ‘hidden’ nature of the
source of flooding and relatively longer period of build-up and emergence, often several days
or weeks after heavy rainfall has fallen and river levels have receded.
Existing efforts to predict groundwater flooding events are based on monitoring water levels in
boreholes in areas known to be at risk. These systems can give notice (typically days or weeks
ahead) of impending events. Groundwater models can be used to provide early warning
systems that can alert authorities to possible groundwater flooding in advance allowing
authorities to plan their response and possibly even to implement mitigating measures.
However, the monitoring of boreholes and development of groundwater flood models can be
costly, and are only normally undertaken in those areas of greatest risk.
Data has been produced by the Environment Agency and mapped for Nottinghamshire in
Figure A5 indicating areas susceptible to groundwater flooding at a 1km grid square scale
based on the hydrogeological conditions. This data is meant as a guide for LLFAs to look at
where further studies may be useful rather than specifically where groundwater will flow and
pond. It does not take into account the chance of flooding from groundwater rebound.
The future risks to Nottinghamshire from groundwater are complex and require improved
understanding. Work is already being carried out in partnership with the Environment Agency
to investigate the risks from groundwater recharge in disused mining sites. A proactive
minewater monitoring programme is in place to manage the predicted rise in groundwater
levels. It is estimated that pumping and treatment of minewaters may be required in the county
at some point in the next 5-10 years or longer (based on 2012 report)44. Current monitoring
does not indicate that minewater rebound will cause surface flooding, provided a controlled
programme of pumping is carried out.

Supporting
Documents

Nottinghamshire Preliminary Flood Risk Assessment
River Witham Catchment Flood Management Plan (2009)
River Trent Catchment Flood Management Plan (2009).

Figures

Figure A5: Risk of flooding from groundwater
Figure A6: Disused mine locations and risk of flooding from groundwater

3.2.3

Ordinary Watercourses

Table 3.3: Local Sources of Risk - Ordinary watercourses

Description
of Source

Ordinary watercourses include every river, stream, ditch, drain, cut, dyke, sluice, sewer (other
than a public sewer) and passage through which water flows, above ground or culverted, which
is not designated as a main river. An example is Rainworth Water which runs through Ollerton
and Rainworth.
All of the ordinary watercourses in the County are shown along with main rivers in Figure A8 in
Appendix A. Whilst there is often a focus on flooding from main rivers, flooding from ordinary
watercourses has resulted in or made a significant contribution to numerous flooding incidents
in the wider Nottinghamshire area.

44

Nottinghamshire County Council (2012) Report to Communities and the Environment Standing Committee: Water and gas emissions
from disused mines draft final report. 23 April 2012
Final June 2016

Page 44 of 182

28

Nottinghamshire Local Flood Risk Management Strategy
Flood Risk in Nottinghamshire

Table 3.3: Local Sources of Risk - Ordinary watercourses

Riparian land owners are responsible for managing and maintaining ordinary watercourses
within their land ownership. In Nottinghamshire, this duty often falls to the Internal Drainage
Boards (listed in Section 2.2) who are also responsible for managing the risk of flooding arising
from ordinary watercourses located within their administrative area. As the LLFA, we have
responsibility to manage the risk of flooding arising from ordinary watercourses outside of IDB
areas through engagement with riparian owners and enforcing maintenance responsibilities in
accordance with the Land Drainage Act 1991. The County Council will only maintain a
watercourse where we are the landowner and therefore have those responsibilities of the
riparian owner.
Under the Act, anyone wishing to do works, which may alter or impede the flow of an ordinary
watercourse must obtain prior consent from the County Council as LLFA. More information
can be found on our website:
http://www.nottinghamshire.gov.uk/enjoying/countryside/flooding/lead-local-floodauthority/ordinarywatercourseslanddrainageconsent/
Supporting
Documents
Historic
Flooding

Nottinghamshire Preliminary Flood Risk Assessment
Nottinghamshire and Nottingham Level 1 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Minerals and Waste

Extensive records of flooding in Nottinghamshire can be attributed to ordinary watercourses as
a main source of flooding. Records dating back to 1983 are summarised in Table 3-4. Records
of flooding are often attributed to a combination of surface water drainage and the physical
capacity of ordinary watercourses.
There are a large number of ordinary watercourses in the county. Some have featured more
prominently during more recent flooding such as the Potwell Dyke in Southwell which
overflowed following torrential rain in July 2013, contributing to flooding of hundreds of
properties. Similarly, the Thurgarton Beck and the Oxton Dumble are reported as the main
sources of flooding combined with surface water in Thurgarton and Oxton during the same
event. All three ordinary watercourses are in the River Trent catchment.
The exceptional flooding of summer 2007 involved significant fluvial flooding from main rivers
as well as surface water and it is likely that overtopping of ordinary watercourses occurred as
a result of these combined influences. It has been noted in the River Trent CFMP that flooding
can be exacerbated by high water levels in watercourses impeding drainage as well as blocked
culverts and trash screens.

Photo 3.3.1:Oxton Road, Southwell
Photo 3.3.2: Caunton Ford Bridge 2012
July 2013
(Photos source: Nottinghamshire County Council)
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Table 3.3: Local Sources of Risk - Ordinary watercourses

Future
Flood Risk

Future flood risk is based on the potential risk that might arise based on knowledge of known
flooding hotspots and potential mechanisms for flooding. Often ordinary watercourses in
combination with other sources of flooding, such as surface water or main river flooding can
combine to exacerbate flood risk. Therefore it important to consider this source of flooding not
just in isolation but in combination with these additional flood mechanisms.
Newark and Sherwood District Council have developed Parish Flood maps indicating areas
likely to flood relating both to main rivers and IDB maintained watercourses within their district
which can be accessed at
http://www.newark-sherwooddc.gov.uk/yourcouncil/flooding/parishfloodmaps/
Nottinghamshire has extensive lengths of ordinary watercourse, many known to contribute to
regular flooding issues. Monitoring and maintenance through working with our partner
authorities is essential. Trash screens and culverts have the potential to become blocked by
items such as plant debris and rubbish. Blockages can restrict the natural flow of water,
increasing the chance of water flowing out of bank and causing local flooding due to the
reduced conveyance potential of the constricted watercourse.

Figures

3.2.4

Figure A8: Location of main rivers and ordinary watercourses

Historic Flooding from Local Sources
Historic flood records have been collated from a large number of information sources during the
development of the Strategy and the PFRA previously. A summary of evidence about locations
which have experienced flooding is included in Table 3-4. These incidents have also been
mapped in Figure 7a and 7b, which can be viewed in Appendix A This information should not
be considered a complete record as the information sources are variable. As LLFA we will
continue to build on our evidence base to help us implement more effective Local Flood Risk
Management through an improved understanding of the combined effects of different flood
sources.

Table 3-4 summary of recent flooding events and predominant sources of flooding
Date*

Location

Source of
Flooding

Approximate
Number of
Properties
Affected

Unknown

Elston

Ordinary
Watercourse

6

1983

Clarborough

Ordinary
Watercourse

2

2000

Attenborough, Averham, Beckingham, Besthorpe,
Bleasby, Burton Joyce, Carlton-On-Trent, Caythorpe,
Collingham, East Stoke, Edwinstowe, Farndon,
Fiskerton, Girton, Grassthorpe, Gunthorpe, High
Marnham, Holme, Hoveringham, Kelham, Laneham,
Littleborough, Lowdham, Morton, Newark On Trent,

Main
River,
Ordinary
Watercourse,
Surface runoff

318
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Date*

Location

Source of
Flooding

Approximate
Number of
Properties
Affected

North Clifton, South Muskham, Staythorpe, Stoke
Bardolph, Walkeringham, Winthorpe
2007

Annesley Woodhouse, Bagthorpe, Balderton,
Beckingham, Bilsthorpe, Bingham, Bircotes, Bleasby,
Blidworth, Brinsley, Bulcote, Burton Joyce, Calverton,
Carlton-On-Trent, Carlton In Lindrick, Caunton,
Clarborough, Clayworth, Coddington, Colston
Bassett, Cromwell, Cuckney, East Drayton, East
Markham, East Stoke, Edingley, Edwinstowe,
Egmanton, Epperstone, Fackley, Farndon, Fiskerton,
Gamston, Gringley on the Hill, Halam, Harworth,
Headon, Hockerton, Hucknall, Huthwaite, Jacksdale,
Kelham, Kirkby in Ashfield, Kirklington, Lambley,
Langold, Laxton, Little Carlton, Lound, Lowdham,
Mansfield, Market Worksop, Milton, Moorhouse,
Newark On Trent, Normanton on Trent, North
Leverton, North Wheatley, Norwell, Oldcotes,
Ollerton, Ompton, Oxton, Pleasley, Radcliffe on
Trent, Ragnall, Rampton, Ranskill, Retford,
Rhodesia, Rockley, Rolleston, Ruddington, Selston,
Shireoaks, Skegby, South Clifton, South Leverton,
Southwell, Stanley, Staythorpe, Sturton le Steeple,
Sutton in Ashfield, Sutton On Trent, Syerston,
Teversal, Thurgarton, Treswell, Trowell, Tuxford,
Underwood, Walkeringham, Weston, Whaley Thorns,
Woodborough, Worksop

Main
River,
Ordinary
Watercourse,
Surface runoff

1,411

2008

Carlton, Clarborough, Clayworth, Eaton, Gunthorpe,
Harworth, Hayton, Lambley, Mansfield, Oldcotes,
Retford, Sutton, West Stockwith, Wiseton, Worksop

Main
River,
Ordinary
Watercourse,
Surface runoff

2

2012

Arnold, Aslockton, Beckingham, Bingham, Bramcote,
Bunny, Burton Joyce, Calverton, Car Colston,
Carlton, Carlton on Trent, Chilwell, Colwick, Costock,
Cropwell Butler, East Leake, Edingley, Edwalton,
Gedling, Girton, Gotham, Gunthorpe, Keyworth,
Kimberley,
Lambley,
Lowdham,
Mansfield,
Netherfield, Newark, North Wheatley, Orston,
Pleasley, Rempstone, Retford, Rolleston, Stanford
on Soar, Sutton Bonington, Sutton in Ashfield,
Syerston, Tollerton, Trowell, West Bridgford,
Woodborough, Worksop

Main
River,
Ordinary
Watercourse,
Surface
runoff,
sewers

144 (including
repeat flooding)

2013

Arnold/ Mapperley/ Gedling, Awsworth, Balderton,
Bingham, Blidworth, Burton Joyce/ Bulcote,
Calverton, Carlton, Caythorpe, Coddington, Cropwell
Butler, East Bridgford, Eastwood, Elton, Farnsfield,
Fiskerton, Hucknall, Kimberley, Lambley, ,
Netherfield, Newark, Newthorpe, Newton, Normanton
on Trent, Nuthall, Ollerton, Orston, Owthorpe, Oxton,
Papplewick, Radcliffe on Trent, Ravenshead, Red

Mainly surface
water and
Ordinary
Watercourse

520
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Date*

Location

Source of
Flooding

Approximate
Number of
Properties
Affected

Lowdham

Main River and
Surface Water
Flooding

70

Hucknall, Mansfield, Retford, Calverton, Carlton,
Southwell, Arnold, Sutton in Ashfield, Ravenshead,
Worksop, Kirkby-in-Ashfield, Kimberley, Mansfield
Woodhouse, Papplewick, Awsworth, Cossall,
Gedling, Balderton, Bestwood, Bingham, Forest
Town, Eastwood, Newark on Trent, Burton Joyce,
Farnsfield, Ranskill, Ruddington, Bunny Chilwell
Gamston Cotgrave Ollerton, Rainworth, Strelley,
Trowell,
Blidworth,
Clarborough,
Lowdham,
Mapperley, Netherfield, Newthorpe, North Leverton,
Nuthall, Stapleford, Sutton on Trent, Underwood,
Walesby, Watnall, Woodthorpe

Mainly Surface
Water and
ordinary
watercourse

TBC

West Bridgford, Misterton

Surface water and
groundwater

Hill, Shelford, Southwell,
Woodborough, Woodthorpe

2014 and
early
2015**

Thurgarton,

Trowell,

* Events only included where there is reasonable information on flood consequences. The number of properties is
intended to serve as an indication only. Sewer information is based on those incidents reported to the County Council.
** Based on reports to NCC Highways Management until February 2015

3.3

Other sources of flood risk
The purpose of the Strategy is to consider all flooding from ‘local’ sources and how the flooding
can be managed. However, the causes of flooding can be complex and interrelated. Managing
risks from other sources of flooding needs to be considered in local flood risk management even
though primary management responsibility may sit with other RMAs. As mentioned previously
the LLFA will lead the flood investigations and through the cooperative efforts of all RMAs
ensure understanding of the causes and impacts of the flooding event, so that through the LLFA
the RMAs can implement effective and efficient flood control measures which have been
developed through robust investigation and consultation processes.

3.3.1

Main Rivers
The Environment Agency is responsible for managing risk from main rivers. However, due to
the complex, interrelationships between flood sources, main river flooding will be considered in
conjunction with local sources within this Strategy. Flooding from ‘larger rivers’ was perceived
as the main source of flooding by 60% of Nottinghamshire residents who completed the
consultation survey (see Appendix D for further information). NCC is working closely with the
Environment Agency to jointly address combined risks from both main rivers and ordinary
watercourses.

Table 3.5: Other sources: Flooding from main rivers

Description
of Source
Final June 2016

Flooding from main rivers, referred to as fluvial flooding, usually occurs when a river, stream
or brook bursts its banks and is usually caused by prolonged periods of heavy rainfall. The
River Trent has a very large catchment and will typically take longer to respond to rainfall (a
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matter of days) than smaller watercourse catchments, like the River Maun at Mansfield or
Cocker Beck at Lowdham that can respond within hours of a rainfall event.
The River Trent is a tidal watercourse from Cromwell Weir, downstream of Newark to its
confluence with the River Humber, north of Scunthorpe. Tidal flooding may directly affect
communities living in the tidal floodplain, but often this will be complicated because high water
levels in the tidal river can cause flows coming downstream to back up or mean that surface
water and smaller watercourse outfalls become tide-locked and are unable to discharge freely
into the tidal section of the river. In terms of flood risk, however, the river is fluvially dominated
from Cromwell Weir to Gainsborough. This means that it is highly unlikely that a tidal event,
in isolation of any other flood sources, could cause flood risk to properties in this reach of the
River Trent. Whilst there are numerous sources of feeds into the tidal section of the Trent,
these are usually designed to deal with tide-locked situations, as the River Trent will normally
go through a tidal cycle twice in a day.
Historic
Flooding

Main rivers flowing, at least in part, through Nottinghamshire include;
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

River Trent
River Soar
River Erewash
River Leen
Rivers Maun, Meden & Idle
River Ryton
River Smite
Additionally Fairham Brook, Cocker Beck, River Greet, Crock Dumble, Boundary
Brook, River Devon, Baker Lane Brook, Greythorn Dyke.

The River Trent has a long history of significant flooding. In 2014 a tidal surge led to
overtopping of the Trent in North Lincolnshire but did not reach as far as Nottinghamshire.
Arguably numerous recent recorded flooding from ordinary watercourses can be linked to
high flows in the Trent where many of these smaller rivers culminate. In 2012 flooding from
the Crock Dumble is recorded in Burton Joyce and from the Cocker Beck at Lowdham, both
are tributaries of the River Trent. Both of these watercourses are Main River. Crock Dumble
has a pumped outfall, which has been improved by the Nottingham Left Bank Scheme. Whilst
high levels in the Trent may determine the pumping regime, any properties still impacted are
mainly from a combination of the Brook, highway drainage and sewer interactions. Cocker
Beck is still able to freely discharge across fields and the floodplain before the interaction with
the Trent which is closer akin to the situation at Gunthorpe. Whilst the events at Lowdham
were influenced by surface water runoff and sewer interaction.
The Nottinghamshire Minerals and Waste SFRA refers to reports dating back as far as 530
AD45. Overtopping and breach of flood embankments has long been a common cause of
flooding. The Trent CFMP46 identifies the most significant river flooding on record as February
1795 but notes other large events; in October 1875, March 1932, March 1947, December
1965, the winter of 2000 and the summer of 2007. The most severe tidal flooding took place
in October/November 1954 as a result of a series of tidal surges.
Specific records held by the County Council identify flood incidents from the River Soar in
2004 and 2012 flooding in Retford in 2008 from the River Idle and the River Ryton overtopping
in Worksop in 2007 when the County experienced widespread flooding from multiple sources.

45
46

URS Scott Wilson (2011) Nottinghamshire Minerals and Waste Level 1 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment
Environment Agency (2010) River Trent Catchment Flood Management Plan. December 2010
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The Baker Lane Brook (main river) has played a prominent role in severe flooding in Hucknall
in 2007 and 2013.
Future Flood
Risk

In December 2013, the Environment Agency published a new set of mapping called the Risk
of Flooding from Rivers and the Sea, which shows the risk of flooding from rivers and the sea
banded into High, Medium and Low Risk, in a consistent format with the Risk of Flooding from
Surface Water (see Section3.1). Whilst this dataset is readily available to the public to
understand their own flood risk, the Strategy uses the Flood Map for Planning (Rivers and
Sea), also published by the Environment Agency, as the basis to determine future flood risk
from rivers. The Flood Map for Planning (Rivers and Sea) defines Flood Zones and is used
by the District and Borough Councils, in Nottinghamshire as well as the county to make
planning decisions in line with national legislation.
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)47 defines Flood Zones associated with tidal
and river flooding based upon the probability of flooding. The extent of land adjacent to main
rivers within Flood Zone 2 (between a 1 in 100 and 1 in 1000 chance of flooding in any given
year (1% AEP - 0.1% AEP) and Flood Zone 3 (greater than 1 in 100 chance of flooding in any
given year (>1% AEP)) varies throughout the County, as shown in Figure A9 in Appendix A.
Districts with the greatest areas of Flood Zones 2 and 3 are largely in the catchment of the
River Trent including the northern and eastern areas of Bassetlaw, eastern areas of Newark
and Sherwood and south east of Gedling as it joins the City of Nottingham. The Environment
Agency flood zone data shows areas that could be affected by flooding from rivers if there
were no flood defences in place. It should only be used to indicate areas that could be
affected. You can find more information about the Environment Agency’s Flood Zones using
the Environment Agency website.
The Environment Agency offers a free flood warning service48, which gives advance warning
of flooding via telephone, mobile SMS text, e-mail or fax if you live in an area of risk.

Supporting
Documents

Nottinghamshire and Nottingham Level 1 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Minerals and
Waste
River Trent Catchment Flood Management Plan (2010).
District and Borough Councils SFRAs (see Section 2.2, Box 2.3)

Figures

Figure A8: Main rivers and ordinary watercourses
Figure A9: Risk of flooding from main rivers

3.3.1.1

The Catchment Based Approach
Nottinghamshire County lies within the Humber Catchment which covers an area of
26,000km249. Each WFD Management Catchment Area and Catchment Flood Management
Plan area contains a number of individual river catchments. Individual catchment boundaries
are usually formed by ridges of surrounding higher ground which separate the lower lying areas

47
48
49

CLG (2012) National Planning Policy Framework. https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/6077/2116950.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/sign-up-for-flood-warnings
The Catchment Based Approach (CaBA) Humber RBD http://www.catchmentbasedapproach.org/humber
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(a line known as the watershed). At its greatest extent a primary catchment can describe the
whole area that contributes surface water flow to all the tributaries and outfalls that feed into a
river and its ultimate outfall to the sea
The main catchments in Nottinghamshire are described below;

Lower Trent and Erewash Catchment
Idle and Torne Catchment
The Idle and Torne catchment
extends from central
Nottinghamshire to southern
Yorkshire. The catchment
which covers 1300km2 contains
a number of sections of
ordinary watercourses. The
River Idle is formed by the
Rivers Meden, Maun and
Poulter. Both the Idle and
Torne flow through heavily
urbanised areas and require
careful management as a result
of nearby historic land use such
as collieries. Generally the
watersides within the
catchment are of good overall
status or potential with flood
protection measures apparent
throughout the catchment.

The Lower Trent and Erewash catchment covers 2045km2 and covers
part of Nottinghamshire along with areas of Derbyshire, Leicestershire,
Lincolnshire and South Yorkshire. The River Trent stretches through
the city of Nottingham and as such becomes increasingly modified with
formal embankments and riverside developments. The River Erewash
is a major tributary of the River Trent whilst the River Leen rises in
Newstead before entering the city of Nottingham there the river also
develops a more urbanised character. The remaining tributaries in the
Lower Trent and Erewash catchment are typically more rural in
character and dominated by arable agricultural land use. Only 3% of
rivers achieve a good and better biological status largely as a result of
agricultural and point source discharges from water industry sewage
works.

It is important to appreciate the extent and boundaries of the river
catchments and their interconnectivity of rivers as any precipitation that
does not either evaporate or discharge to underlying ground aquifers
will ultimately flow into these rivers either directly or via drainage
systems. This strategy does not omit the impact upon catchments
lower down the network and has noted the Humber Estuary Flood Risk
Management Strategy August 2014.

However, a catchment can be subdivided into sub-catchment which in turn may be subdivided
into sub-sub catchments and so on, until only the area contributing to the surface water flow in
a single watercourse and its outfall is described. These basic units are then used to understand
the flooding mechanism as it develops in the local area.
The River Trent CFMP50 divides the River Trent catchment into ten distinct sub areas which
have similar physical characteristics, sources of flooding and levels of risk. This identified the
most
appropriate
approach
to
Soar Catchment
managing flood risk
for each of the sub
Whilst the Soar catchment largely covers Leicestershire, a small area of
areas and allocated
south Nottinghamshire also lies within the catchment boundary. The River
one of six generic
Soar is a significant tributary of the River Trent. There are a number of
flood
risk
important tributaries including Rothley, Black and Kingston Brooks. Only
management policies.
ten percent of rivers within the Soar catchment achieve good or better
ecological status.

Catchment
Based
Approach (CBA) looks
at the interaction of catchment characteristics and how this interrelationship can influence other
factors, as well as how different catchments interrelate. Whilst CBA is led from a WFD

50

Environment Agency (2010) River Trent Catchment Management Plan
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perspective it does have key FCRM implications. For example; sedimentation is a key WFD
measure of failing water quality, and it also has implications upon river maintenance. Thus
adopting a CBA to reduce sedimentation sources within the whole catchment can have benefits
to FCRM. Identifying and quantifying the significance of these relationships is crucial and also
key when considering future FCRM solutions to communities, so that there are no negative
environmental impacts. A key developing area within WWNP’s is the inspection and audit of
land management practices, where we can start to identify the relationship with flood risk. It is
only through adopting a CBA that we can start to look at the source of flood risk rather than
setting about treating the outcome.
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3.3.2

Sewer Flooding

Table 3.5: Other sources: flooding from sewers

Source of
Flooding

Sewer systems can flood for different reasons, such as lack of capacity in the network or
blockage. The impact of a sewer flooding is usually much localised, but such flooding can
be rapid and potentially hazardous to health.
Nottinghamshire’s drainage network is both complex and extensive and comprises:
•

Private sewers;

•

Highway gullies;

•

SuDS;

•

Surface water sewers;

•

Foul sewers; and,

•

Combined sewers.

Flooding from sewers or burst water mains must be managed by the water company
responsible for them.
Historic
Flooding

The historic handover of local services from former Urban and Rural District Councils, the
sewerage agency role to water companies and the development of housing in the past by
the Coal Authority means that in many cases the ownership and in some places the
location of the drainage network is unclear and/ or unknown. As a County Council we
make best efforts to investigate and resolve such difficulties and we have systems in place
to store historical information and collate drainage assets.
Severn Trent Water has a duty to keep a record of all reported flooding from public sewers.
For the period 2015-2020 these records, including historical data, are held in the AMP6
Flood Risk Register. Our liaison with STW allows us to be aware of key areas of flooding
from sewers and assists us in providing a strategic approach to flood management.

The information available across Nottinghamshire relating to the sewer network, and in
particular its capacity is very limited. As previously mentioned it is likely that sewer flooding
plays a part in many cases of flooding in Nottinghamshire as causes appear to often be
inter-related. This is further complicated by ownership issues. One area known to be
affected by sewer flooding includes West Bridgford in Nottingham where the PFRA notes
sewer capacity is known to be limited.
Future
Flooding

Climate change is anticipated to increase the potential risk from sewer flooding as summer
storms become more intense and winter storms more prolonged. This combination is likely
to increase the pressure on the existing efficiency of sewer systems, thereby reducing their
design standard and leading to more frequent localised flooding incidents. Any sewer
flooding that may occur could be exacerbated as a result of surface water runoff during
extreme rainfall events.
STW will monitor the risk of sewer flooding and put plans in place to manage this, as
required, based on their business plan and company priorities. We will continue to work
with STW to identify flooding hotspots and locations of known sewer capacity issues where
risk could be exacerbated by climate change impacts. The town of Newark has been
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identified through the STW AMP6 programme51 as a hotspot for sewer capacity issues. A
schedule of improvements is planned to help protect properties at risk of flooding in
Newark alongside a programme of works addressing flooding issues across the County.
STW will prioritise investment for potential flood alleviation schemes depending on the
severity and frequency of flooding, but this can only be identified where affected property
owners report the incident to the water company.
Nottinghamshire Preliminary Flood Risk Assessment

Supporting
documents

PFRA Figure E (Annex 3)

Figures

3.3.3

Reservoir Flooding

Table 3.6: Other sources: flooding from artificial sources (reservoirs)

Source of
Flooding

Artificial sources include any water bodies not covered under other categories and typically
include canals, lakes and reservoirs. Canals have been covered separately in table 3.7

Historic
Flooding

The County Council own 2 reservoirs;
•

Mill Lakes, located in Lean Valley Country Park, and

•

Rufford Lake in Rufford Country Park.

Additionally there are a number of other large water bodies across the County, including within
former colliery spoil tip sites, some of which are undergoing risk designation review by the
Environment Agency.
There have been no recorded incidents of reservoir flooding within Nottinghamshire.
Future Flood
Risk

Reservoir flooding is extremely unlikely to happen. There has been no loss of life in the UK
from reservoir flooding since 1925. All large reservoirs must be inspected and supervised by
reservoir panel engineers on a yearly basis. As the enforcement authority for the Reservoirs
Act 1975 in England, the Environment Agency are responsible for ensuring that reservoirs
are inspected regularly and essential safety work is carried out. The NCC Emergency
Planning team maintain joint incident plans with the Environment Agency to deal with any
emergency.
In the unlikely event that a reservoir dam failed, a large volume of water would escape at once
and flooding could happen with little or no warning. The Environment Agency’s Risk of
Flooding from Reservoirs map52 shows the area and depths of flooding and flow velocities
that could occur if a large reservoir were to fail and release the water it holds. A large reservoir
is one that holds over 25,000 cubic metres of water, equivalent to approximately 10 Olympic
sized swimming pools. Since this is a worst case scenario, it’s unlikely that any actual flood
would be this large.

51
AMP6 is the current Asset Management Plan period (2015 – 2020) for water companies which they use to drive continual
improvements across their service such as improving water quality, reducing leakage and reducing flooding.
52

Environment Agency Risk of Flooding from Reservoirs, http://watermaps.environmentagency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiyby.aspx?topic=reservoir#x=357683&y=355134&scale=2
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Smaller reservoirs and ponds, such as those on farms or former mining and industrial sites,
are more likely to pose a risk of flooding to the local area. We are working with riparian owners
and district and borough councils to identify risks form these features and identify how they
can be used for flood management benefits in the future.
Supporting
Documents

3.3.4

Environment Agency Risk of Flooding from Reservoirs

Canal Flooding

Table 3.7: Other sources: flooding from artificial sources (canals)

Source of
Flooding

Canals that are in cut or follow natural contours are likely to act as conduits for flood waters
and may divert floodwaters from one place to another. They can also be used to store
water at times of flood and reduce the risk of flooding on rivers. However, flooding from
canals can be caused by overtopping from excess water or by a breach or failure from
raised canals, particularly where there are large raised embankments formed of ‘made’
material.

Historic
Flooding

Historically, Nottinghamshire built its industry upon a network of navigable waterways,
many of which are now used for recreational purposes. Many of the canals in
Nottinghamshire interact with watercourses to a greater or lesser extent, for example the
River Ryton and Chesterfield Canal at Worksop or the Nottingham and Beeston Canals
and the River Trent in Nottingham.
Canals in Nottinghamshire include the:
• Erewash;
• Nottingham (Local Nature Reserve);
• Beeston;
• Grantham; and,
• Chesterfield (where the majority of overtopping and breach incidents occur).
Historically land next to the Chesterfield Canal has been the most affected by this type of
flooding. Many localised flooding incidents on the canal network are also due to acts of
vandalism.
Records of canal flooding as a result of breach are present at the districts of Bassetlaw,
Newark and Sherwood and at the administrative boundary of Rushcliffe. Records of
overtopping include the districts of Bassetlaw and Broxtowe.

Future
Flooding

The Canals and Rivers Trust (CRT) is a navigation authority and has a responsibility to
maintain its waterways but no statutory duty with regards to flood risk management. As
LLFA for the County, Nottinghamshire County Council must oversee potential risks and
maintain effective dialogue with the CRT over maintenance of assets as well as any
relevant riparian owners. The CRT monitors the condition of its assets, which it updates
on an annual basis.
There is currently no available information on future risks from canals. As canals have
various features which allow regulation of flow, the risk of flooding is generally a lot lower
than natural watercourses. However, incidents from breaches and overtopping are known
in the County and risks are likely to be greater where the canal is closely linked to another
major river.
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Supporting
documents

Nottinghamshire Preliminary Flood Risk Assessment

Figures

Figure A7a: Historic flooding in Nottinghamshire until 2011

3.4

Nottinghamshire and Nottingham Level 1 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Minerals and
Waste

Current Management of Flood Risk
We are currently undertaking a number of flood risk management schemes in collaboration with
other RMAs and stakeholders. These are discussed further in Section 5.2.

3.5

Managing Future Flood Risk

3.5.1

Impacts of Future Climate Change
Climate change can be considered in the context of how future flooding will be influenced, how
the County Council can act to mitigate the effects of climate change and how we can adapt to
changes in flood risk over time. We are working with Climate East Midlands, which is one of
nine regional Climate Change Partnerships. The partnership consists of a number of East
Midlands based organisations, including local authorities, working together to coordinate action
on the causes and consequences of climate change. They are hosted by East Midlands
Councils and cover both mitigation of and adaptation to climate change.
UKCP09 predictions53 for the East Midlands
Climate projections are available for the East Midlands for the years 2020, 2050 and 2080.
Table 3-1 shows the projections under a medium emissions scenario and taking the 50%
probability level.
Table 3-1 UKCP09 Medium emissions projections for the East Midlands
2020s

2050s

2080s

Mean precipitation %

0.0

0.0

1.0

Summer mean precipitation %

-6.0

-16.0

-20.0

Winter mean precipitation %

5.0

14.0

19.0

Mean temperature summer ˚C

1.4

2.5

3.5

Mean temperature winter ˚C

1.3

2.2

3.0

The climate projections indicate that winter rainfall is likely to increase, which may increase the
likelihood of flooding. Flooding in the winter is often caused by slow moving frontal systems,
which are more likely to trigger flooding on the larger river systems such as the River Trent with
potentially associated groundwater flooding and localised surface water flooding where smaller
watercourses and sewers cannot outfall due to ‘tide locking’ on main rivers. However, extreme

53

UKCP09 Website http://ukclimateprojections.metoffice.gov.uk/21678
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weather events are not limited to winter months as shown by the 2007 and 2013 flood events.
Higher temperatures in summer may trigger more convective thunder storms, which are more
likely to cause flooding from surface water and on smaller watercourses due to the increased
intensity of the rainfall.
Local Climate Impacts Profile54
The County Council has prepared a Local Climate Impacts Profile (LCLIP) (2011) which has
looked in detail at the vulnerability of the local authority to extreme weather to inform future
policy and strategy and adaptation responses. Flooding in November 2000, July-August 2004,
July 2006, June-July 2007 and January 2008 was noted to have had a significant impact on a
service area or department of the County Council.
3.5.2

Changes in Land Management
Changes in the way that land is managed have the potential to affect flood risk. These are largely
affected by the economy, availability of and access to regional, national or international
subsidies and payments and environmental initiatives. For example, changes to the payments
farmers receive could encourage more intensive agriculture or conversely less intensive
production and more environmental stewardship. Mining and quarrying can have a key impact
on flood risk. Mines that are being reclaimed and restored have the potential to reduce flood risk
in the surrounding areas and quarries in the River Trent floodplain are known to be beneficial
for storing excess floodwaters and releasing these gradually over time. Such changes are
inherently difficult to forecast, but we will explore this area further at the next stage of the
Strategy. Ideally any changes in land management should work with due regard to the natural
processes and deliver multiple environmental, social and economic benefits. The investigation
and assessment of these impacts will need to be on a catchment scale as has been indicated
in the previous section regarding Catchment Based Approach to flood risk and working with
natural processes.

54

Local Climate Impacts Profile Summary http://www.climate-em.org.uk/images/uploads/Nottingham-web.pdf

Final June 2016

Page 57 of 182

41

Nottinghamshire Local Flood Risk Management Strategy
Flood Risk in Nottinghamshire

3.6

Priority Flood Risk Locations
Priority Flood Risk Locations have been 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 (see Figure A7a and Figure A7b in Appendix A ). The
sources of flooding are largely attributed to a combination of surface water and ordinary
watercourse flooding, although main river, groundwater and sewer flooding incidents have also
been recorded. Information and education relating to how these areas are identified and
delineated will be required for an appreciation of aims of the strategy.
The evidence of combined flood sources supports our approach of managing catchments
holistically and through a partnership approach. Significant flood alleviation projects are already
underway in Southwell and Hucknall, as well as numerous other schemes where we are working
in partnership with other local RMAs. These are discussed further in chapter 6.
Table 3-2: Recorded flood incidents from multiple and/or combined sources between
January 2012 and February 2015
Location

Recorded incidents 55

Southwell

275

Hucknall

106

Lowdham

86

Calverton

47

Mansfield

40

Retford

34

East Bridgford

33

Carlton

32

Thurgarton

29

Girton

29

Newthorpe

28

Sutton in Ashfield

26

West Bridgford

23

Kimberley

22

Arnold

20

Ravenshead

18

Worksop

55

18

Number of separate recorded floods from any source held by Nottinghamshire County Council.
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4.

OBJECTIVES FOR MANAGING LOCAL FLOOD RISK IN NOTTINGHAMSHIRE
Through our partnership work with local RMAs, we have developed a joint vision for flood risk
management in Nottinghamshire and our strategy objectives that set out what we would like to
achieve.

Our vision for flood risk management
Public sector, private and voluntary organisations are working together with
communities to manage flood risk across Nottinghamshire, prioritising the finite
resources available to where they will have the greatest impact. This is part of a
strategic and proactive approach to reduce and manage flood risk over time.
Actions taken to manage flooding are wide ranging; from influencing the location
and form of new development, to emergency response, to maintaining existing and
constructing new flood defences. Collective responsibility is sought when solving
flooding problems in the County. Flood risk management is considered an integral
part of managing the wider water cycle. There is also an investigative role whereby
new flooding events develop, existing flooding patterns change due to development
and climatic changes, all of which will require research and resource application.
Communities are aware of the risks they face and the roles of different organisations
involved in flood risk management; and are encouraged to become more resilient to
flooding. The various organisations are held accountable through local Councillors
and a joint Strategic Level Flood Risk Management Board involving the key
organisations, lead Councillors and local communities. LLFA have a vital role in
ensuring all RMA’s deliver on their responsibilities,
The Strategy will set out how this will happen and what our targets will be so that
we can help make Nottinghamshire a place where people enjoy life, are healthy,
safe and prosperous. There should always be acceptance or realisation that there
will be occasions where flooding, as a natural phenomenon will occur, despite the
best endeavours of the RMAs.
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4.1

Guiding Principles for Setting Objectives
National Flood Risk Management Objectives
The National Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management Strategy for England sets out the
following national objectives for flood risk management;
•

Understand the risks – understanding the risks of flooding and coastal erosion,
working together to put in place long-term plans to manage these risks and making
sure that other plans take account of them,

•

Prevent inappropriate development – avoiding inappropriate development in areas
of flood and coastal erosion risk and being careful to manage land elsewhere to avoid
increasing risks,

•

Manage the likelihood of flooding – building, maintaining and improving flood and
coastal erosion management infrastructure and systems to reduce the likelihood of
harm to people and damage to the economy, environment and society,

•

Help people to manage their own risk – increasing public awareness of the risk that
remains and engaging with people at risk to encourage them to take action to manage
the risks that they face and to make their property more resilient, and

•

Improve flood prediction, warning and post-flood recovery – improving the
detection, forecasting and issue of warnings of flooding, planning for and co-ordinating
a rapid response to flood emergencies and promoting faster recovery from flooding.

Guiding Principles for Local Flood Risk Management
The National Strategy strategic aims and objectives are supported by six high-level principles,
to guide decisions on risk management activities, and the process by which they are taken, at
both a national and local level. We have used these to guide the development of objectives and
identification of measures to deliver local flood risk management within Nottinghamshire.
Table 4-1 Guiding Principles for Local Flood Risk Management in Nottinghamshire
Proportionate and Flood risk management activities should be proportionate to the risk that is
risk based
faced. It is not possible to prevent flooding altogether. To try and do so would be
approach
technically unfeasible, environmentally damaging and uneconomical. A risk
based approach to managing flooding targets investment to areas where the risk
is greatest by examining both the likelihood and consequences of a flood
occurring.
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A catchment
based approach

To manage flood risk effectively, it is important to understand the interactions
with the wider area over the entire catchment. This means ensuring that
activities are coordinated and that we work closely with neighbouring authorities
to ensure that activities do not adversely affect other areas.

Community focus
and partnership
working

Working closely with communities provides a clearer understanding of the issues
and appreciation of the community perspective of flooding. Giving communities a
greater say in what activities take place and helping them to manage their own
risk will result in better decisions being made and allows greater flexibility in the
activities that take place. It is also vital to work in partnership with other
authorities to ensure that risk is managed in a coordinated way beyond the
boundaries and responsibilities of individual authorities and organisations. Best
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practice techniques are outlined in CIRIAs Communication and engagement in
local flood risk management (C751)56

4.2

Beneficiaries
encouraged to
invest

If funding for flood risk management activities relies on central and local
government alone, then those activities will be significantly limited by the funds
available. They will also be constrained by national controls and reduce the
scope for local influence. Those that benefit should therefore be encouraged to
invest in order to maximise flood risk management activity and allow innovative
solutions to take place.

Sustainability

More sustainable approaches to flood risk management should be sought to
consider wider sustainability issues such as the environment, whole-life costs,
and the impact of climate change. Wherever possible, solutions to flooding
problems should work with natural processes and aim to enhance the
environment.

Multiple benefits

Flood risk management solutions can often provide additional social, economic
and environmental benefits. For example the use of sustainable drainage
systems (SuDS) can reduce the pollution of watercourses by minimising urban
storm water runoff. The potential to achieve multiple benefits should be
considered in all flood risk management activities.

Nottinghamshire Local Objectives
Objectives allow us to set targets for managing flood risk so that we can monitor progress as
we implement the Strategy. Appendix D contains details of the plans and studies at a National,
Regional, Local and Corporate level that we have considered in developing the Strategy. The
developing Nottingham City Joint Core Strategy (with Broxtowe and Gedling Borough Councils)
may have impacts and implications for the Nottinghamshire County Strategy especially at the
common boundaries.
We have reviewed the outcomes from the public engagement survey and workshops with RMAs
as we have developed our objectives in line with the National Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk
Management Strategy for England57 (as outlined in Section 2) and our corporate priorities
(Appendix D ).

Overarching objective: To reduce flood risk to people, properties and critical
infrastructure wherever possible, maximise multiple benefits and ensure that the
inequalities gap does not widen

56
CIRIA Communication and engagement in local flood risk management (C751)
http://www.ciria.org/Resources/Free_publications/c751.aspx
57
Environment Agency (2011) National flood and coastal erosion risk management strategic for England
http://www.environment-agency.gov.uk/research/policy/130073.aspx
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Nottinghamshire Local Strategy Objectives

Final June 2016

1.

To pursue new solutions, partnerships and alleviation schemes to manage future
flood risks and adapt to climate change in Nottinghamshire.

2.

To increase levels of awareness and cooperation within local organisations and
communities so they can become more resilient to flooding and understand their
land drainage responsibilities.

3.

To improve delivery of flood risk management by working in partnership across
functions and organisations, taking a catchment based approach.

4.

To integrate local flood risk management into the planning process and support
sustainable growth.

5.

To consider the environmental impact of proposed flood risk management
measures, maximise opportunities to contribute to the sustainable management of
our cultural heritage and landscape and deliver environmental benefits.
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5.

DELIVERY OF LOCAL FLOOD RISK MANAGEMENT

5.1

Developing measures
Measures to reduce flood risk are more than building flood alleviation schemes and maintaining
watercourses and assets; although these are the traditional approaches to reducing risk they
are not always the most appropriate solution. Realisation that the limit of economic viability has
been reached for a particular scheme or that it is not technically possible to raise flood defences
any higher leads to alternative approaches such that improved warning systems and greater
resilience to property and business are initiated. Our aim is for communities, businesses and
other organisations such as Parish and Town Councils, conservation organisations and RMAs
to take collective action to reduce flood risk in Nottinghamshire.

5.2

Current flood risk management
The development and implementation of flood risk management measures is part of day to day
work across the County, as outlined in Box 5.1
Box 5.1: Work carried out since 2007

We have carried out extensive work alongside other RMAs since 2007. This
includes:
• Spending an additional £600,000 per year on flood risk management, including
improvements to road drainage systems and culverts;
• Working with other organisations, especially the Environment Agency, District
and Borough Councils and Internal Drainage Boards to take forward flood risk
management schemes;
• Working with communities to increase resilience to flooding, with the provision
of some community resilience stores and working with communities on
Emergency Plans;
• Working with riparian owners to resolve land drainage issues, spending
£100,000 a year in high priority areas and consenting to works on Ordinary
Watercourses;
• Spatial and emergency planning work.
• Completed flood defence schemes of North Wheatley and East Markham and
the Day Brook diversion scheme.
• Early support for potential schemes whereby the schemes are developed to a
stage when viability and feasibility can be considered in an engineering
solution, and subsequently meaningful consultation with the local communities
affected can take place. This has been particularly pertinent to the technical
issues related to surface water flooding.

We have developed a suite of ‘no regrets’ measures, which are actions that the County Council
and their partners are currently undertaking and should continue to do so for the greater good
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of managing and reducing flood risk in the County. These should be funded by existing revenue
and capital grant funding, subject to available funds and resources. These include:

5.3

•

Water sensitive urban design: considering sustainable drainage (including retrofitting
Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS)), potable water supply and wastewater;

•

Rural land management, including catchment sensitive farming, woodland planting, and
considering the links to wider water cycle management;

•

Incident management and supporting communities and businesses with preparation and
response to and recovery from flooding;

•

Managing flood risk through the development process (both planning policy and
development management);

•

Managing and reducing flood risk wherever possible by applying our new roles and
responsibilities e.g. by designating a third party asset known to reduce flood risk;

•

Quick win schemes e.g. minor highway works and environmentally led initiatives that have
flood risk management benefits (e.g. through projects to deliver Water Framework Directive
targets);

•

An on-going programme of works, opportunity based at present with a move towards an
integrated common programme of schemes and taking a partnership approach wherever
possible through the implementation of this Strategy; and,

•

Continuing to improve our knowledge about flood risk, assets and drainage matters in the
County and sharing our knowledge with others.

Case studies of flood alleviation work in Nottinghamshire
Flood risk management is being approached across the County with a variety of small and large
scale approaches, maximising partnership contributions for the most efficient use of limited
resources. The following boxes present some examples of successfully implemented schemes
and ongoing work.

Box 5.2: Culvert Improvements in North Wheatley, 2011
A scheme was jointly funded by Nottinghamshire County Council and Bassetlaw District Council to
alleviate flood risk to protect the village and school in North Wheatley, which had suffered repeated
flooding.
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Photo 5.1: Construction in progress of new bridge
flows
and culvert

Photo 5.2: new culvert functioning during high

(Source: Nottinghamshire County Council)

Box 5.3: SuDS Case Study: Retrofitting SUDS in the Day Brook
Catchment
Nottingham City Council, Groundwork Greater Nottingham and the
Environment Agency have recently worked in partnership to retrofit
rain gardens on Ribblesdale Road to slow down and reduce the
amount of water reaching the local drainage network and improve
local water quality in the Day Brook catchment. These were
installed in winter 2012 and preliminary analysis shows they are
having a beneficial effect
on both surface water
flows and water quality.
The County Council is now
working
with
Gedling
Borough Council (GBC),
Groundworks and the
Environment Agency to look at other opportunities for small scale
measures in the Day Brook catchment. The Day Brook diversion at
Thackeray’s Lane Playing Fields is part of the proposed wider SUDs
scheme promoted by NCC, Environment Agency, GBC, and STW.

(Photos taken 2014 (Source: Nottingham City Council))
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Box 5.4: Hucknall Town Centre Scheme
Nottinghamshire County Council have led and co-ordinated this scheme which has included the
investigation and assessment of a number of complex flooding sources. The risk of flooding in Hucknall
from Baker Lane Brook (main river) and Titchfield Park Brook (ordinary watercourse) is reported to be due
to channel and structural capacity issues, with water flowing over banks and flooding properties and roads
in the vicinity of the watercourses. Alongside this, there is also a risk associated with surface water flooding
and sewer network flooding, where the capacity of the networks have been exceeded, resulting in surcharge
of systems.
Hucknall has suffered from flooding from watercourses (fluvial), overland flow (surface water) and sewers
on a regular basis for a number of years, most recently in July 2013 and earlier in July 2007. During these
events, Hucknall town centre and Thoresby Dale areas were particularly affected as well as The Titchford
Brook catchment at Arden Grove.
The flooding at Thoresby Dale is a combination of surface water flow, main river flooding and sewer flooding,
whilst at Arden Grove there is no main river flooding. A major hydraulic study has been carried out for both
catchments in Hucknall and schemes are in the process of being developed in partnership with other RMA’s
to reduce flood risk.
As part of the Hucknall town centre scheme a new flood relief culvert and upstream storage will be
incorporated as part of the Hucknall Inner Relief Road project in 2015. Consequently NCC has initiated two
complementary schemes to address the issues as part of the current NCC major road improvement scheme
in Hucknall Town Centre. The RFCC have approved £336,250 funding over the 2015/16 – 2016/17 financial
years to develop a flood alleviation scheme as part of these works which aims to significantly reduce risk of
flooding to residents of Hucknall.

Box 5.5: The Sherwood Energy Village: Sustainable development within a United Kingdom coalfield
community
Sherwood Energy Village transformed a former colliery in Ollerton into an environmental enterprise
comprising industry, housing, recreation and leisure and developed to the highest environmental standards.

All rainfall on site is managed through SuDS (images from June 2007)
Increasing use of SuDS in former colliery sites
Many of the former colliery sites in Nottinghamshire are being investigated for development opportunities and
regeneration to meet growing needs in the County. It is recognised that these type of sites present excellent
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opportunities to incorporate SuDS. Similar schemes are being developed at Cotgrave and Gedling Colliery
sites.
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5.4

Delivering our objectives
Keeping people safe and protecting life is always the priority for flood management. Beyond this
there are a number of measures that can be taken to manage the risk and impacts of flooding
on local communities, businesses, infrastructure, heritage and the environment.
For each of the local flood risk management objectives, potential measures have been identified
for further consideration. These have been informed by council staff and RMAs attending
workshops throughout the strategy development in addition to outcomes from the online survey
undertaken as part of the community engagement exercise described in Appendix E , and
consultation with CIRIA’s ‘Communication and engagement in local flood risk management
(C751)’56.

5.4.1

Public priorities for future flood management in Nottinghamshire
As part of the public engagement survey, people were asked ‘What are you concerned about
most with regards to flood risk management?’ The top three responses were
1. The effect of new development on flooding
2. Available funding for building flood alleviation schemes
3. Maintenance of watercourses
In response to the question ‘Keeping people safe and protecting life will always be our top
priority. Beyond this, what should be our highest priority when it comes to flood risk
management?’
The majority of people considered that homes should be our next highest priority. This was
followed by infrastructure and then amenities. We have taken forward these concerns in the
development of our action plan for local flood risk management.

5.4.2

Identification of Local Flood Risk Measures
Table 5-1 outlines the measures identified to deliver the local flood risk management objectives
for Nottinghamshire and the flood risk management guiding principles that they achieve.
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Table 5.1 Nottinghamshire Local Flood Risk Management Objectives and Measures
Objective
To pursue new solutions,
partnerships and alleviation
schemes to manage future
flood risks and adapt to
climate change in
Nottinghamshire.

To increase levels of
awareness within local
organisations and
communities so they can
become more resilient to
flooding and understand their
land drainage responsibilities.
To improve delivery of flood
risk management by working
in partnership across functions
and organisations, taking a
catchment based approach.

To integrate local flood risk
management into the planning
process and support
sustainable growth.

To consider the environmental
impact of proposed flood risk
management measures,
maximise opportunities to
contribute to the sustainable
management of our cultural
heritage and landscape and
deliver environmental benefits.

Measure to achieve the objective
• Develop a robust approach to the prioritisation of schemes to
manage flood risk
• Seek external funding opportunities whenever possible
• Collaborate with local stakeholders to achieve common
goals
• Progress capital schemes identified for flood alleviation
• Ensure flood management actions will be adaptable and
responsive to future changes in the climate
• Ensure effective coordination between LRF, emergency
planning and highways management / land drainage
• Improve sources and avenues of information dissemination
to the public
• Encourage people to manage their own risk
• Develop more online tools and investigate new uses of
social media
• Take an active role in local flood risk management
partnerships
• Continue to develop our understanding of groundwater risks
in Nottinghamshire
• Maintain effective linkages with the Isle of Axholme Flood
Risk Management Strategy
• Pursue joint initiatives with Severn Trent Water ,IDBs and
the Environment Agency
• Maintain and improve communications with farmers and
landowners in rural areas to pursue multi-beneficial schemes
• Identify joint benefits of highways and transport schemes
• Encourage and promote the use of SuDS in all new
developments and retrofit SuDS wherever possible
• Ensure as far as practical, local planning authorities take full
account of flood risk in Local Plan policies and allocations,
planning applications and supplementary planning
documents
• Maximise opportunities to integrate flood management with
other County functions
• Develop a better understanding of drainage maintenance
requirements on public property
• Improve connections between blue and green
infrastructure58 management
• Identify improvements for existing and planned scheme
development
• Investigate how we can ‘make space for water’ in
Nottinghamshire

Guiding Principles
Community focus and
partnership working
Beneficiaries
encouraged to invest
Proportionate and risk
based approach
Community focus and
partnership working
Proportionate and risk
based approach

Community focus and
partnership working
A catchment based
approach
Beneficiaries
encouraged to invest
Multiple benefits

Community focus and
partnership working
Sustainability

Multiple benefits
Sustainability

58

Blue green infrastructure refers to the ‘blue’ elements of an environment such as water bodies or drainage and the ‘green’ elements
such as open space, trees or biodiversity
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5.5

Taking a Proportionate Risk-based Approach
It is not possible to prevent all flooding, and with limited resources and funding, flood risk
management work will need to be prioritised. The approach must be proportionate and risk
based as recommended by The National Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management Strategy
and should take environmental and other consequences into account.
RMAs may have differing priorities therefore when prioritising locations we will need to consider:
•

Where is the highest flood risk in terms of investing limited resources to secure maximum
benefits? First and foremost to people and life, followed by homes, infrastructure and
amenities.

When it comes to prioritising actions, such as further investigation, capital works, increased
maintenance etc. we will need to consider:
•

What will reduce the risk the most to the highest risk receptors and what is affordable? (i.e.
conduct a cost benefit analysis of the proposed measures); and,

•

What is the potential for funding for flood alleviation schemes?

•

Are there multiple sources of flooding? Could we invest with another RMA?

We need to work closely with other RMAs to ensure that an integrated, objective and consistent
approach to prioritisation is taken wherever possible. We plan to develop a tool that will enable
RMAs to answer these questions. Figure 5-1 shows some of the factors which we plan to
incorporate into this tool.
Figure 5-1: Factors to be incorporated into a prioritisation tool

Each measure in this Strategy has been split into a number of actions (as outlined in the Action
Plan in Appendix B ). These have been prioritised as High, Moderate or Low based on current
understanding of local flood risk and available resources and funding.
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5.6

Delivery of the Strategy – The Local Flood Risk Management Action Plan
In order to deliver the overarching aim of the Strategy, a number of objectives have been devised
as discussed above. These objectives are further subdivided into measures which are supported
by actions (see Appendix B ).
Achieving the actions detailed within the Action Plan depends on the levels of funding available
to the County Council and partner organisations. The action plan will be reviewed annually to
ensure:
•

The effective delivery of local flood risk management objectives in Nottinghamshire;

•

The effectiveness of the measures contained within the Local Flood Risk Management
Strategy;

•

That bids for national and regional funding for flood alleviation can feed into the annual
submission process administered by the Environment Agency; and,

•

Where necessary, that measures that are proved ineffective or are not delivering value for
money can be altered.

The findings of the review will be fed into subsequent versions of the Action Plan which will be
a critical document setting out the measures we, our partners and communities should
undertake collectively to manage flood risk in the county in the short, medium and long term.

.
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6.

FUNDING FOR LOCAL FLOOD RISK MANAGEMENT
The Central Government’s funding mechanism for flood risk management schemes is called
Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management Grant in Aid (FCRM GiA).
The Pitt Review (2008) into the 2007 floods recommended that ‘The Government should
develop a scheme which allows and encourages local communities to invest in flood risk
management measures’. This approach has been taken forward and in 2011 Defra published
their new funding policy on Partnership Funding, which is based on payments for the benefits
that a scheme delivers. If this payment for the benefits does not cover the cost of the scheme,
then the scheme cost will need to reduce and/ or local contributions will need to be found. The
principles of encouraging beneficiaries to invest in flood risk management, delivering multiple
benefits and taking a risk based approach are also in the National Flood and Coastal Erosion
Risk Management Strategy
RMAs including Nottinghamshire County Council can submit bids for FCRM GiA and schemes
are approved by the Trent Regional Flood and Coastal Committee (RFCC)59. In order to secure
‘other’ sources of funding and therefore increase the likelihood of receiving FCRM GiA, County
Council Officers have liaised extensively with relevant district Councils, Severn Trent Water, the
Environment Agency, local communities and the various IDBs to pull together a programme of
schemes for the County.
The proposed schemes will be profiled across the six year implementation period to ensure that
programmes are able to be delivered with regards to resources and funding in line with other
schemes. The Environment Agency provides River Trent RFCC meeting papers on their website
which detail information related to current and future schemes within the Trent RFCC
boundary60.

6.1

Current Funding of Flood Risk Management Projects
Currently, we make decisions on where to invest using information on recent flooding incidents,
flood strategy documents, the source of flooding and available resources. Resources vary
widely between different organisations, many of which are funded in different ways and have
different priorities. For example,
•

We have secured a 5 year budget of budget of £600,000 per annum for capital schemes,
following the flooding of 2007 and this includes nationally approved funding for large
schemes in Hucknall and Southwell. Funding allocation for schemes are approved by the
Transport and Highways Committee;

•

Bassetlaw District Council has recently delivered a scheme on The Canch in Worksop and
jointly promoted the North Wheatley scheme with the County Council. They are investigating
schemes in other locations, including Retford, Clarborough and North Leverton with
Habblesthorpe and are taking forward a flood prevention scheme which involves the
diversion of a water channel in Walkeringham;

•

We have recently worked in partnership with Bassetlaw District Council to reduce the risk
of flooding in East Markham and North Wheatley and there are ongoing schemes in

59

The Regional Flood and Coastal Committee (RFCC) is a committee established by the Environment Agency under the Flood and Water Management Act
2010 that brings together members appointed by Lead Local Flood Authorities (LLFAs) and independent members with relevant experience for 3 purposes;
to ensure there are coherent plans for identifying, communicating and managing flood and coastal erosion risks across catchments and shorelines, to
encourage efficient, targeted and risk-based investment in flood and coastal erosion risk management that represents value for money and benefits local
communities and to provide a link between the Environment Agency, LLFAs, other risk management authorities, and other relevant bodies to build
understanding of flood and coastal erosion risks in its area.
60

https://www.gov.uk/government/groups/trent-regional-flood-and-coastal-committee
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Walkeringham, (working with Bassetlaw District Council) and in Egmanton (working with the
Trent Valley IDB);
•

Severn Trent Water currently invests so that they can remove properties from their register
of flooded properties (the DG5 Register) but are moving away from a reactive and towards
a risk based proactive approach;

•

The Environment Agency has recently completed a 27km long scheme along the left bank
of the River Trent through Nottingham and are currently appraising options to look at flood
risk management at North Muskham, Burton Joyce and Trowell. Funding is sought from
national and regional funds, as well as external partners such as the County Council; and
District Councils and Utilities,

•

The Trent Valley IDB are investigating schemes at Egmanton and Sutton on Trent. Much
like the Environment Agency, funding is sought from national and regional sources.

•

Nottinghamshire County Council and the Environment Agency have provided partnership
funding along with Lincolnshire County Council, Trent Valley IDB and Newark and
Sherwood DC to conduct an initial assessment of the flooding mitigation and defence
measures available to Girton.

We have been working in partnership to deliver schemes wherever our partnership will maximise
benefit, for example, we delivered the improvements at North Wheatley in partnership with
Bassetlaw District Council, acting as designer and contractor and contributed £1million towards
the Environment Agency flood defences in Nottingham.
There are a number of factors that will influence what type of capital and revenue investment
would be suitable and potential funding sources, including:

6.2

•

Fragmented asset ownership, relating to the historic ownership of assets by the Coal
Authority and former urban and rural District Councils;

•

Economic growth, such as the Nottingham and Newark Growth Points and flood risk and
drainage infrastructure needs;

•

A varied landscape: we have steeply sloping parts of Nottingham, Ashfield and Mansfield
with modified urban watercourses and level flood plains with pumped drainage areas within
Internal Drainage Districts largely towards the north. Where appropriate, different
engineering options would be needed in different places;

•

The outcomes that a scheme can deliver e.g. properties and critical infrastructure protected
and new habitat created which affect the priority attached to schemes by different
organisations and the availability of national and regional funding;

•

The direct and indirect beneficiaries of a proposed scheme, such as local communities and
businesses and those who represent them, such as local councils and willingness and ability
to contribute towards flood alleviation schemes; and,

•

The ability to provide multiple benefits through engineering works e.g. in addition to
mitigating the flood risk, engineer improvements to biodiversity and/or water quality, which
have the ability to attract other funding streams.

Changes to Investment in Flood Risk Management
In the past, flood defence schemes have often been built as a reactive response to significant
flooding and funding decisions have largely been made based on the relative costs and benefits
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(in terms of damages from flooding avoided) of a scheme. Recently there has been a step
change in direction, from the ‘all or nothing’ situation to a partnership funding approach
The approach of other organisations is also reflecting the changes from the Pitt review and a
proactive approach. Severn Trent Water (STW) have a duty to provide, maintain and operate
systems of public sewers and works for the purpose of effectually draining their area and they
work on 5 year Business Plans, known as Asset Management Plans (AMPs). The outputs of
these business plans are negotiated, approved and regulated by OFWAT.
Previous AMPs have seen investment targeting reduction of flooding from sewers, AMP6 (20152020) includes the following flooding specific targets:
•

A 13% reduction in the number of internal sewer flooding incidents.

•

A 6% reduction in the number of external sewer flooding incidents.

•

A 200% increase in the number of projects where partnership working with third parties
helps reduce flooding

As LLFA we are committed to working with STW and will endeavour to identify partnership
projects that will reduce the risk of flooding to residents of Nottinghamshire.”

6.3

Summary of Funding Sources
In partnership with RMAs, we will continue to explore opportunities for funding flood alleviation
schemes. The main sources of funding that may contribute to flood risk management activities
are detailed in Table 6-1.
Table 6-1: Summary of potential funding sources for flood risk management

Potential Sources
of Funding

Description

Local Levy

A levy on local authorities within the boundary of each Regional Flood and
Coastal Committee (RFCC). The Local Levy is used to support, with the
approval of the committee, flood risk management projects that are not
considered to be national priorities and hence do not attract full national funding
through the FCRM GiA.

Trent RFCC/
Environment
Agency

Private
Contributions

Voluntary, but funding from beneficiaries of projects could make contributions
from national funding viable. Contributions could be financial or “in kind” e.g.
land, volunteer labour or expertise.

Nottinghamshire
County Council

Water and
Sewerage
Company
Investment

Investment is heavily regulated by Ofwat but opportunities for contributions to
area-wide projects which help to address sewer under-capacity problems.

Severn Trent
Water

Community
Infrastructure
Levy (CIL)

The Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) allows Local Authorities to raise funds
from developers undertaking new building projects within their area of
governance. Such funds can be used to mitigate the effects of the development,
including flood defences.

Nottinghamshire
County Council
and Districts

Section 106
Contributions
(Town and

Section 106 agreements (Town and Country Planning Act 1990) are a
mechanism designed to make a development proposal acceptable in planning
terms, through the site specific mitigation of impacts from a development.

District and
Borough
Councils
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Potential Sources
of Funding

Description

Administered
By:

Country
Planning Act)
Local Residents
/ Businesses

Community engagement can be a very effective means of raising awareness of
flood risks and management activities in local areas, and promoting a sense of
‘helping communities to help themselves’ which can result in contributions from
private sources, such as local residents and businesses.

Nottinghamshire
County Council

Funding for
Local Flood
Risk
Management
Responsibilities

The Government has committed funding annually to support LLFAs in their ‘new’
flood management roles up to 2016. The funding is provided through ‘Area
Based Grants’, which have been allocated by the Department for Environment
and Rural Affairs (Defra) based on the individual flood risk each local authority
faces. Beyond this period funding commitments are unclear and there are likely
to be pressures on further future funding.

Nottinghamshire
County Council

Local Flood
Risk
Management
Partners

Local Flood Risk Management Partners, or RMAs, could also be engaged where
a scheme can offer mutual benefits

Nottinghamshire
County Council

Council Tax

A “ring-fenced” provision within the annual council tax for the specific purpose of
addressing flood risk management.

Nottinghamshire
County Council

Business Rates
Supplements

Agreement from local businesses to raise rates for specified purposes.

District and
Borough
Councils

Council Capital
Funding

The Council’s infrastructure programme prioritising capital improvement projects. Nottinghamshire
The Council programme may include funding for drainage capacity
County Council
improvements for highway drainage systems, for example, but could include a
flood scheme, if benefits can be identified.

Council
Revenue
Funding

The Council has a number of revenue streams to support technical and
administrative processes and to maintain council infrastructure. Existing revenue
budgets include Highway Drainage Maintenance, Highway Gully Maintenance,
Watercourse Maintenance, discharging the Lead Local Flood Authority duties for
the Council.

Nottinghamshire
County Council

Flood and
Coastal Erosion
Risk
Management
Grant in Aid
(FCRM GiA)

Central Government funding available for flood (and coastal) risk management
projects. The funding mechanism was recently revised to encourage a
partnership funding approach. Schemes are not fully funded by central
government under this funding scheme and other beneficiaries must contribute
towards any scheme.

Environment
Agency

Local Enterprise
Partnership

The D2N2 LEP submitted a Strategic Economic Plan to Government which
included infrastructure schemes which have the potential to deliver economic
growth. A number of flood risk management schemes were included in the bid
for funding.

Department for
Communities and
Local
Government and
LEP Board

6.4

Collaborative Working
Investment in flood alleviation works can be thought of as constructing new assets, replacing
failing ones and/ or maintaining those that we already have. A number of bodies are involved in
this work:
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•

Nottinghamshire County Council for surface water, ordinary watercourses and groundwater
as the LLFA;

•

Nottinghamshire County Council for highways structures as the Highways Authority;

•

District/ Borough Councils for ordinary watercourses;

•

Internal Drainage Boards for ordinary watercourses within their respective areas;

•

Environment Agency for main rivers;

•

Water Companies for the sewer network; and,

•

Highways England as the Highways Authority for highways structures on motorways and
trunk roads.

When it comes to doing works to reduce flood risk, resources are limited and need to be
prioritised and targeted to where they can have the greatest effect.
As well as working with RMAs we aim to engage with local communities at the beginning of
scheme development to get early buy in. Communities should be engaged in the preferred
option selection to empower them and enable them to take ownership and understanding of the
scheme in hand. Long term maintenance of schemes should also be discussed with
communities including the importance of good maintenance from riparian owners (see Section
2.4.2).
Land and property owners have an important role to play in flood risk management by taking
action to protect their own properties and, where they are a riparian owner, in keeping
watercourses maintained and flowing without obstruction.
6.5

Considerations for Future Investment
We would like to invest in flood risk management in partnership with others wherever possible.
Additionally;
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-

County Council teams should work together more readily to deliver flood and water
management schemes which also deliver multiple benefits and tap into different budgets
and funding streams. This approach is mirrored within the EA and discussions to exploit the
mutual benefits, such as biodiversity, WFD, and FCRM ambitions, of the approach are to
be progressed

-

A risk-based, proportionate and more unified approach should be taken by the County
Council and the District/Borough Councils of Nottinghamshire to deliver a holistic flood risk
management approach across the County, which prioritises finite resources and derives
multiple benefits over a wider region.

-

We should identify instances where environmental initiatives could be used to
deliver improvements to watercourses and adjacent habitats achieving water quality and
biodiversity improvements, as well helping to reduce flood risk.

-

With regard to the management of all Highways Drainage Assets, the demands these flood
management assets make on the County’s budget are managed as part of the Highways
Infrastructure Asset Management Plan, which includes asset valuation, assessment of
degradation and planned replacement.
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7.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

7.1

Achieving wider environmental objectives
In delivering the Strategy we have the opportunity to deliver wider benefits beyond those
principally associated with flood risk management. Our Strategy aims to compliment a suite of
plans, programmes and policies developed by Nottinghamshire County Council and local
partners to meet wider environmental objectives. These are outlined in detail in Appendix D and
listed in Table 7.1
Table 7-1: Plans, programmes and policy to consider in development of the Strategy to
achieve wider environmental objectives
Policy or plan

Scale

EU Water Framework Directive

International

National Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management Strategy

National

Catchment Flood Management Plans (CFMPs) including the ‘River
Trent Catchment Flood Management Plan’ (2009)

Regional

Nottinghamshire County Council’s Carbon Management Plan
(2007)61

Local

Nottinghamshire County Council’s Cultural Strategy for
Nottinghamshire 2011 – 202162

Local

Nottinghamshire’s Sustainable Community Strategy (2010-2020)63

Local

Waste Core Strategy (2013)64

Local

Nottinghamshire Local Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP)65

Local

Carbon Management Plan – ‘Towards Carbon Neutrality’ (2007)66

Local

Climate Change Adaptation Action Plan - Climate Change
Framework for Action in Nottinghamshire (Nottinghamshire Agenda
21) (2005)67

Local

Nottinghamshire County Council Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Report July 2014

Local

61

Nottinghamshire County Council’s Carbon Management Plan http://cms.nottinghamshire.gov.uk/carbonmanagementplan.pdf
Nottinghamshire County Council’s Cultural Strategy for Nottinghamshire 2011 – 2021
http://www.nottinghamshire.gov.uk/thecouncil/plans/councilplansandpolicies/policy-library/?EntryId100=162658
63
Nottinghamshire Sustainable Community Strategy http://www.nottinghamshire.gov.uk/thecouncil/plans/councilplansandpolicies/policylibrary/?entryid100=127977&q=0%7eCommunity%7e
64
Waste Core Strategy (2013). http://www.nottinghamshire.gov.uk/thecouncil/democracy/planning/local-developmentframework/wastedevelopmentplandocuments/wastecorestrategy/
65
Nottinghamshire Local Biodiversity Action Plan http://www.nottsbag.org.uk/projects.htm#bap
66
Nottinghamshire Carbon Management Plan (2007). http://www.nottinghamshire.gov.uk/enjoying/countryside/energy-and-carbonmanagement/climate-change/
67
http://cms.nottinghamshire.gov.uk/climate-actionplan.pdf
62
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7.2

Strategic Environmental Assessment
In accordance with the regulations implementing the European Directive 2001/42/EC ‘on the
assessment of certain plans and programmes on the environment’ (the SEA Directive)68, a
Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) of the Local Flood Risk Management Strategy is
required. The purpose of the SEA is to help ensure the environmental consequences of the
Strategy are considered in the preparation and adoption of the Strategy with a view to promoting
sustainable development. The SEA informs decisions rather than makes decisions and as such
has contributed to this Strategy document.
An SEA has been carried out in concert with the Strategy to inform and shape the Strategy
objectives. It concludes that the Strategy is unlikely to have any significant adverse effects
largely due to the fact that in seeking to improve flood risk, any outcomes of actions are
inherently positive. At this strategic level, the specifics of flood schemes are not identified so it
is not possible to assess impacts on specific environmental assets but it is likely that the
measures and actions planned within the Strategy will lead to a number of significant positive
effects on the environment, assets and health and wellbeing,

7.3

Habitats Regulations Assessment
A separate Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) Screening Report 69has been undertaken
and used to inform the development of the Strategy. This should be referred to in conjunction
with the main strategy.

7.4

EU Water Framework Directive
The European Water Framework Directive (WFD) came into force in December 2000 and
became part of UK law in December 2003. It aims to introduce a simpler approach to managing
the water environment and in particular sets out targets for water quality on designated
watercourses. Nottinghamshire’s approach to local flood risk management incorporates
consideration of impacts of water quality with the aim of delivering a holistic approach to flood
and water management across the County which derives multiple benefits.

68
69

SEA Directive (2001) http://ec.europa.eu/environment/eia/sea-legalcontext.htm
URS (2014) Nottinghamshire Local Flood Risk Management Strategy Habitats Regulations Assessment Screening Report
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8.

STRATEGY MONITORING AND REVIEW

8.1

Monitoring Progress and Success
The Strategy and associated documents such as the Action Plan are live documents and will
be monitored to ensure that adequate progress towards Strategy objectives is being made.
Within Nottinghamshire County Council flooding issues fall under the remit of the Transport
and Highways Committee and policy issues are scrutinised by the Policy Committee. The
Strategy will cover the 5 year period between 2015 and 2020 and the achievement of the
strategy will be monitored by the joint Strategic Flood Risk Management Board and reported to
relevant County Council Committees. The Action Plan will be reviewed annually.

8.2

Reviewing the Strategy
The Strategy will be formally reviewed at least every six years to ensure that:

Final June 2016

•

It considers any changes in flood risk and policy conditions, such as a major flood event
that leads to a step change in the understanding of flood risk in the County or a change in
central government funding policy;

•

It considers the effectiveness of the strategy to deliver flood risk management
improvements in Nottinghamshire;

•

It takes effective consideration of available resources within and available to RMAs;

•

Its priorities and focus are still relevant and address the issues in Nottinghamshire, as well
as national and regional priorities; and,

•

It considers changes in corporate priorities such as those detailed within the Sustainable
Community Strategy 2010-2020.
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APPENDIX A FIGURES
Figure A1: Risk of flooding from surface water
Figure A2: Critical infrastructure at risk from surface water flooding
Figure A3: Heritage and biodiversity assets at risk from surface water flooding
Figure A4: Risk to agricultural land from surface water flooding
Figure A5: Risk of flooding from groundwater
Figure A6: Disused mine locations and risk of flooding from groundwater
Figure A7a: Historic Flooding records up to 2011
Figure A7b: Historic flooding records 2012 to February 2015
Figure A8: Main Rivers and ordinary watercourses
Figure A9: Risk of flooding from main rivers
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APPENDIX B NOTTINGHAMSHIRE LOCAL FLOOD RISK MANAGEMENT
STRATEGY ACTION PLAN
APPENDIX C STATUS OF LEGISLATION FOR LOCAL FLOOD RISK MANAGEMENT
APPENDIX D NATIONAL, REGIONAL, LOCAL AND CORPORATE STRATEGIES
APPENDIX E

SUMMARY OF LOCAL ENGAGEMENT SURVEY RESPONSES

APPENDIX F

PROPERTY COUNTS OF CRITICAL INFRASTRUCTURE AT RISK
FROM SURFACE WATER FLOODING

i

HSMO (2004) Civil Contingencies Act http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2004/36/contents
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Objective
1 To pursue new
solutions, partnerships
and alleviation schemes
to manage future flood
risks and adapt to
climate change in
Nottinghamshire

3.0
2nd July 2015
1st December 2015

Measure

Measure / Scheme
Actions

1.1 Develop a robust approach to the
prioritisation of schemes to
manage flood risk

1.1.1 Identify areas at greatest risk from local flood sources making use of best
available information and develop a resource prioritisation tool.
1.1.2 Identify where more disadvantaged areas overlap with highest risk from
flooding
1.1.3 Ensure records from flooding in 2013 and 2014 are documented to help
prioritise management
1.1.4
Develop a mechanism for better information sharing about flooding
1.1.5
1.1.6

1.2 Seek external funding
opportunities whenever possible

1.2.1

1.2.2

Delivery
Partners

Lead
NCC
NCC
NCC ,
NCC

Identify requirement for Surface Water Management Plans in hotspot areas

NCC

Develop a ‘pipeline’ of scheme ideas to address risk in flood hotspots

NCC

Ensure core expertise in Flood Management and Drainage Design is
maintained within the Council to provide both project support to Highways ,
Education, Mineral and Waste sectors and bidding for external funds.

NCC

Start

Finish

Programme
Review

Status

2015-2016

2016-2017

Mar-16 In Progress

<£5000 Internal (Other)

To be
confirmed

High

DCs

2014-2015

2015-2016

Dec-15 In Progress

<£5000 Internal (Other)

Moderate

DCs & EA

2014-2015

2015-2016

Dec-15 In Progress

<£5000 Area Based Grant

DCs, IDBs, EA

2015-2016

2016-2017

Jun-16 Not Started

<£5000 Area Based Grant

DCs, EA, parishes

2015-2016

2017-2018

Jun-16 Not Started

<£5000 Area Based Grant

2015-2016

2021 onwards

Dec-15 In Progress

<£5000 Area Based Grant

2014-2015

2021 onwards

Mar-16 In Progress

£25,000 - Area Based Grant
50,000

To be
confirmed
To be
confirmed
To be
confirmed
To be
confirmed
To be
confirmed
To be
confirmed

2015-2016

2021 onwards

Dec-15 Not Started

2015-2016

2021 onwards

Dec-15 Not Started

2015-2016

2021 onwards

Jun-16 Not Started

STW, IDBs, EA

2015-2016

2021 onwards

Mar-16 Not Started

GBC, STW, NCC

2015-2016

2017-2018

Dec-15 Not Started

2014-2015

2016-2017

Jun-16 In Progress

2014-2015

2015-2016

Jun-16 In Progress

2014-2015

2016-2017

Jun-16 In Progress

IDBs,

2014-2015
2015-2016

2015-2016
2015-2016

Mar-16 In Progress
Mar-16 Not Started

EA

2015-2016

2016-2017

Sep-16 Not Started

NCC

2014-2015

2021 onwards

Sep-16 In Progress

EA, IDBs

2015-2016

2021 onwards

Mar-16 Not Started

2014-2015

2021 onwards

Mar-16 In Progress

2015-2016

2021 onwards

Dec-15 In Progress

2015-2016

2021 onwards

Mar-16 Not Started

<£5000 Internal (Other)

2015-2016

2021 onwards

Jun-16 Not Started

<£5000 Internal (Other)

DCs

2015-2016

2016-2017

Jun-16 Not Started

<£5000 Area Based Grant

DCs

2015-2016

2021 onwards

Jun-16 Not Started

<£5000 Area Based Grant

2015-2016

2021 onwards

Mar-16 Not Started

<£5000 Area Based Grant

2014-2015

2021 onwards

Jun-16 In Progress

<£5000 Area Based Grant

2016-2017

2021 onwards

Dec-16 Not Started

<£5000 Internal (Other)

Dec-15 In Progress

<£5000 Area Based Grant

Allocate officer to regularly review funding sources and collaborative projects NCC

alleviation project

1.4.2

Implement recommendations from the Hucknall Flood Investigation

NCC

Commence Hucknall Town Centre FAS

NCC,

1.4.3 Implement recommendations from the Southwell Section 19 investigation
report
1.4.4 Commence Southwell FAS
1.4.5 Maintain regular overview of IDB planned works to watercourses and
pumping stations
1.5 Ensure flood management actions 1.5.1 Identify actions for Nottinghamshire following publication of the East Midlands
will be adaptable and responsive
climate change report
to future changes in the climate
1.5.2 Ensure modelled future flood scenarios are incorporated into design and
planning requirements through policy.
1.5.3 Identify higher risk areas under climate change scenarios for people and the
environment
2.1 Ensure effective coordination
2 To increase levels of
2.1.1
Jointly promote community resilience and business continuity measures
awareness within local
between LRF, emergency planning
organisations and
and highways management / land 2.1.2 Establish a communications plan across internal teams in the event of a flood
drainage
communities so they can
emergency, ensuring resilience to organisational changes
become more resilient to 2.2 Improve sources and avenues of
2.2.1 Work in partnership across council functions to identify new community
flooding and understand
information dissemination to the
contacts
their land drainage
public
2.2.2
Identify ways to improve communications with hard to reach communities
responsibilities
2.2.3 Develop winter preparedness leaflet to help people understand how they
can manage their own risk
2.3 Encourage people to manage their 2.3.1
Improve information provision on property level protection
own risk
2.3.2
Encourage sign up to flood warnings and weather information
2.3.3 Establish local community flood wardens to monitor local risk spots working
with EA Flood Resilience Team
2.3.4
Encourage development of community flood plans in high risk areas
2.3.5 Continue to communicate riparian ownership responsibilities with residents
and landowners and the interaction with highways assets
2.3.6
Identify need for community resilience stores
2.4 Develop more online tools and
investigate new uses of social
media

2.4.1 Improve online tools for flood reporting and investigate ways to capture data
from submitted photos
2.4.2 Ensure website contains up to date links and information from latest studies
and schemes

ADC, STW

NCC
NCC, NSDC
NCC
NCC
DCs
NCC,
NCC & LRF
NCC & LRF
DCs, parish councils

NCC,
NCC, DCs
NCC,
NCC.
NCC

DCs

NCC, EA
NCC, DCs
NCC
NCC

Comments

<£5000 Area Based Grant To be
confirmed
<£5000 Area Based Grant To be
confirmed

High
Low
Moderate
Moderate
High

Moderate
Moderate
Moderate

Identify schemes which maximise the common benefits and regularly review
1.3.3 Maintain regular liaison with local RMAs to monitor progress of their
NCC
investment programmes and assess effectiveness
1.3.4 Identify where the County can contribute to the Day Brook Catchment flood NCiC, EA
1.4.1

Priority
Status

DCs, STW, EA

1.2.3 Ensure local flood evidence is collated and shared with all decision makers in
NCC
local RMAs
1.3 Collaborate with local stakeholders 1.3.1 Pursue partnerships as defined in Objective 3
NCC
to achieve common goals
1.3.2
NCC

1.4 Progress capital schemes
identified for flood alleviation

Funding
Est. Cost (£) Source

<£5000 Internal (Other)

To be
confirmed
<£5000 Internal (Other)
To be
confirmed
£5000 - Area Based Grant To be
£25,000
confirmed

Moderate
Moderate

<£5000 Area Based Grant To be
confirmed
>£1m FCERM GiA
Allocated
<£5000 Area Based Grant To be
confirmed
<£5000 Internal (Other)
To be
confirmed
<£5000 Area Based Grant To be
confirmed
£5000 - Area Based Grant To be
£25,000
confirmed

Moderate

<£5000 Area Based Grant To be
confirmed
<£5000 Internal (Other)
To be
confirmed

Low

2015-2016

DCs

2014-2015

2021 onwards

Dec-15 In Progress

2016-2017

2018-2019

Jun-16 Not Started

<£5000 Internal
(Maintenance)
<£5000 Multiple

2015-2016

2021 onwards

Mar-16 Not Started

<£5000 Area Based Grant

NCC

Moderate

<£5000 Area Based Grant To be
confirmed
£100k - £500k FCERM GiA
Allocated

DCs, IDBs

NCC

Low

To be
confirmed
To be
confirmed
To be
confirmed
To be
confirmed
To be
confirmed
To be
confirmed
To be
confirmed
To be
confirmed
To be
confirmed
To be
confirmed
To be
confirmed

High

High
Moderate
Low
Moderate
Moderate action from East Midlands
Council report

Moderate
Low
Moderate
Low
Low
Low
Moderate
Low
Moderate
Moderate
Low
Moderate
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Objective
3 To improve delivery of
flood risk management
by working in
partnership across
functions and
organisations, taking a
catchment based
approach

3.0
2nd July 2015
1st December 2015

Measure

Measure / Scheme
Actions

3.1 Take an active role in local flood
risk management partnerships

3.1.1 Direct and lead on local flood issues within the regular meetings of the local
flood risk management group.
3.1.2 Ensure the aims of this strategy are showcased within the Humber Flood
Risk Management Plan
3.1.3 Support local planning authorities in delivering flood risk management
through Local Plans and planning applications
3.1.4 Identify opportunities to work with Nottingham City Council to take advantage
of mutual benefits
3.1.5 Develop co-operative links with all neighbouring LLFAs to share good
practice
3.1.6
Maintain linkages with the Sherwood and River Idle catchment partnerships
3.1.7

3.2 Continue to develop our
understanding of groundwater
risks in Nottinghamshire

4 To integrate local flood
risk management into
the planning process
and support sustainable
growth

Identify opportunities to connect with flood forums and local interest groups

3.2.1 Build our understanding of the future risks from groundwater rising in former
mines and other industrial sites
3.2.2
Establish improved monitoring and recording of groundwater flood incidents

3.3 Maintain effective linkages with the 3.3.1 Identify where works to ordinary watercourses may impact flood risk in
Isle of Axholme Flood Risk
Nottinghamshire.
Management Strategy
3.3.2 Proactively develop a catchment wide strategy for identifying opportunities
for flood risk reduction
3.4 Pursue joint initiatives with Severn 3.4.1 Communicate with STW on a County scale to ensure consistent approach to
Trent Water ,IDBs and the EA
flood investigations and mitigation.
3.4.2 Establish an agreed joint approach to cross boundary catchment
investigations (e.g. templates and process)
3.5 Maintain and improve
3.5.1 Identify contacts within landowner groups to both seek opinions of and
communications with farmers and
disseminate information to the farming community
landowners in rural areas to
3.5.2 Build on work with landowners progressed through the Sherwood and River
pursue multi-beneficial schemes
Idle Catchment partnerships
3.6 Identify joint benefits of highways
3.6.1 Identify how flood management can be integrated with road improvement
and transport schemes
schemes
3.6.2 Communicate regularly with the EA about their involvement with highway
schemes
3.6.3 Identify how flood management can be integrated with tramway or other
infrastructure improvements
4.1 Encourage and promote the use of 4.1.1 Work with district councils to implement SuDS specific policy within their
SuDS in all new developments and
Local Plans
retrofit SuDS wherever possible
4.1.2 Develop and formalise consultee role of County Council in supporting
drainage elements of planning applications
4.1.3 Promote and develop exemplar schemes to help developers with examples
of costs and opportunities for SuDS
4.1.4 Promote links to NWT advice document about how planning can contribute to
WFD objectives
4.1.5 Investigate opportunities to use old colliery yards and spoil tips to provides
SuDS for new development
4.2 Ensure as far as practical, local
4.2.1
Ensure that Strategic Flood Risk Assessments consider the impact of surface
planning authorities take full
water and information set out in the Nottinghamshire PFRA, and the LFRMS
account of flood risk in Local Plan
policies and allocations, planning
applications and supplementary
planning documents

4.2.2

Respond to consultations on draft policies in Local Plans on flood risk.

4.2.3 Work with LLFAs to ensure maximum benefits through drainage in planning
applications
4.2.4 Respond to consultations on draft proposals in Supplementary Planning

Delivery
Partners

Lead

Start

Finish

Programme
Review

Status

NCC

DCs, IDBs, EA

2014-2015

2021 onwards

Mar-16 In Progress

NCC

EA & IDBs

2014-2015

2021 onwards

Mar-16 In Progress

NCC

DCs

2014-2015

2021 onwards

Jun-16 In Progress

2014-2015

2021 onwards

Dec-15 In Progress

2014-2015

2021 onwards

Sep-16 In Progress

2014-2015

2021 onwards

Mar-16 In Progress

2014-2015

2021 onwards

2014-2015

2016-2017

Mar-16 Community
Engagement
Mar-16 In Progress

2016-2017

2021 onwards

Dec-16 Not Started

2014-2015

2021 onwards

Mar-16 In Progress

2015-2016

2016-2017

Mar-16 Not Started

IDB’s,EA, NCiC

2014-2015

2021 onwards

Jun-16 In Progress

All RMAs

2015-2016

2016-2017

Jun-16 Not Started

2015-2016

2021 onwards

Mar-16 Not Started

2015-2016

2018-2019

Dec-15 Not Started

2014-2015

2021 onwards

Jun-16 In Progress

2014-2015

2021 onwards

Dec-15 In Progress

2014-2015

2021 onwards

Mar-16 In Progress

NCC & NCiC
NCC
NWT

NCC
NCC
NCC, EA
NCC, DCs, EA

NCC

IDBs, EA
EA

BDC, NCC, IDB

NCC, STW/
NCC
NCC, EA
NCC

NWT, EA

NCC , HA?
NCC, EA
NCC

Priority

<£5000 Area Based Grant Allocated
<£5000 Area Based Grant To be
confirmed
<£5000 Area Based Grant To be
confirmed
<£5000 Area Based Grant To be
confirmed
<£5000 Area Based Grant To be
confirmed
<£5000 Area Based Grant To be
confirmed
<£5000 Multiple
To be
confirmed
£5000-£25000 Area Based Grant To be
confirmed
£5000-£25000 Area Based Grant To be
confirmed
<£5000 Area Based Grant To be
confirmed
<£5000 Multiple
To be
confirmed
<£5000 Area Based Grant To be
confirmed
<£5000 Area Based Grant To be
confirmed
<£5000 Internal (Other)
To be
confirmed
<£5000 Area Based Grant To be
confirmed
<£5000 Internal
To be
(Maintenance)
confirmed
<£5000 Internal
To be
(Maintenance)
confirmed
<£5000 Area Based Grant To be
confirmed
<£5000 Defra SuDS
To be
confirmed
<£5000 Defra SuDS
To be
confirmed
£5000-£25000 Multiple
To be
confirmed
<£5000 Area Based Grant To be
confirmed
£5000-£25000 Area Based Grant To be
confirmed
<£5000 Internal (Other)
Allocated

Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Low
Moderate
Low
Moderate
Low
Low
High
Low
Moderate
Moderate
Low
Low
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate

DCs

2015-2016

2016-2017

Dec-15 Not Started

NCC

DCs

2015-2016

2015-2016

Dec-15 Not Started

NCC

DCs

2015-2016

2018-2019

Sep-16 Not Started

NCC

NWT

2015-2016

2015-2016

Dec-15 Not Started

NCC

EA, DCs

2014-2015

2017-2018

Mar-16 In Progress

DCs

NCC

2014-2015

2021 onwards

Dec-15 In Progress

2014-2015

2021 onwards

Jun-16 In Progress

2015-2016

2021 onwards

Mar-16 Not Started

2014-2015

2021 onwards

Sep-16 In Progress

2014-2015

2021 onwards

Jun-16 In Progress

<£5000 Internal (Other)

Allocated

Low

2015-2016

2021 onwards

Mar-16 Not Started

2021 onwards

Dec-15 In Progress

To be
confirmed
Allocated

High

2014-2015

<£5000 Internal
(Maintenance)
<£5000 Internal
(Maintenance)

2015-2016

2016-2017

Jun-16 Not Started

2015-2016

2015-2016

Dec-15 Not Started

NE, EA

2016-2017

2018-2019

Sep-16 In Progress

IDBs, STW

2014-2015

2021 onwards

Mar-16 In Progress

NCC
DCs

NCC

NCC

NCC
NCC
NCC
NCC flood risk team
NCC
NCC ecology
NCC, EA

<£5000 Area Based Grant To be
confirmed
<£5000 Defra SuDS
To be
confirmed
<£5000 Internal (Other)
To be
confirmed

<£5000 Internal (Other)

Comments

Status

NCC

Documents where flood risk can be minimised or reduced
4.3 Maximise opportunities to integrate 4.3.1
Ensure consideration of flood risk in minerals and waste planning
flood management with other
county functions
4.3.2 Integrate surface water management with regular highways upgrades and
works programmes
4.4 Develop a better understanding of 4.4.1
Work with schools to address drainage maintenance and potential use of
drainage maintenance
SuDS
requirements on public property
5 To consider the
5.1 Improve connections between blue 5.1.1 Improve internal communications between ecology, heritage, land drainage,
and green infrastructure
environmental impact of
parks, property & flood risk managers.
management
proposed flood risk
5.1.2 Include ecology / heritage representatives in local flood risk management
group meetings
management measures,
5.1.3
maximise opportunities
Explore routes for biodiversity enhancement through flood management
to contribute to the
Liaise with the Environment Agency about how flood management can
5.1.4
sustainable
contribute to water framework directive objectives
management of our

Funding
Est. Cost (£) Source

To be
confirmed
<£5000 Internal (Other)
To be
confirmed
<£5000 Area Based Grant To be
confirmed
<£5000 Area Based Grant To be
confirmed

High
High
Moderate
Low
Moderate Gedling and Cotgrave
sites already in use
Moderate

Low
Moderate
Moderate

Moderate already working with
some schools
Low
Low
Moderate
Moderate
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Objective
management of our
cultural heritage and
landscape and deliver
environmental benefits

3.0
2nd July 2015
1st December 2015

Measure

Measure / Scheme
Actions

5.2 Identify improvements for existing 5.2.1 Work towards incorporating best practice sustainability targets such as
and planned scheme development
BREEAM / CEEQUAL assessments within project requirements

5.3 Investigate how we can ‘make
space for water’ in
Nottinghamshire

5.2.2 Identify whether any heritage assets are at risk of flooding and could benefit
from existing planned schemes.
5.3.1 Understand the volumes of water which would need to be stored in extreme
flood events.
5.3.2 Identify high level locations for flood storage and the positive and negative
consequences of utilising them
5.3.3 Improve our understanding of wider social, economic and environmental
impacts of flood storage in open spaces.

Delivery
Partners

Lead
NCC
NCC heritage

Start

Finish

Programme
Review

Status

Funding
Est. Cost (£) Source

2015-2016

2017-2018

Mar-16 Not Started

<£5000 Area Based Grant To be
confirmed

2014-2015

2021 onwards

Jun-16 In Progress

<£5000 Internal (Other)

2015-2016

2018-2019

Sep-16 In Progress

NCC,

DCs, EA

2017-2018

2018-2019

Dec-16 Not Started

£25,000 - FCERM GiA
50,000
£5000-£25000 FCERM GiA

NCC

NFU, EA, NWT

2017-2018

2018-2019

Dec-16 Not Started

£5000-£25000 Multiple

NCC

Priority

Comments

Status

To be
confirmed
To be
confirmed
To be
confirmed
To be
confirmed

Moderate
Low
Moderate
Low
Low
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APPENDIX C STATUS OF LEGISLATION FOR LOCAL FLOOD RISK MANAGEMENT
Key local FRM powers and duties

Context

Update

Flood Risk Regulations (2009) (on a rolling six year basis)
Preliminary Flood Risk Assessment (PFRA)

This is a high level screening of local sources of flooding to inform a decision
on whether there is a significant (in national terms) ‘Flood Risk Area’ (FRA).

PFRA completed June 2011

Flood Risk and Hazard Mapping

Detailed mapping is needed for the where there are Flood Risk Areas. The
Environment Agency has produced mapping for all LLFAs, regardless of
whether there is a FRA or not and called this the Updated Flood Map for
Surface Water.

The updated flood map for surface water was published in December 2013 and
incorporates both flood risk and hazard mapping for Nottinghamshire

Flood Risk Management Plan

Only required where there is a FRA.

Not required in Nottinghamshire at this time.

The Strategy will set out roles and responsibilities for flood risk management,
objectives for managing flood risk, measures to achieve those objectives, an
assessment of viability and sources of funding, an assessment of flood risk,
how the strategy will be implemented and how it will meet wider
environmental objectives.

Project started in summer 2011 and steered by the Local Flood Risk
Management Steering Group.

There are no FRAs in Nottinghamshire and so the next action required under
the regulations is the 2017 PFRA.

Flood and Water Management Act (2010)
Statutory duty to develop, maintain, apply and
monitor a Local Flood Risk Management Strategy

It provides a platform to bring together flood risk information and prioritise
where action is taken to greatest effect. Future investment needs for flood
alleviation work and sources of funding will also be considered.
The Strategy needs to be developed in partnership and consultation with
other RMAs, County Council services with an interest in flood risk
management and the public.
Statutory duty to Investigate, where the Council
deems ‘necessary or appropriate’

The Pitt Review recognised that many of those affected by flooding in
summer 2007 did not know who to turn to and problems were passed from
one organisation to another.
This gives the Council a duty to investigate flooding incidents and determine
which organisation(s) have roles and responsibilities and what actions they
are taking. It does not give the Council responsibility for taking action to
prevent flooding happening again and therefore managing expectations will
be a key element of how this is taken forward.

Initial consultation questionnaire in Spring 2012 attracted over 400 responses.
The production of an initial Outline Strategy in summer 2013, the draft final
Local Strategy will be written and consulted on in Summer 2015, with a view to
completion in 2015.
The Strategy is accompanied by a Strategic Environmental Assessment,
Habitats Regulations Assessment and Summary Document.

Flood investigations are being undertaken where the County Council is aware
that five or more properties in a locality have been affected by internal flooding
(over the threshold of the property).
The County Council will seek to complete investigations within a reasonably
practical timescale which depends on available resources and input from local
residents and businesses, their representatives, Risk Management Authorities
and other organisations.
The County Council will undertake both flooding and less serious land drainage
investigations on a prioritised basis, with regard to both the consequences and
frequency of flooding.

Statutory duty to hold a Register and Record of
Structures and Features where the Council
deems these to ‘have a significant effect on flood
risk’

The drainage network has been heavily modified over time. Ownership and
management of the network is fragmented and split between private owners,
infrastructure owners and operators, the Environment Agency, Internal
Drainage Boards and the District, Borough and County Councils.
A thorough understanding of how drainage systems work in practice (both
under and over-ground) is essential for making both proactive decisions about
future investment, maintenance and planning applications and reactive
operational decisions when flooding is forecast or occurring.
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The County Council have made a considerable effort to collate historic
drainage records which have proved to be critical to informing on-going flood
and land drainage investigations.
The Highways Asset Management System CONFIRM is being configured to
hold drainage asset information and in future to feed into a programme for land
drainage maintenance work.
Assets considered significant are being identified on the basis of flood risk and
can be made available for inspection on request and in the long term will be
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Key local FRM powers and duties

Context

Update
published online as suitable.

Power to designate third party assets as flood
structures.

Assets like garden walls, informal embankments and the walls of buildings
can help to reduce the chance of flooding occurring. Removing or altering
these could increase flood risk.
This gives the Council the power to designate such assets, such that they
cannot be removed or altered without permission. A designation is a local
land charge. The Council will need to decide on a proportionate and risk basis
where it wishes to do this.

Powers to do works

The Council has powers to do works to manage flooding from surface water
and groundwater. The Council wishes to work in partnership with Districts,
Boroughs, the Environment Agency and IDBs with regards to works on
Ordinary Watercourses and Main Rivers, as suitable.

The County Council hold a budget of £600,000 for flood alleviation schemes
and wishes to work in partnership with other RMAs to take forward schemes
and secure funding from as many appropriate sources as possible to maximise
investment.

The Flood and Water Management Act also gives the Council powers to do
works for environmental benefit.

National “Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management Grant in Aid” (FCERM
GiA) funding is bid for annually through the Environment Agency. Local Levy
(regional funding) may also be available. Both are allocated by the River Trent
Regional Flood and Coastal Committee (RFCC) on which the County Council
are represented.

Any works must have regard to the Local FRM Strategy.
National funding policy places an emphasis on beneficiaries contributing
towards schemes and allocates national funding in terms of the outcomes
achieved e.g. properties protected.

Consenting to works and enforcement activity on
Ordinary Watercourses

The County Council are building up an understanding of where such assets are
having an effect through on-going investigation work and will make decisions
on a case by case basis, where legal designation is clearly necessary and
justified.

The County Council is now responsible for issuing consents for works and
enforcement activity (for example on unconsented works or to clear
blockages) on Ordinary Watercourses outside of Internal Drainage Board
areas.

The Local Strategy will explore priorities and funding opportunities for
schemes, with a long term aim to hold an overall programme of all flood
alleviation schemes in the County.
The County Council has established a system for registering and monitoring
land drainage consents and issued 11 in 2012. It is likely that the number will
increase as awareness increases of the need for consent.
Informal work to raise awareness of riparian landowner responsibilities is being
undertaken where issues have been found and formal warrant training for
Officers is planned.
The application form and guidance can be accessed from our website.

Role of the Council as the Sustainable Drainage
Systems (SUDS) Approving Body (SAB)
This duty has been superseded by the
announcement on 18th December 2014 that
planning policy will be strengthened so that
existing planning system can encourage the use
of SuDS

From 6th April 2015, Local Planning Authorities will need to ensure
Sustainable Drainage Systems are considered in developments of 10 or more
dwellings. The County Council as LLFA will be a statutory consultee to these
applications to ensure surface water management is being adequately
addressed

Following consultations in 2014 and 2015, the NPPG supporting the NPPF has
been updated accompanied by a Ministerial Statement on Sustainable
Drainage Systems (18 December 2014) whereby applications for major
development must demonstrate prioritisation of SuDS unless shown to be
inappropriate. NCC as a LLFA has a statutory consultee role as of 16th April
2015 to comment on the sustainable drainage proposals of all major
development applications
Guidance on the role of the County Council as statutory consultee is currently
being developed.
Informal advice, guidance and support is being given to all Local Planning
Authorities on local flood risk management.
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APPENDIX D: NATIONAL, REGIONAL, LOCAL AND CORPORATE STRATEGIES
National
The National Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management Strategy (2011)
Our Local Flood Risk Management Strategy for Nottinghamshire is consistent with the National Flood
and Coastal Erosion Risk Management (FCERM) Strategy. The National Strategy has six guiding
principles, which are:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Community focus and partnership working
A catchment and coastal “cell” based approach
Sustainability
Proportionate, risk based approaches
Multiple benefits
Beneficiaries should be encouraged to invest in risk management

Regional
Catchment Flood Management Plans (CFMPs) including the ‘River Trent Catchment Flood
Management Plan’
The River Trent CFMP covers the entire River Trent catchment from its source above Stafford down
to the boundary of the Shoreline Management Plan at Keadby Bridge. Beyond this, the River Trent
flows into the Humber Estuary. The CFMP area includes all of the River Trent’s tributaries, covering
an area of 10,452 km² and around six million people.
The Local Flood Risk Management Strategy for Nottinghamshire will help deliver the objectives of the
River Trent CFMP and neighbouring River Witham and River Don CFMPs.
Local
Local Planning Authority Local Plans
At a local level the County Council takes responsibility for some Spatial Planning, Highways
Development Control, Minerals and Waste Planning and County Council Development (such as
school buildings). However, the majority of planning functions with respect to policy planning and
development control sits within District and Borough Councils, who are developing Local Plans.
Ashfield District Council Emerging Local Plan
Whilst the Ashfield Local Plan was submitted for examination on the 18.12.13, a resolution to
withdraw the plan was made in July 2014. Whilst the inspector recognised extensive works had gone
into preparing the Local Plan, concerns were raised as to the sustainability of Site Development
Options and in relation to the Green Belt. The Council is subsequently updating the evidence base for
the Local Plan.
Bassetlaw District Council Core Strategy and Development Management Policies
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Bassetlaw’s Core Strategy and Development Management Policies, adopted in December 2011
supersede the 2001 Local Plan.
Policy DM12 relates to Flood Risk, Sewerage and Drainage. This policy aims to divert development
away from areas at risk of flooding, supports the implementation of SuDS, promotes the de-culverting
of watercourses where possible and highlights where developments are proposed within the area and
considers them in relation to surface water flood risk.
Broxtowe Borough Council Core Strategy
Broxtowe’s Core Strategy incorporates a number of policies previously contained within the 2004
Local Plan and considers the following:
•
•
•
•

Flooding from all sources;
The relationship between climate change and increased flood risk;
The incorporation of SuDS wherever possible (be it retrospectively or within new
development);
Redirecting development to the most appropriate areas and avoiding areas of high risk.

Gedling Borough Council Core Strategy
The replacement Local Plan which was adopted in July 2005 will gradually be replaced by documents
including the Core Strategy and Local Planning Document. The emerging greater Nottingham Aligned
Core Strategy (Gedling, Broxtowe and Nottingham City) similarly to the Broxtowe Core Strategy the
report identified the relationship between climate change and increased flood risk, promotes
sustainable drainage and development and aims to redirect development from areas of high risk of
flooding.
Mansfield District Council
Mansfield District Council is currently preparing a new Local Plan. Once again, Mansfield identifies
the relationship between climate change and flood risk and identifies key areas which are susceptible
to flooding. Flooding is seen to be a key issues arising across the district currently and highlights
mechanisms to reduce this risk including the provision of green infrastructure.
Newark and Sherwood District Council
The Allocations and Development Management Development Plan Document (DPD) forms part of
Newark and Sherwood’s Local Development Framework and was adopted in July 2013. This adoption
completes the replacement of the Local Plan with the LDF. As part of the LFD, the Core Strategy
outlines a number of considerations relating to flooding across the District.
Rushcliffe Borough Council
The Council is currently working on a new Local Plan which will replace the 1996 Local Plan; the new
Local Plan encompasses the Core Strategy adopted in December 2014 which includes information
relating to sustainable development and drainage.
Nottingham City Local Flood Risk Management Strategy
The topography of the Nottingham Conurbation means that water drains down from many parts of the
County through the City towards the River Trent. We have many shared watercourses with
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Nottingham City Council, including the River Leen, Day Brook and Fairham Brook, alongside the
River Trent. In addition we share the overall sewer network for the City, which drains towards the
Wastewater Treatment Works at Stoke Bardolph. Nottinghamshire County Council works closely with
Nottingham City Council on a number of levels, such as through the Joint Strategic Flood Risk
Management Board and at officer level. Our close working relationship with Nottingham City Council
will ensure that our Strategies are complementary and aligned.
Nottinghamshire County Council’s Strategic Plan (2014-2018)

1

Nottinghamshire’s Strategic Plan “sets out the County Council’s priorities, promises and values for
2014-2018 for the people of Nottinghamshire”. The Plan has five ‘priorities’: Supporting safe and
thriving communities, protecting the environment, supporting economic growth and employment,
providing care and promoting health and investing in our future.
‘Protecting our environment’ is perhaps the most pertinent priority in regards to the LFRMS. The Plan
aims to deliver the following outcomes:
•
•

•

•
•

•

•

•

1

Preparation for extreme weather events to help both residents and businesses to ‘carry on as
normal’;
A reduction in flood risk to new developments by influencing key aspects of environmental
protection through determining major planning permissions through new developments – This
would include the redirection of proposed developments to areas of reduced flood risk
through the Sequential and where necessary Exception tests;
Support for safe and thriving communities – this will be delivered through collaborative ‘multiagency’ working of Risk Management Authorities (RMAs) and will protect the health and
wellbeing of Nottinghamshire residents partially through a proactive approach which aims to
raise awareness and heighten understanding of environmental health risks throughout the
community;
Resource prioritisation and collaborative working to enhance emergency plans (inclusive of
flooding);
Road and transport systems which can cope with environmental challenges (such as flooding)
to ensure that transports systems are fit for purpose to facilitate continued economic growth
and to encourage future investment into Nottinghamshire, sustainable methods of transport
will also be encouraged in a bid to promote health and wellbeing and minimise greenhouse
gas contributions;
Environmental access and sustainable waste management – The County Council will work
with partners and residents to reduce the amount of household waste generated and to
increase recycling rates. Additionally the County Council will encourage people to get
involved and help to protect, restore and improve our countryside by volunteering with a local
wildlife group or conservation organisation;
Investment in sustainable technology – The County Council will continue to invest in
sustainable technology that helps to reduce Nottinghamshire’s carbon footprint. The County
Council will minimise the impacts of transport on people’s lives, maximise opportunities to
improve the environment and help tackle carbon emissions; and,
Protection of cultural heritage – The County Council aims to protect and preserve
Nottingham’s rich cultural heritage to ensure such assets can be enjoyed by all residents.

http://www.nottinghamshire.gov.uk/thecouncil/plans/councilplansandpolicies/strategicplan/
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Nottinghamshire’s Sustainable Community Strategy 2010-2020
The strategy uses ‘The State of Nottinghamshire 2009’ as its evidence base and outlines how
organisations in the county will work together to promote and deliver a better Nottinghamshire. The
Sustainable Community Strategy identifies six priorities for the future:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

•
•

A greener Nottinghamshire – this includes improving the environment, recycling, public
transport, decent and affordable housing, the countryside, biodiversity, green space and
cutting greenhouse gas emissions
A place where Nottinghamshire’s children achieve their full potential – this includes
education, safety, health, opportunities to enjoy sports, leisure and arts facilities, and
economic issues affecting children and young people
A safer Nottinghamshire – this includes crime and anti-social behaviour
Health and well-being for all – this includes improving general health and life expectancy,
tackling obesity, helping disabled people, as well as ensuring older people and vulnerable
people are well looked after
A more prosperous Nottinghamshire – this includes helping businesses to start up, grow and
flourish, making sure that there are enough jobs, and people have the right skills and
qualifications
Making Nottinghamshire’s communities stronger – this includes access to services,
culture, heritage and sport, community life, and a sense of community belonging and identity.

Specifically in regards to flood and water management the Strategy refers to the 2007 floods and how
this brought the issue of climate change back to the forefront of the County Council’s attention. The
Community Strategy suggest that water resources will be managed more sustainably over the next
few years, especially in light of forecasted housing developments and plans to improve flood risk
management efforts in line with this. Nottinghamshire County Council will also implement a climate
change engagement programme for partners and businesses across the County.
Green Estates Development Strategy and Plan (2013-2023)

2

The Green Estates Strategy and Plan acknowledges that in recent years, site infrastructure has been
increasingly unable to cope with the elevated level of flooding which has been experienced. As such,
a review of site infrastructure and regular maintenance will be required. Ultimately the plan aims to
ensure enhanced health and wellbeing which will be accomplished partially by having a contingency
plan in place for extreme weather events such as flooding.
The Strategy and Plan builds on Nottinghamshire’s Strategic Plan which aims to invest in sustainable
technology by discussing the implementation of energy crops. Currently the income received through
energy crops (as a form of renewable energy) is insufficient to cover costs, therefore external funding
for capital improvement projects will be sought. Such projects will not only reduce greenhouse gas
emissions and therefore limit contributions to global climate change it will also facilitate the
sustainable reuse of a brown field site whilst providing an income for further Green Estate projects.
Additionally, these projects will improve the quality of the Green Estate, and contribute significantly to
improving the quality of the Nottinghamshire’s countryside.
The plan also intends to incorporate the development of a network of strategic green and blue
infrastructure which will link the Green Estate to other green spaces which may assist with flood
attenuation whilst providing biodiversity corridors.
2

http://www.nottinghamshire.gov.uk/thecouncil/plans/councilplansandpolicies/policy-library/?entryid100=376632&p=2
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New Minerals Local Plan

3

The new Minerals Local Plan which is currently undergoing consultation will set out Nottinghamshire
County Council’s overall approach to future minerals provision until 2030.
Where possible, the plan suggests that mineral extraction, associated infrastructure and
developments should not encroach onto floodplains. However, for some minerals such as alluvial
sands and gravels this will not be possible and development in the floodplain may be unavoidable as
has occurred in the Trent and Ide Valleys. Therefore the plan aims to build on opportunities to
enhance flood storage capacity and defences through the minerals extraction process. Additionally,
restoration proposals should seek to incorporate flood risk reduction measures such as flood plain
storage, flood defence structures, land management practices etc. to benefit local communities.
Proposals for minerals development will be supported where it can be demonstrated there will be no
unacceptable impact on:
•
•
•
•

Flood flows and storage capacity;
The integrity or function of flood defences or structures acting as flood defences;
Local land drainage systems; and,
Local communities.

In addition:
•
•
•

Proposals for mineral extraction that increase flood risk to local communities must be fully
mitigated;
Proposals for minerals development should consider the potential for flood storage schemes
to be incorporated into restoration proposals to reduce future flooding issues; and,
Minerals development should include Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) to manage
surface water drainage.

The new Minerals Local Plan also aims to address climate change. The impact of minerals
development upon climate change will be minimised and mitigated by encouraging efficient ways of
working such as reductions in transport and onsite machinery emissions.
Waste Core Strategy (2013)

4

The Waste Core Strategy acknowledges the implications of building waste infrastructure within a flood
plain, especially a wide floodplain such as the River Trent, and therefore contains a strategic objective
entitled ‘Care for our environment’. This objective aims to protect the landscape, countryside, wildlife
and valuable habitats from harmful development and to make the most of opportunities to enhance
existing open spaces and to provide new habitats. Water, soil and air quality are also seen as areas
for enhancement whilst heritage assets, their settings and archaeological remains are a priority for
protection.
Not only will development be located appropriately, the Waste Core Strategy highlights the
importance of ensuring that any infrastructure which is built is resilient to the risks of climate change
and increased flooding. In a bid to minimise contributions to global climate change the strategy
3
New Minerals Local Plan http://www.nottinghamshire.gov.uk/thecouncil/democracy/planning/local-developmentframework/mineralsdevplandocuments/minerals/
4
Waste Core Strategy (2013). http://www.nottinghamshire.gov.uk/thecouncil/democracy/planning/local-developmentframework/wastedevelopmentplandocuments/wastecorestrategy/
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encourages waste to be seen as a resource. This approach reduces transport requirements,
minimises energy use and encourages the use of combined heat and power.
Nottinghamshire Local Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP)

5

One of the main aims of the Local BAP is to ensure that there is no net loss of habitat within
Nottinghamshire. The protection of wetlands and other intertidal habitats is a concern for the Local
6
Biodiversity Action Group . Protection of these environments provides natural flood defences and a
greater area for infiltration etc. which thereby limits surface water runoff and associated flooding. The
7
Trent Valley Biodiversity Opportunity Mapping Project determines areas for future enhancement and
opportunity.
Carbon Management Plan – ‘Towards Carbon Neutrality’ (2007)

8

Nottinghamshire’s Carbon Management Plan describes how Nottinghamshire County Council will
reduce its contributions to global climate change through reductions in greenhouse gas emissions.
This will achieved by the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

A programme of energy efficiency measures for our existing buildings;
A programme of fuel switching, including on-site renewables;
Sustainable design for all new/refurbished buildings;
Examination of office car park charges and public transport incentives;
A review of car allowances;
An investment programme for pool cars;
The production of a Council Waste Management Plan for offices;
An assessment of procurement practices and procedures; and,
The development of effective and comprehensive carbon accounting procedures to improve
monitoring of the Plan and to assist Government to produce national guidance.

Climate Change Adaptation Action Plan - Climate Change Framework for Action in Nottinghamshire
9
(Nottinghamshire Agenda 21) 2005
The Nottinghamshire Climate Change Adaptation Plan summarises how Nottinghamshire will adapt
and mitigate to climate change. Nottinghamshire holds a vision a reduction in energy use, energy
efficiency, the use of renewables and carbon sequestration leads to a low carbon economy by 2050
and a carbon neutral economy by 2100.

The Adaptation Action Plan has similar aims to that of the Carbon Management Plan in that it aims to
tackle similar issues including: buildings, transport, industrial processes, waste, procurement, the
built, natural and historic environment, health and social issues and economic development and
tourism. The Action Plan also aims to raise awareness and heighten understanding of climate change
and associated risks.

5

Nottinghamshire Local Biodiversity Action Plan http://www.nottsbag.org.uk/projects.htm#bap
Nottinghamshire Biodiversity Action Group http://nottsbag.org.uk/
7
The Trent Valley Biodiversity Opportunity Mapping Project http://www.ontrent.org.uk/site/node/36
8
Nottinghamshire Carbon Management Plan (2007). http://www.nottinghamshire.gov.uk/enjoying/countryside/energy-andcarbon-management/climate-change/
9
Climate Change Adaptation Action Plan (2005) http://cms.nottinghamshire.gov.uk/climate-actionplan.pdf
6
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Both the Carbon Management Plan and the Climate Change Adaptation Action Plan are supported by
10
Nottingham City Council’s Nottingham Community Climate Change Strategy 2012-2020 .
Nottinghamshire County Council Greenhouse Gas Emissions Report July 2014
The County’s Greenhouse Gas Emissions Report outlines how the council will reduce its carbon
emissions. The plans for reducing carbon include:
•
•
•
•

A £1.3 million revolving loan fund for investment in quick payback energy efficiency
measures;
A £1.8 million investment programme in street lighting energy saving measures,
A £1.8 million investment programme in photovoltaic arrays on council properties; and,
A wood heat programme which is probably the largest amongst UK local authorities in term of
number of sites.

The Local Flood Risk Management Strategy also refers to, draws upon and supports a number of
other County Council corporate documents, such as:
•

Nottinghamshire County Council’s Cultural Strategy for Nottinghamshire 2011 – 2021
o Theme 3 - Conserving and providing access to our history and heritage and supporting
environmental sustainability

•

Planning Contributions Strategy
The aim of the Strategy is to provide a fair, consistent and transparent basis for the
negotiation of planning contributions for those matters that affect the services and advice
provided by the County Council.

•

Nottinghamshire County Council’s Flood Response Plan
The County Council are currently developing a Flood Response Plan setting out how County
Council services will respond to a flooding incident. In addition to this, the Local Resilience
Forum (LRF) hold a multi-agency flood response plan.

•

Highway Network Management Plan
The purpose of the Highway Network Management Plan is to bring together all the policies,
standards and procedures associated with highway management into one document.

10

Nottingham Community Climate Change Strategy 2012-2020.
http://www.bing.com/search?q=Nottingham+Community+Climate+Change+Strategy+2012-2020.&src=ie9tr
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APPENDIX E – SUMMARY OF LOCAL ENGAGEMENT SURVEY RESPONSES
Purpose, Methodology and Response
Purpose
Nottinghamshire County Council wanted to engage with the local community at an early stage in the
development of their Local Flood Risk Management Strategy in order to gather information on local
flooding incidents, flood preparedness, perceptions of flooding and local priorities for local flood risk
management. Nottinghamshire County Council requested inputs from County Councillors, Risk
Management Authorities, wider relevant organisations and the general public. The information
collated through this exercise has been used to provide an evidence base to inform the Local Flood
Risk Management Strategy.
Engagement Approach
A survey was developed to gather views and evidence, which was made available on the
Nottinghamshire County Council website during February and March of 2012.
The survey included questions related to:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Historic flooding incidents;
The preparedness of local communities to flooding incidents;
The community perceptions of flooding and associated risks;
Public opinion on what should be the overarching aim of the Strategy and priority areas for
management;
Concerns held by residents in relation to flood risk;
The stance of local residents on what the County Council and partners can do to manage
flood risk;
Resident opinion on how flood alleviation schemes should be funded; and,
Who should be consulted in the development of an LFRMS.

Response Rate
In total the council received over 430 completed surveys in response to this engagement process.
The majority of responses came from Nottinghamshire (99.97%), with 4 more coming from
Nottingham City and 7 coming from outside the county boundary. Where a partial or missing postcode
was evident analysis was limited.
Figure E1shows the location of residents who completed the survey.
The majority of respondents completed the survey as an individual with only 5% of responses being
completed by an individual of behalf of a local community or organisation.
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Figure E1. Location of Survey Respondents.
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General Caveats
The results of this engagement are not statistically representative for the views of Nottinghamshire
residents due to the nature of the methodology used. However, the level of response, information
gathered and views obtained provide a useful indicator of wider opinion and any important issues that
will need to be considered throughout the development and implementation of the LFRMS.
Percentages used in this analysis have been rounded and may not add up to exactly 100%. For some
survey questions, respondents could select more than one response which also means that
percentages, if added together, can total more than 100%.
Historic Flooding
Respondents were asked whether they have been affected by flooding in the past 10 years and which
part of the property was affected.
Of the 432 responses to the consultation, 82.6% of residents had not experience flooding either at
their current or previous addresses. The ward shown to be most affected by flooding was Lowdham (8
respondents) followed by Clayworth, Farnsfield and Bilsthorpe, Lady Bay, and Woodborough wards,
which have 3 reported flood incidents in each ward.
The majority of flood incidents were reported to have affected road access as shown below, A third of
respondents reported internal flooding with just under a fifth of people reporting external flooding of
their property.

Other
Business property
Infrastructure
Local amenities
The property internally
Outbuildings
Gardens and/or fields
The road
0
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Number of Flooding Incidents

Figure E2. Number of Flooding Incidents Recorded by Respondents by Receptor.
Flood Preparation
Respondents were asked what steps (if any) they had taken to prepare for flooding. In total 249
respondents did not respond to this question. Of those who responded and had taken action to
reduce flood risk, the majority had taken ‘passive’ actions i.e. thinking about what would happen
should a flood occur, rather than more ‘proactive’ actions i.e. taking steps to minimise the risk of
flooding in their local area.
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Of the respondents who had taken flood preparedness action, the majority had sought information on
flood risk as shown below in Figure E3 Of the respondents who responded with ‘other’ the majority
had taken steps to ensure that their land had better drainage. Similarly, it became apparent within this
question that the geographical location of housing is a key consideration of purchasing a property with
many residents choosing their new home partially due to an areas low flood risk.

Sought information on flood
risk
Prepared a flood plan
Signed up for flood warnings
Attended a local action group
Purchased flood resilience
equipment
Nothing, it is the responsibility
of other agencies
Other (please state)
No Response

Figure E3. Flood Preparedness Measures Undertaken by Survey Respondents.
Perceived Flooding Sources
In this question respondents were asked what they considered to be the main sources of flooding for
the County in order of importance. Flooding sources included:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Large Rivers such as the River Trent;
Smaller Watercourses;
Surface Water
Groundwater;
Sewers; and,
Other.

Large Rivers such as the River Trent was considered to be the most frequently ranked as the most
important (60.66% respondents). Surface Water was also considered to be important by 18.91% of
the population followed by ordinary watercourses at 15.54%. The least important source was
considered to be groundwater possibly due to the difficulty in distinguishing its occurrence from
surface water flooding.
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Respondents who had experienced flooding were more likely to consider surface water and ordinary
watercourses as more important and prevalent flooding sources than individuals who had not
experienced flooding first hand.
Understanding Flood Risk
This question determined whether respondents considered themselves to be at risk of flooding, 66.1%
of the respondents do not consider themselves at risk of flooding. However, flood risk mapping shows
that more than 33.9% of Nottinghamshire is considered to be at risk of flooding. Therefore there
seems to be a general lack of awareness in regards to flood risk amongst the County.
70%
65%
60%
55%
50%
45%
40%
35%
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%
5%
0%
I am not at risk of
flooding

I have been affected
by flooding before

My local area has
been affected by
flooding before

I am aware that I am
at risk, but I have not
been affected before

Responses

Figure E4. Perceived Flood Risk Amongst the Community.
Flood Risk Management
Respondents were asked what the overall objective for the management of flood risk should be within
the County considering the fact that reducing flood risk in all locations and eventualities is not
possible.
Most people agree that the overall objective should be to reduce the risk of flooding wherever
possible. People who have previously experienced flooding were more likely to suggest reducing
flood risk in areas which have previously experienced flooding.
Table E1. Future Flood Risk Management.
Where should flood risk be managed in the future?

% of respondents

To manage the risk of flooding and maintain flooding at
its current levels
To reduce the risk of flooding where it has happened
before
To reduce the risk of flooding wherever possible
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Prioritising Flood Risk Management
This question acknowledges that protecting human life will always be the top priority of flood risk
management measures. However beyond this respondents were asked what other receptors should
be considered as a priority from the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Roads;
Gardens/outbuildings;
Homes;
Businesses;
Local amenities such as schools and hospitals;
Infrastructure such as electricity substations; and,
Other.

Receptors were ranked in order of importance with 1 being the most important and 7 being the least
important. Figure E5 below demonstrates the average score of the receptors.

Infrastructure
Local amenities
Businesses
Homes
Outbuildings
Gardens and/or fields
Roads
0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Rank

Figure E5. Receptors in Order of Importance for Flood Risk Management Prioritisation.
The majority of people considered homes to be the top priority (49.28%). Gardens/fields and
outbuildings were ranked the lowest on average, possibly due to less people having outbuildings and
also due to less damage being caused to flooded land than to flooded property.
Concerns Regarding Flood Risk Management
Respondents were asked what their main concerns were in regards to flood risk management and
were asked to rank the following in order of importance with 1 being the most important and 8 being
the least important:
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Available funding for building flood alleviation schemes;
The effect of new development on flooding;
Climate change and increasing rainfall;
Maintenance of watercourses;
Availability of insurance;
Property values;
Emergency planning and response;
Rural land management; and,
Other.

The main cause for concern regarding flood risk management is the effect of new development on
flooding, especially in flood plain areas. Rural land management was perceived as the least cause for
concern despite a number of people citing poor land management by farmers within their comments.
‘Rural Land Management’ could be a statement that confused people, who may have thought it linked
to conservation or wider policy.

Rural land management
Emergency planning and response
Property values
Availability of insurance
Maintenance of watercourses
Climate change and increasing rainfall
The affect of new development on flooding
Available funding for building flood alleviation…
0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Rank

Figure E6. Concerns Relating to Flood Risk Management.
County Council Responsibilities
A number of respondents (62%) were unaware that Nottinghamshire County Council acted as lead
local flood authority.
In this question respondents were asked what the County Council and partners should be doing to
manage flood risk in Nottinghamshire. However this question gives closed responses and therefore
may not fully capture the attitudes and opinions of residents. Respondents could tick all answers
which applied to them.
Working with planners to ensure new development does not make flooding worse was seen to be a
priority for the County Council’s future work, in line with the findings above relating to concerns
regarding flood risk management.
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road gullies
culverts and
and/or
watercourses
pumps, to
more frequently reduce the
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flooding

Working with
local
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flooding
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Constructing
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flood defence flood defence
ensure new schemes in the
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wherever
does not make
areas
possible
flooding worse

Figure E7. Perceived County Council Responsibilities Amongst Nottinghamshire Residents.
Flood Alleviation Scheme Investment
Respondents were asked to outline their preferences for flood alleviation scheme funding. The
majority of respondents said that raising funds from as many different sources as possible is the best
way of funding flood management strategies across the County. The least favoured option involved
obtaining contributions of funding from local residents and businesses.
Similarly, question 12 asks respondents whether there is the potential for funding flood alleviation
schemes from the following stakeholders:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Residents;
Landlords / Housing Associations;
Businesses;
Community Groups;
Utility companies;
Local authorities;
Developers;
International funds;
Environmental initiatives such as those related to watercourse improvements for creating new
habitats; and,
Other.

The majority of respondents opted for a top-down funding system, where funding was obtained from
larger organisations such as developers, utility companies and local authorities rather than from local
communities and businesses.

Consultation
Respondents were asked which stakeholders should be consulted with during the development of the
LFRMS. This question had a relatively poor response rate. Watercourse managers, utility companies,
residents, emergency services and farmers were the most mentioned with residents being seen as
the most important stakeholder for consultation.
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How has this feedback influenced the strategy?
This feedback has been useful in that it has provided information related to historic flood risk and has
highlighted a number of important considerations for the development and implementation of the
LFRMS:
•
•

•
•
•

A number of residents have not undertaken any flood risk preparation measures and
therefore it is important that the Strategy ‘helps people to help themselves’;
The majority of respondents do not consider themselves as living within an area at risk of
flooding, however flood mapping demonstrates this is not the case. Therefore increasing
awareness and education is required;
Homes should be considered as a priority for protection;
New development is a main area of concern in regards to future flood risk and as such the
County Council should work with planners to reduce this risk at every eventuality; and,
Respondents appear to favour a top-down approach in regards to flood alleviation schemes.
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APPENDIX F – PROPERTY AT RISK FROM SURFACE WATER FLOODING

The flood map for surface water has been used to map where property and infrastructure is
modelled to be at high, medium or low risk from surface water flooding across
Nottinghamshire. The results are displayed in the following tables by district.
Ashfield
High

Med

Low

881

2509

8733

Commercial &
Industrial

114

241

546

Emergency Services

1

1

2

Hospital

0

0

0

Schools & Education

2

13

31

Surgery or Health Care

2

2

7

Residential Home

0

0

1

Sewage Treatment

1

1

2

Electricity Sub Station

3

12

43

Sub Total

9

29

86

233

482

1358

1004

2779

9365

Critical Infrastructure

Residential

Other
Total
Bassetlaw

High
Residential

Low

1209

2689

8321

152

257

561

Emergency Services

0

1

2

Hospital

0

0

1

Schools & Education

9

16

32

Surgery or Health Care

3

5

11

Residential Home

1

1

2

Sewage Treatment

3

7

18

Electricity Sub Station

8

14

36

24

44

102

649

1187

2990

Commercial &
Industrial

Critical Infrastructure

Med

Sub Total
Other
Total
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Broxtowe
High
Residential

Low

745

2009

9397

81

180

530

Emergency Services

2

2

4

Hospital

0

0

0

Schools & Education

1

8

36

Surgery or Health Care

2

4

16

Residential Home

0

0

2

Sewage Treatment

0

0

2

Electricity Sub Station

4

6

33

Sub Total

9

20

93

174

342

1236

Commercial &
Industrial

Critical Infrastructure

Med

Other
Total

835

2209 10020

Gedling
High
Residential

1231

Critical Infrastructure

Commercial &
Industrial

Med

Low

3023 10144

152

258

479

Emergency Services

3

5

6

Hospital

0

0

1

Schools & Education

7

16

43

Surgery or Health Care

6

10

17

Residential Home

0

2

3

Sewage Treatment

4

5

6

Electricity Sub Station

6

9

30

Other

265

530

1396

Sub Total

291

577

1502

Total
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Mansfield
High

Med

Low

707

2133

7733

Commercial &
Industrial

169

288

535

Emergency Services

0

3

5

Hospital

1

1

1

Schools & Education

7

18

39

Surgery or Health Care

3

7

15

Residential Home

0

1

3

Sewage Treatment

2

2

3

Electricity Sub Station

2

15

37

15

47

103

168

391

1047

891

2468

8371

Critical Infrastructure

Residential

Sub Total
Other
Total

Newark & Sherwood
High
Residential

Low

935

2400

9488

59

149

443

Emergency Services

0

3

5

Hospital

0

0

0

Schools & Education

4

11

36

Surgery or Health Care

0

2

6

Residential Home

1

2

3

Sewage Treatment

2

2

16

Electricity Sub Station

3

7

31

10

27

97

431

916

2832

Commercial &
Industrial

Critical Infrastructure

Med

Sub Total
Other
Total

Final Draft for Consultation
July 2015

1004

Page 115 of 182

2576 10028

Nottinghamshire Local Flood Risk Management Strategy
Appendix F: Property Counts

Rushcliffe
High
Residential

Low

665

1921

8236

61

129

329

Emergency Services

0

1

6

Hospital

0

1

1

11

20

38

Surgery or Health Care

3

8

20

Residential Home

0

1

1

Sewage Treatment

4

5

12

Electricity Sub Station

3

10

36

Other

360

714

2196

Sub Total

381

760

2310

Commercial &
Industrial

Critical Infrastructure

Med

Schools & Education

Total
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Report to Policy Committee
19 October 2016
Agenda Item: 5

REPORT OF THE SERVICE DIRECTOR, STRATEGIC COMMISSIONING,
ACCESS AND SAFEGUARDING
SUPPORTED HOUSING – RISKS TO EXISTING SERVICES AND NEW
DEVELOPMENTS
Purpose of the Report
1.

To inform Committee of current risks posed by the Chancellor’s 2015 Autumn Statement
regarding housing benefit caps and rent reductions on social housing to the Council’s
programme of supported housing development.

2.

To seek approval to underwrite rents on a revenue basis where required to enable the
continued development of supported housing.

Information and Advice
Changes to central Government policy affecting supported housing
3.

A two-year research project was set up in 2014 by the Government regarding the funding
of Supported Accommodation. The Chancellor’s Statement and Spending Review in
autumn 2015 announced two major changes affecting social rented tenancies ahead of
the findings of the project. These are the introduction of a cap on Local Housing
Allowance (LHA) and a rent reduction on social rented properties as outlined below.
Housing benefit claims for social rented tenancies taken up from April 2016, whether in
new or existing schemes, were to be capped at the local housing allowance rate from
April 2018.

4.

Since the Chancellor’s announcement in autumn 2015 following lobbying by a range
organisations, there have been a number of parliamentary debates on the proposed
changes to the benefit, with members from all parties raising concern about the impact of
the housing benefit cap for those in supported housing. The debates recognise that the
provision of such housing is intrinsically linked to the support they receive to remain living
in the community. This has resulted in two further announcements, the first was early
this year when the Government indicated that there would be a year’s exemption from
the policy with the capping of housing benefit applying to supported living tenancies
taken up from April 2017 rather than from April 2016 as originally intended.

5.

The second announcement was made on 15 September 2016 with the Government
confirming that the implementation of the housing benefit cap on supported housing will
now be delayed until April 2019 (see Appendix 1). The Government has stated that it
will commence formal consultation shortly on the proposed new funding model. The
proposals include the establishment of ring fenced funding to be devolved to local
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authorities which would ensure the sector continues to be funded at current levels. This
report has been written within the context of the changes in recent months relating to the
introduction of the LHA on supported housing and supported living tenancies.
6.

For many years, the County Council has worked with housing developers and providers
in Nottinghamshire for the provision of supported living to enable people with varying
levels of health and social care needs to continue to live independently in their own
home, with the appropriate levels of support. The introduction of the cap on housing
allowance for supported living tenants would typically represent a halving of the benefit.
The vast majority of people with care and support needs have no means to meet this
liability which could be between £30 and £180 per week.

7.

The Care Act (2014) starts with a definition of wellbeing which is a guiding principle
throughout the Act. Local authorities must promote wellbeing when carrying out any of
their care and support functions. The nine point definition of wellbeing includes ‘the
suitability of living accommodation’.

8.

As outlined in Appendix 1, the Government is to go ahead with its previous proposal to
apply a 1% rent reduction on certain social rented properties. This is to be applied year
on year for three years, up to and including 2019/20. Whilst specialised supported
housing will be exempt from this rent reduction, some of the current social housing
landlords locally will still be affected where they are providing more standard
accommodation, and they will have to reduce rents by 1% for the next 3 years. This
represents a significant reduction in social landlord income and it may therefore impact
on the investment capacity and future viability of housing associations.

9.

Whilst the latest Government announcement should help give the housing market some
level of confidence to start to invest in new supported living housing developments, there
remains a level of uncertainty for the housing developers. At this stage it is not known
whether the funding to be allocated to local authorities from 2019/20, through a
Discretionary Housing Payment, will be sufficient and or the length of time that this
funding will be ring fenced. This uncertainty is likely to remain until the detail of future
funding arrangements have been clarified.

10.

The creation of a Discretionary Housing Payment is similar to the approach to taken with
the Supporting People Programme in 2003 where the pot of funding was developed by
separating the housing related support costs from the rent. The value of this pot was then
fixed and ring-fenced but was subsequently reduced and the ring-fencing was removed.
It is therefore anticipated that any devolved housing funding would be fixed initially, with
a risk that there will not be sufficient provision for growth, and that this could potentially
be subject to funding reductions over time.

11.

Housing providers have been concerned that as the fund may be discretionary it will not
consistently apply to all supported accommodation and may not be permanent. The lack
of clarity about the future funding of supported accommodation has created uncertainty
for housing associations and their financial backers. The majority had stalled all housing
development until the future funding of supported accommodation is fully clarified as
without a guarantee that rents will cover their development and on-going housing
management costs they are unwilling to invest or unable to find financial backers willing
to take this risk.
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12.

In Nottinghamshire, of 155 new supported living tenancies planned for development over
the next two years, all but 15 have been stalled due to the likely gap in housing benefit.
In light of the new announcement it is hoped that some of these concerns will be
lessened, initial conversations with the local housing providers suggest some level of
optimism but a continued caution.

Impact of the Benefit Cap on existing supported living accommodation
13.

There are over 650 adults living in supported accommodation in Nottinghamshire of
which approximately 80 individuals are in Supported Living Plus services created for
people leaving long stay hospital or NHS campus or at risk of admission to long stay
hospital. In 2015/16, nearly 50 new tenancies were taken up in existing schemes
suggesting a turnover rate of 7.6% per annum.

14.

In Nottinghamshire typical LHA levels range from around £58-£90 per week depending
on the area, age of the tenant and property type. Typical supported living rents are
anything from £130 a week at the lowest end to around £220 a week. Some new build
high specification properties of the type built for people coming out of hospital under the
Transforming Care Programme can be as much as £290 a week inclusive of housing
management charge.

15.

With average rents calculated to be about £182 per week and with average LHA rates
assumed to be £74 (half way between highest and lowest rates) then the average weekly
shortfall would be £108 a week per new tenant moving in after April 2019. At a 7.6%
turnover rate (calculated from the number of voids filled in 2014/15) this could be a
cumulative additional cost of up to £277k each year on existing supported living.

16.

Out of the 650 supported living tenancies for which the Council has a contract, 208
include void agreements, making the Council liable for a void cost when they remain
unoccupied after a period of time. When the benefit cap is introduced, if the voids are not
filled it will result in an increase in void payments. Where the council has a void
agreement it will be more cost effective to underwrite rents than to pay full void costs.

17.

Many of the supported living properties are shared by two or more individuals. Where
appropriate, the Council commissions some shared hours of support as this is far more
cost effective than individual 1:1 support. If there is an increase in voids in these
tenancies, then the cost to the council of the shared hours will increase.

18. Additionally, if the number of voids in supported accommodation increases, where there
is no void agreement with the Council, this will over time become unsustainable for
supported living providers and housing providers resulting in many of the properties
being sold and existing tenants needing to be re-housed.
19. A reduction in supported living provision would mean that the Council would have to
place a greater number of individuals into residential homes. In most instances
residential care is more expensive than supported living to the Council mainly because
rent and 'board' costs cannot be accessed through housing and other welfare benefits.
To date, the average saving to the council of moving people from residential care to
supported living has been £363 per week per person which is higher than the average
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rent shortfall, meaning supported living would often still be the most cost effective option.
Appendix 2 gives examples of some actual cost savings made for individuals moving out
of residential care.
Impact of not developing further supported living services
Savings and efficiencies
20.

The Council has been implementing a number of projects to deliver savings through
reducing the use of residential care and supporting people to remain living independently
in their own home. If further supported living is not developed and if the number of voids
increases, it is estimated that up to £2.5m of savings and efficiencies could be at risk as
detailed below:


Moving people out of residential care and into supported living – savings of
approximately £960k are at risk between 2016 and 2019.



Promoting independence in care support and enablement services by helping
people to move out of supported living into independent tenancies with lower
levels of support. This may be jeopardised due to the cost of the voids and impact
on shared support. The savings target for this project is £1.5m and it is estimated
that £500k could be at risk.



Reducing the average cost of young adults’ care home placements - if the option
of supported living is reduced there is likely to be an increased cost for those
service users who would have to be placed in residential care as the care home
placements are on average more costly than supported living. The savings target
for this project is £2.5m for 2017/18 and it is estimated that £1m could be at risk.

Transforming Care Programme
21.

The Nottinghamshire Transforming Care Programme (TCP) in partnership with the NHS
aims to enable people with learning disabilities and/or autism to move out of long-stay
hospitals. The Council has already supported 38 people to leave long stay hospital out of
which 24 individuals moved into supported living. However, there are approximately 40
Nottinghamshire people with learning disabilities or autism who still need to be
discharged from mental health hospitals. Continued development of appropriate
supported living accommodation is key to enabling these people to leave hospital. A bid
has been made to NHS England for capital funding to create around 20 tenancies. There
is no indication as yet whether this will be successful.

Availability of suitable accommodation
22.

General needs housing can be used for some people who need support and this is
always considered where appropriate. However, a lack of good quality general needs
housing often means that there is no suitable accommodation for people who require
some support. Housing in a poor state of repair or in poor locations can mean a person
requires more 1:1 support thereby increasing the cost of a support package.

23.

New housing developments have already stalled for approximately 8 months resulting in
a lack of sufficient provision. This is already having a negative impact as there are
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currently a number of people ready to move out of hospital in the next 6 months for
whom residential care is now having to be considered rather than the preferred option of
supported living. There is a risk that some of these individuals may have to be placed
outside of the county due to lack of suitable residential care locally for people with
challenging behaviour. As part of the review of residential placements, 10 individuals
have already been identified where their care would be more appropriately be provided in
supported living. This would give the individuals much more choice and control over their
lives. This could also be more cost effective and would contribute to the Council’s
savings programme. As the review progresses, it is expected that a larger number of
individuals will be identified who could be moved out of residential care and into
supported living provision.

Options Considered and Reasons for Recommendations
24.

The recent Government announcement has offered some assurance to the housing
market but at this stage, there remains a level of uncertainty which could impact on future
supported housing developments. In order to support the development of the 155 new
supported living tenancies it would help if the council is able to provide some further
assurance to housing developers locally through the offer to underwrite rents should this
be required.

25.

Consideration has been given to doing nothing at this stage to support the development
of supported living. However, even with the assurances provided by the most recent
Government announcement, there is a risk that the housing market does not commence
new supported housing developments or to the scale required and this would then result
in the council incurring higher costs related to the increased use of residential care
provision.

26.

The lack of sufficient numbers of new supported living developments will have a direct
impact on the ability of the Council and the local Clinical Commissioning Groups (CCGs)
to meet the Transforming Care Programme requirements to move people out of long stay
hospital provision.

27.

As outlined in paragraph 20 above, there are risks related to the Council’s ability to
deliver a number of savings which are directly linked to the development of new
supported housing.

28.

Given the increased financial costs of ceasing any further supported developments, it is
proposed that the Council proceeds with its plans to develop new supported living
provision and that capital funding from the council is used to ensure housing partners
remain willing to develop property within the local area.

Proposed option relating to the development of further supported living services
29.

Before the changes to the local housing allowance were announced, the Council had
already made provision to contribute capital where required to support the development
of schemes in order to ensure they are suitable for group supported living such as
bespoke housing, supported living plus, or developments in higher cost areas. The plan
was to enable development by reducing the risk related to negative equity.
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30.

The Council had allocated £3m of capital for the supported living programme, earmarked
for the development of 56 properties. However, to date only a small amount of the
funding has been used, partly because housing providers had used their own capital for
new housing developments and partly because separate capital funding was accessed
from the Department of Health as part of the Transforming Care Programme. A total of
£565k capital funding has been allocated for some supported living plus developments
with £440k of this being accessed from the Department of Health.

31.

Given the need for new housing provision for younger adults, it is anticipated that some
of the earmarked capital funding will be required for further supported living
developments, including specific accessible housing and sourcing properties in the south
of the County where the costs of property development are much higher. However, this
capital could also be used to underwrite the risk relating to the difference between
housing benefit levels and actual rents.

Underwriting rental costs above the Local Housing Allowance on new developments
32.

It is proposed that the Council agrees to underwrite rents for up to five years from April
2019 for new developments where it is identified that housing partners remain unwilling
to commit their own capital due to uncertainties about future rent levels. The underwrite
would only be called on should the housing benefit cap be introduced and for any reason
the proposed housing pot is insufficient or not available for certain schemes. If the
funding for supported housing is funded at appropriate levels then there is no risk to the
Council to offer this assurance as the funding to make good any shortfall between
housing benefit and the provider rent would be available to the Council.

33.

The following provisos would be in place before there was any agreement to underwrite
rents.
i.
any agreement to underwrite rents is related solely to the current risk of a shortfall
in rent as a result of the housing benefit cap and is only enacted should the
Discretionary Housing Payment be insufficient to meet the shortfall in full.
ii.

any opportunity to bid for capital grant for housing development is fully utilised and
this is used to reduce the rental costs as close to LHA rates as possible.

iii.

any capital grant given which is not directly related to the risk around rent
restrictions continues as currently to enable development of supported living plus,
properties in the south of the county or other high spec services or to a lesser
extent, the development of standard supported living.

iv.

the rental levels for any new development are part of the competitive process for
evaluating bids for supported accommodation with the aim of encouraging lower
core rent and management costs.

v.

void agreements continue to be part of the competitive process for evaluating bids
for supported accommodation with the aim of minimising the council’s
responsibility around rental voids.

vi.

each proposed new development would need to be able to demonstrate savings or
be cost neutral compared to a realistic alternative, such as residential care,
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inclusive of any rental amount over LHA levels or further committee approval
would be sought before developments undertaken.
vii.

the agreement for rental/capital underwriting should only be used where housing
providers are unable or unwilling to undertake new developments without this or
where the possible cost would be less than an initial capital grant.

Risk to following the proposed options
34.

There is a risk that providers may come to rely on financial support and therefore not look
for innovative ways of reducing rent levels. This will be mitigated by council officers
gaining a clearer understanding of the costs related to both core rent and housing
management costs in order to ensure best value for new services being set up.

Statutory and Policy Implications
35.

This report has been compiled after consideration of implications in respect of crime and
disorder, finance, human resources, human rights, the NHS Constitution (public health
services), the public sector equality duty, safeguarding of children and adults at risk,
service users, sustainability and the environment and ways of working and where such
implications are material they are described below. Appropriate consultation has been
undertaken and advice sought on these issues as required.

Financial Implications
36.

As outlined above, the Council has already made available £3m capital funding which
could now also be used to underwrite any rents should this be required.

37.

The financial limit for investment into new supported housing will be the £3m previously
identified for supported living investment, which includes any capital investment as
described in paragraph 30 as well as the provision to underwrite rents to offset the risk of
the housing benefit cap. This money will either be as capital spend or the equivalent
implication of the capital spend on the revenue budget which is currently £255,000 per
annum (based on an 8.5% cost of borrowing and repayment).

38.

As outlined in paragraphs 16 and 17 above, where the Council supports further housing
developments this will increase the risk of void costs if vacancies are not filled.
Therefore even where no specific rent underwriting is agreed, the Council may choose to
top up an individual’s rent rather than pay a void as this will be more cost effective.

Human Rights Implications
39.

The proposed housing benefit cap poses a potential threat to the security of tenure of
existing supported housing tenants due to the sustainability of services going forward.
This threat would be reduced for new tenants if the recommendations of this paper are
agreed.

Public Sector Equality Duty Implications
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40.

The local housing benefit cap would have a directly negative effect on people with
learning disabilities, mental health issues, physical disabilities, Autism or age related
frailties which would be reduced if the recommendations in this report are agreed.

Implications for Service Users
41.

The recommendation, if approved, would mean that existing service users living in
supported accommodation would be better protected from losing their tenancy in cases
where the housing providers decide to sell the property where void levels are making the
services unsustainable.

42.

Future service users would be given the opportunity to live in supported accommodation
and therefore would not need to go into residential care or require higher levels of funded
care and support to enable them to access general needs accommodation. Continuing to
develop supported living would also reduce the risk of homelessness or inappropriate
housing as the residential and general needs housing market in Nottinghamshire could
not currently meet the demands of those living in supported accommodation.

Implications for Sustainability and the Environment
43.

As detailed in the report, ensuring the sustainability of existing supported accommodation
would reduce the requirement for residential care.

RECOMMENDATION/S
That the Committee:
1)

Supports the principle of a new model of funding for supported housing, subject to the
provisos detailed in paragraph 33.

2)

Agrees that Policy Committee receives a further report once the outcome of the
Government’s consultation on the new funding model is concluded and the final
position has been made clear.

Councillor Muriel Weisz
Chairman of the Adult Social Care and Health Committee
For any enquiries about this report please contact:
Cath Cameron-Jones
Group Manager – Strategic Commissioning
T: 0115 9773135
E: Cath.cameron-jones@nottscc.gov.uk
Constitutional Comments (LM 26/04/16)
44.

The recommendations in the report falls within the Terms of Reference of Policy
Committee.

Financial Comments (KAS)
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45.

The financial implications are contained within paragraphs 36 to 38 of the report.

Background Papers and Published Documents
None.
Electoral Division(s) and Member(s) Affected
All.
ASCH399
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Appendix 1

Supported Housing & Housing Benefit
Announcement (15/09/16)
Please be advised that this morning, the Secretary of State for Work and Pensions issued a
WMS confirming that supported housing will remain exempt from the LHA cap until April
2019, from which point a new ‘local top-up’ model will be introduced.
The consultation document (and written evidence review) will be published after the House
returns from Party Conference in October 2016, though the exact date is TBC.
Housing Benefit: Written statement - HCWS154

Supported accommodation plays a vital role in the lives of many vulnerable people. A safe
and stable and supportive place to live can be the key to unlocking better outcomes for people
and for many it is a stepping stone to independent living in the longer term. The Government
values the role supported housing plays and is committed to encouraging further
development to meet future demand.
Over the past number of months, we have spoken to providers, local authorities, charities,
representative bodies and the Devolved Administrations about the future funding
arrangements for the sector. We are also grateful for the extensive input from these groups
into our evidence review of supported accommodation in Great Britain, jointly commissioned
by my Department and the Department for Communities and Local Government at the end of
2014. The review has provided a helpful insight in to the scale, scope and cost of the sector
and we will publish it shortly alongside a consultation document.
We have heard the concerns regarding the application of the Local Housing Allowance
(LHA) rates to social rents from 2018. So I can announce today that we will be deferring the
application of this policy for supported housing until 2019/20. At this point we will bring in a
new funding model which will ensure that the sector continues to be funded at current levels,
taking into account the effect of Government policy on social sector rents. I can also confirm
that the deferral until 2019/20 will extend to fully mutuals/co-operatives, almshouses and
community land trusts while we consider whether any additional arrangements will be
necessary for this group in the longer term.
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It is our intention that from 2019/20 core rent and service charges will be funded through
Housing Benefit or Universal Credit up to the level of the applicable LHA rate. This will
apply to all those living in supported accommodation from this date. I can also confirm that
the Shared Accommodation Rate will not apply to people living in the supported housing
sector, in recognition of the particular challenges this would have placed upon them.
For costs above the level of the LHA rate, Government will devolve in England an amount of
funding for disbursement locally. In Wales and Scotland, an equivalent amount will be
provided and it will be for those administrations to decide how best to allocate the funding.
In England, we will devolve funding to local authorities to provide additional ‘top up’
funding to providers where necessary, reflecting the higher average costs of offering
supported accommodation, compared to general needs. This will give local authorities an
enhanced role in commissioning supported housing in their area. This will also allow local
authorities to ensure a more coherent approach to commissioning for needs across housing,
health and social care, using local knowledge to drive transparency, quality and value for
money from providers in their area.
Different types of supported housing provision and services are commissioned by different
bodies locally, such as Clinical Commissioning Groups. It will be important to ensure that
these bodies can access funding to deliver their commissioning objectives. We will work with
relevant agencies and Departments across Government to design this fund to make sure that
we maximise the opportunities for local agencies to collaborate.
In recognition of the need to manage the transition to a new funding regime carefully, we will
ring-fence the top-up fund to ensure it continues to support vulnerable people. The amount of
top-up funding will be set on the basis of current projections of future need. This will also
help to provide certainty for providers that reductions in funding via the benefits system can
be met elsewhere as well as to give greater assurance to developers of new supported
housing supply. We will also consult on appropriate safeguards to ensure that this funding
continues to support vulnerable people and promotes supply of supported housing. We will
also consider what level of new burdens funding would be appropriate to enable local
authorities to fulfill their new role.
As the Prime Minister made clear, we are working to ensure that vulnerable people in
refuges are not adversely affected as a result of the LHA rates. While we are confident that
this model will meet the needs of the majority of the sector, we recognise some particular
challenges may remain for very short term accommodation, including hostels and refuges.
We will work with the sector to develop further options to ensure that providers of shorter
term accommodation continue to receive appropriate funding for their important work.
Whilst the mechanism may be different, funding for this type of accommodation will benefit
from the same protection as supported housing in general.
We recognise the vital importance of ensuring that providers are able to develop new, much
needed, supported housing and we want the long-term funding model to support this. We will
seek views through the consultation on how this objective might best be achieved through the
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design of the model.
In March 2016, we introduced a one year deferral for supported housing, fully mutuals/cooperatives, almshouses and Community Land Trusts from the reduction of social rents in
England of 1% a year for 4 years from 2016. It is important that providers can continue to
provide high-quality and cost-effective supported housing to meet the needs of their tenants.
However, it is also important that supported housing should make efficiency savings in the
same way as the rest of the social sector.
Therefore, I can confirm that, as planned, we will apply the rent reduction to supported
housing, with rents in these properties decreasing by 1% a year for 3 years, up to and
including 2019/20.
The existing exemption for specialised supported housing will remain in place and will be
extended over the remaining 3 years of the policy for fully mutuals/co-operatives, alms
houses and Community Land Trusts and refuges.
For those affected by the social sector rent reduction policy, the Welfare Reform and Work
Act 2016 includes provision that allows a social landlord to be exempted from the
requirement to reduce rents by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government
or the social housing regulator (in the case of private registered providers) if complying
would result in serious financial difficulty or jeopardise their financial viability. This
provision provides a safety net for those providers who do not have the capacity to offset the
decrease through efficiencies or from elsewhere in their business.
Supported housing is of vital importance to vulnerable people and we want to continue to
work with providers to ensure that services are as good as they can be. We want to build on
the work of excellent providers to drive all quality and value for money up to the level of the
best. These reforms, giving local areas greater control and strategic oversight, represent the
first step towards that goal, whilst giving the sector the necessary certainty over the total
amount of funding available nationally. We also want quality and a focus on individual
outcomes to play a greater role in how we fund the sector.
We will continue to work with the sector to develop the detail that underpins the new funding
model and to ensure that any accompanying regulatory reform is effective and proportionate.
It is important that we get the detail right and we want to continue the extensive conversation
we have begun with the sector to do this. A formal consultation document will be published
shortly.
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Appendix 2 – case examples of moves from residential care to supported living
and the savings realised
Person

Residential
care cost
per week

Supported
living cost
per week

Saving
per week

Accommodation Package breakdown
type

Mr B

£1645

987.73

£657.26

Shared service –
3 people

Mr P

£1536.95

£646.49

£889.31

Individual flat in
10 person cluster

Ms E

£969

£597.70

£371.30

Individual flat in
10 person cluster

Ms J

£1228.08

£832.14

£395.94

Cluster of 13
individual flats

25 hours 1:1 support
105 hours shared
support (with 2
others)
Shared sleep-in night
(with 2 others)
33 hours 1:1
105 shared hours and
1 shared sleep-in
night
21 hours 1:1
105 shared hours and
1 shared sleep-in
night
47 individual hours
and access to 105
shared hours and 2
sleep-in night staff.

Mr B was moved into supported living from a residential care home because his mental
health was deteriorating due to his inability to cope with the number of people within that
service. He had started to disengage from staff and show clear signs of a deterioration
that had previously lead to him being sectioned and placed at Highbury Hospital.
Feedback from the mental health professionals involved in his care and from his parents
are that he has settled really well and appears to be the most content and positive in
outlook that he has been for a long while.
Mr P was supported to move from a care home in Northampton to supported living, closer
to his family in Nottinghamshire.
Ms E lived in a residential care home where she was becoming increasingly unsettled.
She had wanted to move to a more independent setting. The home was finding it
increasingly difficult to support her and there was some concern that the placement
would not be sustainable in the future. She is now very settled in her own flat.
Ms J is 26yrs old. She lived in a residential care home setting in a rural part of the
county. She was receiving constant support and supervision including access to
community resources. Ms J had behaviours that were challenging to other residents and
staff. She was helped to move to supported living in December 2015. She has greatly
benefited from living in a less isolated location and now volunteers at a school and
travels there independently, something she is hugely proud of. Some of her behaviours
and challenges have reduced.
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Report to Policy Committee
19th October 2016
Agenda Item: 6

REPORT OF THE LEADER OF THE COUNCIL
QUARTERLY PERFORMANCE REPORT ON PROGRESS AGAINST THE
STRATEGIC PLAN AND REDEFINING YOUR COUNCIL
Purpose of the Report
1. This report updates Policy Committee on the progress made towards the outcomes and
actions set out in the first quarter of the third year of the Strategic Plan 2014-18 and against the
programmes and projects within Redefining Your Council from April to June 2016.

Background
2. The Strategic Plan 2014 - 2018 was agreed by County Council in January 2014 and provides a
clear statement of the Council’s vision, values and priorities. The five priorities set out a
number of outcomes that the Council will seek to achieve or influence over the four years of the
Plan.
3. At Policy Committee in September 2015 it was agreed that reporting against the Strategic Plan
would be via a Dashboard approach outlining progress on key measures for each of the five
Strategic Plan priorities as well as risks. In addition a summary of the actions being taken to
deliver against each key priority would be given. It was also agreed that Policy Committee
would receive regular Portfolio progress updates on Redefining Your Council to coincide with
performance reporting against the Strategic Plan.

Strategic Plan – Report on Progress
4. Appendix A provides Members with a summary of the position for quarter one of 2016/17
where available. The appendix shows progress against the key indicators for each strategic
priority, showing current and previous achievement against target. Where comparisons can be
made with other local authorities an appropriate national benchmark figure is included for
comparison. Further detailed service performance information is also reported to each Service
Committee on a quarterly basis.
5. A brief explanation of progress against each action is also included. The actions have been
refreshed to reflect key areas for 2016/17. This has been prepared in agreement with the
appropriate manager with lead responsibility for its achievement.
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Redefining Your Council – Report on Progress
6. Appendix B provides a summary of progress in delivering the programmes and projects that
comprise the Redefining Your Council portfolios for the three months to June 2016. It also
provides an overview of key delivery milestones for the three months to the end of September
2016, along with key risks to delivery.
7. Appendix C complements Appendix B and provides a full status report as at June 2016, for
all savings projects and some other strategically significant projects by portfolio. This status
report is produced on a monthly basis from individual project highlight reports.
8. The overall financial position set out in the status report, including savings at risk and
amendments to the profile of savings approved through formal change control, is contained
within the body of the financial monitoring report that is regularly considered by Finance and
Property Committee.
Newly reporting projects
9. Fifty eight Options for Change, which will further the delivery of Redefining Your Council, were
approved by County Council in February 2016. Six of these were extensions of existing
projects and the existing and new savings profiles for these have been combined. Five of the
new Options will be taken forward as high governance projects (i.e. those with the highest risk /
value / complexity) with the remaining forty seven being monitored as low and medium
governance projects. All new projects commenced reporting from April 2016.
10. The new high governance projects have gone through a formal set-up process, which is in line
with the Council’s agreed project management standards, to maximise their chance of being
successfully delivered.
11. In addition to the new Options for Change, during the April to June 2016 period, four
organisationally significant projects have been initiated or have been assigned high
governance status. As referenced above, high governance projects are those with the highest
value / complexity / risk and have project management standards with which they must comply,
including producing a monthly highlight report to ensure there is corporate visibility of progress
in their delivery. The four projects are Rufford Abbey Country Park Commercial Offer
(approved as an Option for Change by Council in February 2015); the Smarter Working
Programme and the Corporate Services Review (both approved by Policy Committee as part
of the Redefining Your Council Framework for Transformation); and Mosaic & Systems
Review.
Mosaic and Systems Review
12. Work is underway to upgrade and change the Council’s major systems. The Mosaic project
which is managing the upgrade from Frameworki (the Council’s case management system for
social care) to Mosaic has been assigned high governance status. This upgrade will develop
and enhance the system and allow additional capability within it. In addition the Abacus
system which manages the Council’s adult social care financial transactions and is currently
operating on an unsupported platform will be decommissioned and the current financial
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transactions will move into the Mosaic system. This work should result in an integrated system
that is better able to provide more accurate and timely financial management information.
Key developments – Alterntative Service Delivery Models
13. During this period, three Alternative Service Delivery Model (ASDM) companies were
established:




Inspire - delivering the Council’s Libraries, Archives, Information & Learning Service
VIA (East Midlands) - delivering the Council’s Highways Services
The Arc Partnership - delivering Property Services.

Overall Savings Position
14. Appendix C to this report outlines in detail the delivery status of individual projects. Of the total
savings of £56.1m across all Portfolios, £53.2m (94.8% of total savings) is projected to be
delivered as planned as at June 2016, This includes the more assured savings from within
projects reporting as ‘at risk’ (amber) or ‘compromised’ (red).
15. The breakdown of savings delivery, by Portfolio as at June 2016 is as follows:





ASCH Portfolio - total savings of £28.3m with £27.8m (98.2% of total) projected to be
delivered on schedule.
CFCS Portfolio - total savings of £15.8m with £13.4m (84.8% of total) projected to be
delivered on schedule.
Place Portfolio - total savings of £6.5m, with 100% projected to be delivered on schedule.
Resources Portfolio - total savings of £5.5m, with 100% projected to be delivered on
schedule.

16. Five projects were reporting a status of either ‘at risk’ or ‘compromised’. One of these Digital
First has now closed with actions to deliver some residual tasks being completed through
business as usual arrangements. Detailed below is additional information on the other projects.
At Risk Projects
Reducing the Costs of residential Placements - Younger Adults (OfC C06)
This project, which was originally approved February 2015, will reduce the cost of care through
negotiating with care providers about how fees are agreed for individual service users whilst
considering how people’s needs may be met differently in the future. There are ongoing
challenges with achieving all of the project’s remaining £2m savings target, particularly the £1m
planned savings in 2016/17. The project is undertaking the first detailed work of its kind with
the residential market and it requires time to implement the necessary change management to
achieve the savings such as providers having to adjust business cases, re-train staff and
consult with them over restructuring and rota changes. It is highly likely that there will be
further slippage into 2017/18. Work is ongoing to refine the project’s savings projections, as
more hard evidence becomes available.
Reduction in long-term care placements (C03 2014 & B04 2016)
This project, which was originally approved February 2014, has been working to reduce the
number of adults living in Long Term Care by developing more alternative services. A
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separate report to this Committee titled ‘Supported Housing – Risks to Existing Services and
New Developments’ sets out the risks being experienced by this project and proposes some
mitigations to those risks.
Compromised Projects
Looked After Children placements (B16 2014 & OfCA09 2015)
This project was originally approved in February 2014. The current savings profile is to be
reviewed and reconsidered alongside the development of new business cases to deliver
additional savings within Children’s Social Care Provider Services.
SEND Home to School Transport (OfC B06) & Independent Travel Training (B10 2014)
This project has been unable to deliver as originally intended. A discover and design project is
underway to identify alternative ways of delivering the savings from this service area.

Other Options Considered
17.

None.

Reason/s for Recommendation/s
18.

To ensure opportunities for effective and proportionate performance management of the
Strategic Plan and Redefining Your Council are provided to Policy Committee on a quarterly
basis as requested by Members and as set out in the constitution.

Statutory and Policy Implications
19. This report has been compiled after consideration of implications in respect of finance, the
public sector equality duty, human resources, crime and disorder, human rights, the
safeguarding of children, sustainability and the environment and those using the service and
where such implications are material they are described below. Appropriate consultation has
been undertaken and advice sought on these issues as required.

RECOMMENDATION/S
It is recommended that:
1. Policy Committee consider and note the progress against the Strategic Plan and Redefining
Your Council.

Councillor Alan Rhodes
Leader of the Council

For any enquiries about this report please contact:
Celia Morris, Group Manager Performance and Improvement (0115 9772043)

Constitutional Comments
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Constitutional Comments are not required as this progress report is for noting only.

Financial Comments
There are no financial implications arising directly from this report.

Background Papers
Except for previously published documents, which will be available elsewhere, the documents
listed here will be available for inspection in accordance with Section 100D of the Local
Government Act 1972.
Nottinghamshire County Council Strategic Plan 2014 – 2018
Redefining Your Council July 2014
Redefining Your Council Progress Review July 2014
Full savings Projects Status Report (as at June 2016)
Electoral Division(s) and Member(s) Affected: All
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Appendix A

STRATEGIC PLAN Priority 1 - Supporting safe and thriving communities

Key Indicators

Summary

Outcome Indicator

National

Target

Latest

Previous

Good is

1.1

Average time between a child entering care and moving in with its adoptive family, for those adopted children (days) (Q1)

593

Better than 15/16
National Average

421

554

Low

1.1

Percentage of those children remaining in long‐term placements (Q1)

68%

Higher than national

76.4%

73.8%

High

1.1

Percentage of adult safeguarding service users who were asked what outcomes they wanted (M Jun 2016)

N/A

75%

69%

69%

High

1.1

Percentage of adult safeguarding service users who were satisfied that their outcomes were achieved (M Jun 2016)

N/A

95.0%

94%

95%

High

1.2

All recorded crime (M Jun 2016)

N/A

40,873

41,253

42,216

Low

1.3

People killed or seriously injured in road traffic collisions (Annual 2016/17)

N/A

393

‐

320

Low

1.4

Number of tailored interventions to protect vulnerable residents based on the risk, threat and harm to the individual (Q1)

N/A

250

63

183

High

Key Actions and Milestones

Significant progress has been made during the first quarter of
the year with key actions being successfully implemented. While
we are still at an early stage, we are continuing to carefully
monitor progress against the Child & Family Assessment (the
CFA replaced the initial and core assessments with a single
assessment).
Work is progressing to protect vulnerable people through
interventions with scam victims, raising awareness at the Royal
Mail to identify further potential scam victims and the
establishment of a new Champion for Vulnerable People to
strengthen multi‐agency partnerships.

Key Pressures / Challenges

Outcome Milestone

1.1

To embed fully the Child & Family Assessment process, and review it

Progress The Child & Family Assessment went live from 01 March 2016; while it is at a very early stage and it is too soon to accurately forecast performance, early indicators are positive and performance is kept under regular review
1.1

To implement the Looked After Children & Care Leavers Strategy's annual action plans

Progress The Looked After Children and Care Leavers Strategy Annual Action Plan 2016‐17 was implemented from 1 April. The Annual Action Plan and key priorities for this year were informed by feedback from children and young
people in care, who reviewed the key outcome areas. Progress on the annual action plan will continue to be monitored by the Looked After Children & Care Leavers Strategy Group and reported 6‐monthly to the Corporate
Parenting Sub‐Committee, as well as annually to the Children & Young People's Committee
1.1

To strengthen preventative and early identification strategies so that children & young people at risk of emerging threats are protected and supported

Progress The key areas of work within the Tackling Emerging Threats to Children (TETC) programme continue to be developed and implemented, including the establishment of a TETC Universal Team within the Support to Schools
Service. Development Workers have also been deployed in the Early Help Unit to support schools where concerns about children and young people arise. From 1 July 2016, The Children's Society have been commissioned to
provide a specialist Child Sexual Exploitation service and therapeutic Child Sexual Abuse service across Nottinghamshire.
1.1

To implement the Children's Social Care Recruitment and Retention Plan (2016‐18)

Progress The Children's Social Care Recruitment & Retention Plan has been implemented, which includes the introduction of a Market Factor Supplement for staff in the frontline child protection teams from 1 April. The Social Work
Support Officer (SWSO) programme has also been extended until 31 March 2017, including a roll‐out to the remaining District Child Protection Teams, the Fostering Service and the Court Service. A programme of rolling
recruitment is ongoing and performance continues to be closely monitored.
1.2

Develop effective partnerships between Public Health, Trading Standards, Community Safety and Social Care to continue to develop new ways to address issues threatening the safety of vulnerable people.

Progress April 2016 saw the establishment of a new Safer Notts Board Champion for Vulnerable People, supported by a Community Safety Officer, to strengthen the multi‐agency approach to protect vulnerable people, via
improvements to the operation of multi‐agency Vulnerable Person Panels and improved integrated locality working. There will be a particular focus on cases with a mental health dimension, that fall below the ASCH
threshold, to identify gaps in current provision and to develop pathways for appropriate future support.
1.3

Implement and monitor the Annual Road Safety Plan for 2016/17.

Progress The 55 actions in the Road Safety 'Decade of Action' plan which were reviewed in May 2016: 52 actions are on target or completed with 2 actions cancelled and 1 action postponed which are listed below:
‐ Drivers ‐ In Car Safety ‐ Mobile Phones ‐ Campaign postponed due to budget restraints (2014). This action is currently under review and is under consideration for an appropriate campaign to be run in Summer/Autumn
2016.
‐ Drivers ‐ Training Scheme for additional Road Safety Education (RSE) to be included in driving lessons in Bassetlaw area cancelled due to Local Sustainable Transport Fund (LSTF) funding withdrawal (2015)
‐ Adults Pedestrians ‐ Campaign postponed
1.4

Increase and improve work with agencies and organisations to protect residents from frauds, scams and other crimes by building on partnerships with police and social care.

Progress Trading Standards have successfully secured Better Care Funding to fund two additional temporary Trading Standards Officers posts for 12 months (Oct 16‐) to provide additional officer resource for mass marketing scams
prevention work. The officers will conduct interventions with lists of identified multiple scams victims provided by the National Scams Hub and undertake awareness raising work at Royal Mail sorting offices in the County to
identify further potential scam victims from the volume of mail received. This early intervention work (some jointly with social care colleagues) is proving effective to prevent both loss of life savings and escalating health
and social care needs.

Page 139 of 182

1

There are a number of key pressures/challenges for this priority
including
Continuing to provide quality services to vulnerable children and
young people, in the context of increasing demand on services
and an ever‐tightening budget;
Continuing to reduce the reliance on agency social work staff,
particularly in frontline child protection teams;
Continuing to maintain a focus on improving outcomes for our
Looked After Children and Care Leavers;
Managing the demand on resources arising from historic abuse
cases, balancing the need to investigate all allegations of historic
abuse whilst ensuring that focus is maintained on today’s
children and young people

Appendix A

STRATEGIC PLAN Priority 2 - Protecting the environment
Key Indicators

Summary

2.1

Number of visitors to Country Parks (Rufford and Sherwood) (Q1)

N/A

765,000

191,811

765,819

High

2.2

Percentage of household waste reused, recycled or composted (Q4)

N/A

44.0%

42.50%

43.40%

High

2.2

Percentage of Local Authority Municipal Waste Land filled (Q4)

N/A

15.00%

8.40%

11.00%

Low

2.2

Number of volunteer hours for natural and historic environment projects (2015/16)

N/A

5,608

‐

5,608

High

Landfill waste levels are being achieved through the
increased use of Eastroft and Sheffield Energy Recovery
Facilities. Residual waste from Ashfield and Mansfield is also
being sent for Refuse Derived Fuel (RDF) production.
However household waste recycling levels are below target
following the removal of statutory targets for district
councils. The Council is working to incentivise district
councils to commence or increase kerbside green waste
collections to help achieve the target in the future.

2.3

Change in weather corrected carbon emissions from energy use in Council buildings (Annual
2016/17)

Low

We had 191,188 visitors to country parks during quarter 1
compared with 203,618 visitors for the same period last
year.

Outcome

Indicator

National

Target

Latest

N/A

67,457

‐

Previous

64,233

Good is

Key Actions and Milestones
Outcome

2.1

Key Pressures / Challenges

Milestone

Transition of Sherwood Forest Country Park to management by the RSPB

Progress

A contract has been signed for the construction and operation of a new visitor centre at Sherwood Forest Country Park. The RSPB intend to submit the planning
application for the new Visitor Centre build in August 2016. The project remains on track for the Visitor Centre to open in early 2018.

2.1
Progress

Secure a partner for the commercial operation at Rufford Abbey Country Park so that the site can operate with reduced Council subsidy
The Council is currently out to tender for a partner to run the commercial services activities at Rufford Abbey Country Park. Three commercial companies are
currently engaged with the process. The intention is for the tendering exercise to be completed by December 2016.

2.1
Progress

2.2

Develop a number of programmes at a landscape scale to benefit biodiversity, heritage, local people and the economy, working closely with the Local Nature
Partnership and other partnerships and partners.
The development stage of Miner to Major, a landscape partnership scheme for Sherwood Forest, is currently underway with a view to submitting the stage 2
application to Heritage Lottery Fund in February 2017. NCC is the lead partner and accountable body for this project which, if successful, will unlock more than
£3m of investment. The Local Nature Partnership is working to set out its Strategy for Green infrastructure, and Nottinghamshire and Derbyshire County
Councils are in the early stages of developing projects to ensure cross‐boundary consistency of data and to take forward a 50‐year Vision for the Trent Valley.
Reduce reliance on landfill by utilising the Eastcroft Energy and Sheffield Energy Recovery Facility and moving waste up the waste hierarchy (minimise, reuse,
recycle and energy recovery)

Progress

The Council has made significant progress on the utilisation of the Eastcroft Energy site as a result of the improved availability and there has also been an
increase in deliveries to the Sheffield Energy Recovery facility. The strategic performance indicators related to the landfill diversion have been comfortably met
in 2015/16 despite recycling levels being static. Actions are now agreed to improve recycling performance at District Council level in 2016/17.

2.5

Support bus quality partnerships including the Mansfield and Beeston Statutory Quality Bus Partnership, and introduce Voluntary Quality Bus Partnerships (VQBP)
for Worksop.
The Greater Nottingham Bus Quality Partnership has changed its name to Greater Nottingham Bus Integration Partnership (GNBIP) to reflect the focus on
creating an integrated network across Greater Nottingham. The GNBIP and North Notts Bus Quality Partnership continue to meet as they seek to deliver public
PageQuality
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transport improvements across the County. The developed schemes (Mansfield and Beeston Statutory
Partnership) continue to be monitored and are performing very well. The GNBIP and NNBQP are the over arching partnerships within which these specific
schemes sit.

Progress

2

In the current financial climate, traditional sources of match
funding for major projects such as Landfill tax and European
funding streams are becoming increasingly restricted. This
presents difficulties for both the project partners and the
major grant giving bodies such as Heritage Lottery Fund.
The Sheffield City Region is consultating on Devolution,
which includes proposals for Bassetlaw District Council to
become a constituent member of the Sheffield City Region
Combined Authority. This outcomes of this process will
potentially change Local Transport Association management
and Highways Authority management arrangements.
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STRATEGIC PLAN Priority 3 - Supporting economic growth and employment
Key Indicators

Summary

Outcome Indicator

National

Target

Latest

Previous

Good is

3.1

Number of development schemes brought forward by the County Council and partners that are prioritised in future
Growth Plans (2015‐16)

N/A

3

‐

4

High

3.3

Total number of premises passed by a fibre‐based broadband infrastructure (Q1)

N/A

7,856

3,587

‐

High

3.5

Percentage of young people aged 16‐17 not in education, employment or training (NEET) (Q1)

N/A

2.0%

1.6%

1.2%

Low

3.5

Number of young people taking up apprenticeships through the Council's investment in youth employment (Q1)

N/A

16

0

(Q1 2015/16)

86

The Council is working with the D2N2 LEP on both the Local
Growth Fund Rd 3 and the Growing Places Fund to support
Nottinghamshire based bids to come forward. Following the
withdrawl of one funding application (by the applicant), the
Council is working to support a further 3 funding applications for
development sites.
The percentage of young people who were NEET in quarter 1 is
slightly higher when compared against Q1 in 2015/16.
Improvements in recording have resulted in a reduction in the
percentage of Not Known which was down from 5.7% in Q1
2015/16 to 2.8% in Q1 2016/17.

High

Key Actions and Milestones

Key Pressures / Challenges

Outcome Milestone

3.1

Support Nottinghamshire projects to access capital investment through the D2N2 Strategic Economic Plan, Growing Places Fund, Regional Growth Fund and the Nottinghamshire
Investment Fund

Progress Three employment sites at Rolls‐Royce Hucknall (now called Harrier Park, Hucknall) and the two Nottingham Employment Zone (EZ) sites at Boots and Beeston Business Park
continue to be directly supported by the Council to secure support through D2N2 Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) related routes, be it via their status as EZ sites and/or via
Growing Places Fund/Growth Deal funding. An application to the LEP's Growing Places Fund by the Berry Hill partners has now been withdrawn. A number of Nottinghamshire
based proposals continue to be subject of an anticipated Local Growth Fund Round 3 (LGF3) submission to Government. Businesses have been encouraged to explore direct
applications to the funding opportunities referenced above.
3.3

Deliver phase 1 of the Better Broadband for Nottinghamshire programme Contract 2

Progress The Better Broadband for Nottinghamshire Programme is currently in Phase 1a of delivery. 7,856 additional premises are expected to be passed by fibre based broadband
infrastructure by the end of 2016‐17. The roll‐out is proceeding as scheduled with 3,587 homes passed during quarter 1 against this annual target.
3.3
Progress

3.3

Deliver the Hucknall improvement scheme to regenerate the town centre
Work on the scheme started in October 2015 and the demolition phase was completed just before Christmas. Construction on the new road began in January 2016 and the new road
is scheduled to open to traffic in Autumn 2016 with the pedestrianisation of High Street completed in Spring 2017.
Work with Via East Midlands to ensure Service Level Agreement (SLAs) are met to ensure an effective and efficient highway services are delivered

Progress

The Governance structure for the contract is now in place:
‐ The Term Operational Board ‐ the body which oversees the Via contract has met twice thus far.
‐ Meetings of the Health and Safety subgroup has been arranged for the coming year.
‐ Via have nominated their representative who will be responsible for the day to day communications with the County Council's Service Manager.
Via are in the process of producing a series of Method Statements which will codify how its services are to be delivered.
A Contract Management Team has been established to ensure Via adheres to its contractual obligations, this team will review the quality and cost effectiveness of the Services and
Works undertaken by VIa on behalf of the County Council.
The retained Client has undertaken the recruitment of a number of 'Compliance Officers' who will ensure that Via complies with it Statutory obligations.

3.4
Progress

We continue to pay all central employed staff the Living Wage Foundation rate as a minimum which will also apply to new employees.
As part of its commitment to fair pay and modelling this as good practice to other employers in Nottinghamshire, the Council adopted the Living Wage Foundation Living Wage rate
and implemented this for its lowest paid frontline employees from 1st April 2014. The current Living Wage Foundation rate is £8.25p an hour, inclusive of the annual increases in
the rate from November 2015.

3.5
Progress

Work with employers as part of the Economic Development Strategy to promote the benefits of apprenticeships, to promote the take‐up of apprenticeships and maximise the
opportunities of the apprenticeship levy.
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There have been some delays from government on the details of the Apprenticeship Levy and information is still awaited on the funding apprenticeships within Small and Medium
Enterprises (SMEs). Two projects are currently being developed to deliver the Council's target for young people taking up apprenticeships in 2016‐17.

3

The early part of 2016/17 will see further refinement of bids by
the Council and partners to the D2N2 Local Enterprise
Partnership's Local Growth Fund (LGF3) and Growing Places
Fund resources and anticipated approval of projects seeking
support via the European Structural and Investment Funds
(ESIF).
The Council will also develop plans to support the long‐term
structural realignment of the local economy ‐ to address the
need to rebalance the local economy and increase its diversity
and resilience.
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STRATEGIC PLAN Priority 4 - Providing care and promoting health
Key Indicators

Summary

Outcome Indicator

4.2

The number of older adults currently in long term residential and nursing care (M Jun 2016)

National

Target

Latest

Previous

Good is

not yet
available

2,275

2406

2440

Low

4.2

The number of younger adults currently supported in long term residential and nursing care (M Jun
2016)

not yet
available

650

652

657

Low

4.4

The rate of delayed transfers of care from hospital, and those which are attributable to adult social
care and those which are attributable to social care and the NHS jointly (M May 2016)

not yet
available

2

1.80

1.73

Low

4.4

The proportion of older people (65 and over) who were still at home 91 days after discharge from
hospital into reablement / rehabilitation services (Q1)

not yet
available

91.2%

80.60%

91.82%*

High

4.5

Percentage of identified Health and Wellbeing Board partners that have tobacco declaration action
plans agreed and in place (Q1)

N/A

100%

73%

63%

High

Key Actions and Milestones

Progress

4.4

Progress

4.4

Delayed Transfers of Care have increased slightly in Quarter 1 but
are still on target. Overall in the context of the continuing increase
in need and its complexity, the performance of the authority is
very good. We continue to work closely with the health service to
implement national best practice in this area.
Since April, the methodology used to calculate the proportion of
older people still at home 91 days after discharge from hospital
has changed to include step down services. Step down is where
the individual requires reablement / rehabilitation that are
provided at the care and support centres and are more likely to be
complex cases. The inclusion of these services has increased the
number of people that are included, however due to these
services accepting people with higher levels of need than START
reablement service (which has always been included historically),
overall performance has been affected.

Key Pressures / Challenges

Outcome Milestone

4.1

The numbers of both older and younger adults in long term
residential and nursing care have reduced month on month since
the start of the new Financial Year.

We will support the development of new Extra Care Housing and Supported Living Services for older and disabled adults
So far in 2016/17 an additional 58 Extra Care places have been created with the Poppy Fields and Darlison Court Extra Care schemes both now fully open. Older adults
are being supported to move into both as an alternative to residential care.
We will develop and implement a Sustainability and Transformation Plan which will set out how we intend to secure delivery of the vision for health and social care services
across Nottinghamshire including Nottingham City
Following weeks and months of events, meetings and ongoing discussions among key stakeholders the Nottingham and Nottinghamshire Sustainability and
Transformation Plan (STP) was submitted to NHS England on the 30th June 2016.
We will ensure that all partners have signed the tobacco declaration for Nottinghamshire and have action plans to achieve their organisational and Health & Wellbeing Board
aspirations with regards to Tobacco Control

The Declaration is being rolled out in 3 phases: Phase 1: Health and Wellbeing Board members and named key partners (5 NHS Trusts and Notts Fire and Rescue Service):
100% have signed the Declaration. Phase 2: Other public bodies: Children’s Centres and Notts University School of Health Sciences have signed. Phase 3: Private and
Progress voluntary sector employers: 2 have signed through the Wellbeing@Work Scheme along with a further 3; Life Education, Notts Women’s Aid and Notts Women’s Aid
Integrated Services. Phase 1: 73% of members and identified partners have a finalised action plan and 23% have a draft plan. Phase 2: Children’s Centres have an action
plan.
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* Methodology for calculating this measure changed in April 2016

4

Achieving ongoing reductions in the numbers of both older adults
and younger adults in long term residential and nursing care will
continue to be challenging as the population continues to live
longer and as new opportunities for keeping service users in the
community reduce.
It is crucial to have a mix of different types of dependency across
the range of tenants within a given scheme location, in order to
create and maintain a balanced community within each Extra Care
Housing scheme. We have therefore reviewed the Extra Care
guidance to recommend that in addition to the non Extra Care
tenants in a scheme, the individuals nominated by the County
Council should ideally be a mix, drawn from those at the point of
requiring an alternative to residential care, as well as those at risk
of requiring residential care within the next 6 to 12 months.
Engaging with a range of stakeholders across the health and care
economy has been critical to the success of developing our STP
and this engagement will continue as we further develop and
implement the plan.
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STRATEGIC PLAN Priority 5 - Investing in our future
Key Indicators
Outcome

Summary
Indicator

5.1

Percentage of pupils achieving the expected standard in reading, writing and maths (KS2)

5.1

Percentage of pupils achieving A*‐C in English and Maths at GCSE (KS4) (2015 ‐ Final)

5.1

Attainment 8 average score (KS4)

5.1

The average point score per entry ‐ KS5 (annual 2015 results inc. colleges) (2015 ‐ Final)

National
New Measure

59.2%

215.9

FSM6 Attainment gap at age 11 for pupils achieving the expected standard in reading, writing and maths (KS2)

5.2

FSM6 Gap for pupils achieving A*‐C in English and maths at GCSE (KS4) (2015 ‐ Final)
First time entrants to the Youth Justice System aged 10‐17 per 100k (Q4 2015/16)

5.5

Uptake of early education places for eligible 2 year olds (Summer Term 2016)

Higher than national average

New Measure

5.2

5.4

Target

New Measure

26.0%
N/A
70.7%

Narrow the gap with National
Average
Gap narrowed compared to
2014/15
Lower than
2015‐16
Higher than stat. n'bour
average

Latest

Previous

Good is

‐

New
Measure

High

‐

59.7%

High

‐

New
Measure

High

‐

208.5

High

‐

New
Measure

Low

‐

29.4%

Low

295

247

Low

‐

63.8%

High

A number of the key indicators for this priority have been
revised to reflext the changing curriculum and
assessments reported in 2016.
From the remaining indicators, full year figures for
2015/16 show that there were 209 actual first time
entrants (FTEs) to the youth justice system or 295 per
100,000 10‐17 population. Whilst this is slightly higher
than last year’s performance of 193 actual or 269 per
100,000 (where performance was particularly strong), it is
lower than previous years and the second lowest FTE rate
to date.

* FSM6 ‐ free school meals at any point in the past 6 years
W Actions and Milestones
Key
Outcome

5.1

Progress

5.2

Progress

5.3
Progress
5.4
Progress
5.4
Progress
5.4
Progress
5.5
Progress
5.5
Progress

Key Pressures / Challenges

Milestone

To develop effective working relationships with key partners to further raise standards of attainment and improve progress of all children and young people in Nottinghamshire
Key colleagues attended the teaching school alliance (TSA) regional conference in June 2016. Lead officers are working closely with TSAs to develop a partnership approach to improving the
attainment of vulnerable/disadvantaged groups. This work includes a focus on readiness for learning and development of primary headteachers to lead pupil premium reviews. A training
programme is in place for schools to enable them to evaluate the quality of provision for pupil premium children, 150 primary school staff have attended so far with further training planned for
autumn. Termly meetings with each TSA continue to ensure a joined up approach to supporting schools at risk. Headteacher briefings last summer included an update on statutory guidance on
schools causing concern.
To implement the Closing the Gap Strategy with an enhanced focus on addressing the East Midlands Challenge to improve the attainment and progress for vulnerable learners
The strategy continues to focus on partnership working. There is a new focus across all NCC services and partners, including health, on securing readiness for the next stage of learning,
including working together to improve children's social and emotional health and wellbeing. There is an emphasis on securing the best provision in all settings for vulnerable and disadvantaged
children and young people. Good practice learning visits have been arranged for 2016‐17 to high‐performing statistical neighbours and good practice will be disseminated through headteacher
briefings next spring. A more refined data set has been agreed with all the East Midlands Local Authorities.
To use place planning analysis and early years' data, to secure funding (basic need and section 106) to ensure there are sufficient school and early year places across the county
Since 2012/13, NCC has secured and spent capital funding of over £72 million and created 5.500 primary places and over 200 secondary places. 1700 of these primary places are available for
September 2016 and include 250 new reception places. For the next round of basic needs allocations, NCC has secured £20.45 million for the financial year 2018/19.
To improve the standards of assessment and planning for families across early help services
A new Child and Family Assessment Tool has been implemented which is aligned with assessments being used in Children's Social Care. This ensures that whole family assessments are always
undertaken and that they are supported by data from partners agencies. Planning documentation continues to be reviewed to ensure that these accurately reflect outcomes and that they are
suitable for use with children and families.
To support the development of Family Support Workers in all publicly funded school settings
Regular workshops now run in each locality for school based workers to network, gains skills and to provide mutual support. These sessions are professionally led. Online child development
training, developed with Nottingham University, will also be available to all staff in schools by the autumn half term.
To deliver a sustainable model to reduce offending by young people
The funding and provision model for the Youth Justice Service has been fully reviewed and a new model agreed. This will include integrated management with wider Family Services.
To improve access to Child Adolescent Mental Health Services (CAMHS)
A single point of contact has been introduced within CAMHS, which is intended to provide swifter access to support required. This has been supported by additional staffing capacity within the
CAMH service, which is now providing an integrated model without tiers. Additionally, an options appraisal is being undertaken to look at integrating CAMHS access arrangements with those
for local authority commissioned/provided early help services, so that support can be accessed in a simpler way.
To reduce the number of children and young people with an Education Health and Care (EHC) Plan at risk of being without a school place
We have established an Integrated Children Disability Service lead for both EOTAS and VCEC children and young people with an EHC Plan to monitor placements at risk and those children and
young people who are not on a school roll. We are working with the lead for special schools and the educational psychology service, alongside special school head teachers, to embed a robust
place planning system. This will allow us to forecast future placement need and put plans in place to reintegrate EOTAS children and young people onto a school roll where appropriate.
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5

There are a number of key pressures/challenges for this
priority including
The pressures on school budgets may increasingly impact
on schools' ability to enhance provision particularly for
vulnerable groups. In addition, there is continued
ongoing budgetary pressures on LA teams responsible for
supporting and challenging schools around the closing the
gap priority and early help.
Whilst funding has been secured for Basic Need school
expansions, there may be challenges around securing the
support of Governing Boards to engage positively with
Basic Need school expansion projects.
There is also a challenge around capacity within special
schools which we are working to address through the
strategic SEND Review. Reluctance at some schools
around the admission of particularly complex children
and young people with behavioural issues is also
challenging.
Significant work is underway to improve the information
reported by CAMHS, so that progress can be tracked in
relation to improved access.
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Redefining Your Council – Adult and Health Portfolio as at June 2016







Adult Social Care Strategy & market development – preventing & reducing care needs by promoting independence
Integration with health – implementing joined-up working practices and initiatives with health
Progs.
Public Health Outcomes – working with key stakeholders to establish how to allocate the current budget
Care Act Implementation – implementing the changes needed for the next stage of the Care Act
Direct Services Provision – developing different ways of delivering services
Promoting independence and preventing, reducing and delaying the need for care and support (including providing information and
advice to encourage people to look after themselves and each other)
Benefits
to be
 Better and more joined-up working with partners (e.g. health) to improve outcomes for service users
delivered  More efficient, flexible and mobile staff by using technology to maximise staff time and help manage demand
 Providing services that are creative, sustainable, value for money and legally compliant
Key achievements in last 3 months
Expected delivery over next 3 months
 Phase 2 of the ASC Strategy to be initiated and work to focus across
 A comprehensive Team Manager Development Programme ‘New
four key workstreams.
Ways to Better Outcomes for all’ has been launched to help
Support planning
managers support teams to further deliver the ASC strategy
change.
 To improve support planning with service user outcomes based on
opportunities to maximise people’s independence
 New performance dashboards for team managers to measure the
outcomes of their teams have been finalised.
 Embedding of the new support plan which will promote short term
goals and enable independence to be promoted
 As part of the wider communication strategy with health, a letter,
Community independence workers
outlining the Adult Social Care Strategy has been sent to all GP
practices as well as MPs and Members, along with information to
 A new community independence worker role to be introduced to
help them advise the public.
build upon the strengths of the person and their network and
maximise the use of alternatives to paid for support to meet needs.
 All Older Adult teams are now using Social Care clinics for
Learning
disabilities
assessments and most Learning Disability teams have also started
to run review clincics. The Gedling team saw 21 service users
 Building on existing work, this is a targeted strand to ensure that
across 2 days with 2 members of staff. Typically a member of staff
people with learning disabilities have a support plan that focuses on
would review 2 to 3 service users a day if a home visit is required.
maximising the person’s potential for greater independence. A new
service targeted at people with learning disabilities will be introduced
 The scheduling of appointments pilot has been rolled out to most
to maximise independence, improve outcomes and reduce costs.
older adult’s occupational therapy teams during July. Where
Building Community Resources
scheduling is in place it is improving the numbers of people who are
assessed within the 28 day time scale.
 Being taken forward as part of the Age Friendly Nottingham
Approach within the Community Empowerment & Resilience
 A review of the care and support plan has been completed, the aim
Programme of work (see the Place Portfolio Update)
is to ensure the new support plan is easy to understand, encourage
more people to complete their own support plan and enable the
 Work to link the clinic and scheduling projects together is underway to
social care worker to work alongside the individual and family to find
enable service users to book onto clinic appointments at the first point of
the best solutions to maximise independence.
access
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 A trial is underway to improve responses to existing social care
 An evaluation of the carer’s online process will be completed highlighting
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customers by resolving more of them at the front door and avoid
the benefits in terms of time saved and development work will have
unessessary handoffs. This will create capacity in district social
started on the next social care forms to go online.
care teams and provide the customer with a quicker response.
 Collaboration developed between health and social care Occupational
 On-line carer’s assessment and review has been rolled out to all
Therapy services and Intermediate Care / reablement and referral
teams and feedback from carers has been positive. Uptake of this
management to identify opportunities to reduce duplication and provide
new service has been encouraging.
an improved service.
 It has been agreed that a full system-wide review of integrated  Development of proposal to create Short Term Independence Service
discharge arrangements will be carried out across mid-Notts (Aug
across Mid-Notts. This proposal will outline how we could bring together
to Oct 16). Currently in Nottinghamshire we are below the national
all the social care resources invested in intermediate care and
average for delays attributed to Social Care.
reablement.
 Next steps have been agreed to develop a new action plan across  Analysing Smart Ideas feedback from operational staff and deciding
Mid-Notts Alliance partners, to ensure that all partners are working
which ideas have the potential to deliver savings and develop services
to reduce residential admissions. NCC is leading this Workstream.
provided by the Council.
 Launch of a new Transport policy and guidance and broadening the  Complete the procurement process for the 0-19 Healthy Child
independent travel training offer.
Programme and Public Health Nursing Service.
 Review undertaken of changes required arising from the latest
version of the Care Act 2014 statutory guidance issued March 16 by
the Department of Health.
 The sixth and final Care Act Implementation Stocktake was
completed in July and submitted to the LGA, ADASS and
Department of Health. The focus of this stocktake was to show
where councils are one year on from the introduction of the Care
Act.
 The stakeholder engagement group incorporating CCGs and Public
Health England reviewed the use of Public Health grant and
established a prioritisation framework.
 The procurement process for the 0-19 Healthy Child Programme
and Public Health Nursing Service commenced.
 Managing demand for services when there are increasing pressures from rising demographics and increased responsibilities from
legislation.
Key risks

Maintaining service quality as much as possible in the face of falling budgets and the continued need to find savings.
to
delivery  Maintaining care provision in the face of increased costs and problems with staff recruitment and retention.
 Enabling alternatives to paid support through the development of community based support in order to reduce demand.
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Redefining Your Council – Children’s & Culture Portfolio as at June 2016


Progs.

Benefits
to be
delivered










Integration of Family Support Services – delivering locality focussed support to children and families
Improving Outcomes for Children and Young People with Disabilities – developing an integrated approach across social care,
education and health
Integrated Commissioning of Children’s Health Services – an integrated approach to community health services
Transformation of Children’s Social Care – ensuring support for vulnerable children is outcome-focused and provided by a suitably
skilled workforce. Placements for Looked After Children will achieve the required outcomes at lower cost
Cultural Services Transformation – redesigning services and using alternative service delivery models
Easier access to services in the right place, at the right time, with seamless transitions between services
Maintaining good quality services, maximising resources, reducing unit costs and being legally compliant
Working better with partners – reducing the need for families to continually repeat the same information
Supporting children and young people to live at home, with their families, wherever safe and possible to do so, or moving to
alternative permanent placements (e.g. adoption) as quickly as possible, minimising time spent in care
Delivering services in different ways to make them more sustainable
Key achievements in last 3 months
Expected delivery over next 3 months



Following extensive consultation, changes made to the design
layout for the new Sherwood Forest Visitor Centre



Planning permission submitted by the Royal Society for the Protection of
Birds (RSPB) for the new Sherwood Forest Visitor Centre



Information event and procurement process started for a potential
partner to run the commercial offer at Rufford Abbey Country Park.



Potential partners for commercial offer at Rufford Abbey Country Park
continue to refine their proposals



Process efficiency reviews (Lean+) conducted across Fostering and
Adoption services. Reviews necessary to increase capacity and
support efficiency savings.



Following efficiency reviews, priorities for process redesign in Fostering
& Adoption Services to be agree & progressed.





Development of proposals for further savings workstreams within
Children’s Social Care, Provider Services.



Social Worker Support Officer / Business Support integrated model
pilot established to enhance the support offer in place for Social
Work Teams and achieve efficiency savings. Building on the Social
Work Support Officer pilot greater integration with Business Support
Colleagues is being fostered to ensure a flexible and robust support
offer is in place for vulnerable children in Nottinghamshire. The
long term benefits required from this project include, reduced Social
Work Agency Spend, Improved Social Worker Retention and
efficiencies within the Business Support Service.

Review of Terms & Conditions for all Fostering fee-paid schemes to
ensure equality across all contracts and that the service offer meets
demand. Currently there is a disparity in benefit packages between
mainstream & Fostering Futures carers; a more equitable offer will
address concerns across the fostering community and ensure the
service maximises value for money.



Additional Children’s Social Care Provider Services savings proposals to
be further refined and Business Cases prepared outlining potential
additional savings in future years up to 2020/21 for consideration by the
Children & Young People Committee approval.





Review of commissioned provision within Children’s Social Care
Provider Services, including options for further residential block contract
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opportunities. This would be a scale up of the current block contracts
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structure in place as of 1st April with all staff undertaking training
and development to ensure that the service is operational for
September 2016. This is the culmination of a years work to
integrate disability services across SEND and Children’s Social
Care in order to respond to family feedback and reduce duplication
across both service areas and reduce the amount of professionals
involved in a families life whilst focusing on improving outcomes for
children and young people with disabilities.





A new Ask Us service has been established, following Department
for Education approval. This Information, Advice & Support Service
for young people with disabilities and their families responds to
recent legislation in the SEND Reforms and is jointly commissioned
with Nottingham City Council to ensure that all Nottinghamshire
families get access to consistent, impartial information and advice in
relation to education, health and care.
A new draft Transitions protocol and pathway has been developed
in partnership to support young people with disabilities to prepare
for adulthood. This multi-agency approach aims to outline the
support young people and families can request from education,
health and care services from ages 12 to 25 years in order to
ensure that they are fully informed about their journey to adulthood.
The protocol has been endorsed by relevant boards across
Education, Health and Social Care over the Summer including
parent forums and young people’s groups



Commenced a detailed review focusing on Occupational Therapy,
Play for Disabled Children’s Team and Homecare, Sitting and
Befriending Team..



A refreshed and phased plan to enable ICDS to record on MOSAIC
is in place and being progressed.

Key risks
to
delivery






which have delivered £389k savings in 15/16 and are due to deliver over
£500k savings over the next two years.



Review of Social Worker Support Officer /Business Support pilot in
Mansfield and Ashfield District Child Protection Teams and roll out
model to selected frontline teams to expand pilot for fuller analysis.



Transitions protocol and pathway approved by September Policy
Committee and rolled out as appropriate following decision.



Launch events to be held with colleagues and key partners (Schools,
Colleges, Health services, City Council and voluntary sector
organisations) during September/October to inform them of the key
changes to support for children & young people with disabilities. Launch
events for families to be held in October half term to be undertaken with
the service and integrated with their yearly Family Information events.



Current position statements developed for all areas being reviewed in
phase 2 of the Improving Outcomes project



Education, Health & Care Plans built electronically (Phase 1 of the ICT
work to enable colleagues within the Integrated Children’s Disability
Service to case record and report on the same system) – now revised to
Sep/Oct go-live date



A coproduction plan for phase 2 of the Improving Outcomes project is
developed with families, including Nottinghamshire Participation Hub
and the Pioneers, to ensure that families have a voice in shaping
services that affect them. In general terms coproduction sees joint
working between citizens / service users & decision makers / service
providers to plan future service delivery.



A plan will be developed to address the current CFCS budget overspend
which will include a review of Looked After Children; A review of Special
Educational Needs Home to School Transport; a whole Department
budget review.
The higher thresholds for the new Family Service impacts on demand for Children’s Social Care.
The phased build to MOSAIC to enable colleagues within the new ICDS staff structure will not be fully complete until September 2017
and this will impact on the team’s ability to have full case recording and reporting functionality.
An agreement not yet reached with providers to scale up the residential block contract and this may impact on achievability of
savings.
Foster carers are under pressure as much activityPage
has been
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.Redefining Your Council – Place Portfolio as at June 2016






Highways Transformation – changing the way the highways service is delivered to maximise quality and cost efficiencies
Transport – changing how transport services are delivered, focusing on partnership working and reviewing policies
Energy and waste – reducing energy use, increasing power generation from the Council’s estate and improving recycling
Alternative Service Delivery Model for Catering and Facilities Management – establishing the best delivery model
Progs.
Economic Development & Combined Authority - shaping and responding to changes to the operating context for economic
development (including proposals for a Combined Authority and a potential Devolution Deal)
 Community Empowerment & Resilience - enabling Nottinghamshire communities to be more empowered and resilient in order to
delay or prevent the need for public services intervention
 Better value for money and more sustainable services by moving services into different delivery models
 Improved customer satisfaction and quality of services
Benefits
 Reduced duplication, improved processes and maximising opportunities of new technology – more efficient services
to be
delivered  Delaying and preventing the need for services and providing services at lower costs by working more closely with partners
 Increasing economic growth and improving economic prosperity in Nottinghamshire
 Reducing the Council’s carbon footprint and becoming more energy efficient
Key achievements in last 3 months
Expected delivery over next 3 months
 Prioritisation of capital schemes from within Nottinghamshire for
 Submission of consultation response on proposals to extend the
inclusion in the Derbyshire/Nottinghamshire Local Growth Deal,
Sheffield City Region Combined Authority
round 3 process
 Submission of consultation response on the proposed Derby Agreement with partners on Nottinghamshire County Council
Nottingham Metro Strategy
leadership of bids to the D2N2 European Structural and Investment  Publication of a Nottingham and Nottinghamshire Economic Growth
Funds programme
Strategy and associated action plan
 Property Joint Venture (Arc) established and commenced operation  Confirmation of inclusion of Nottinghamshire Town Centre Programme
on 1st June and will deliver all property related design and
bid to the Local Growth Deal
operational work for the Council for the next 10 yrs
 Property Joint Venture (Arc) – Permanent Managing Director to be
 Worked with Ashfield District Council, Bassetlaw District Council
appointed.
and Newark and Sherwood District Council to help expand /
 Begin enforcement of the recycling centre access scheme from 1st
implement kerbside green waste collections by investing monies as
September.
part of invest to save initiatives.
 Conclusion of Veolia’s proposal for the treatment solution of Mansfield
 Funding secured from Better Care Fund for an 18 month Pilot
and Ashfield residual waste, which was approved by Environment &
project to develop an Age Friendly Nottinghamshire approach to
Sustainability Committee on 21st July.
tackling loneliness and isolation, as part of the Community
 Transport – further work with client departments to understand and
Empowerment & Resilience Programme.
manage demand to ultimately feed into a refreshed delivery model within
 Via Terms and Conditions agreed and finalised. Contracts finalised
the Transport Solutions Service.
and signed.
 Recruitment of three neighbourhood coordinators to deliver an Age
 Via go live took place on 1st July 2016
Friendly
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Key risks
to
delivery









intervention.
 Performance Management Framework implemented to manage contract
with Via.
Using new operating models which are previously untested by the Council
Ensuring integrated services meet the different needs and strategies of all organisations involved
Ensuring there is a collaborative approach across key stakeholders to effect economic and community development
Protecting service quality as much as possible in the face of reduced budgets
Transitional risks associated with Arc as resourcing need is identified to deliver programmes of work. Ensuring that payments
systems are fully functional
Government’s decision on Sheffield City Region Combined Authority (expected October 2016) may have significant service delivery
implications for the County Council
Change of service delivery model causes diversion of resources and focus away from other priority work areas as identified above
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Smarter Working – changing attitudes towards the workplace and supporting staff to be more efficient and flexible
Customer access and digital development – designing digital tools that better meet the needs of customers
Workforce development – developing employee skills to help them respond to the new working environment
Progs.
Performance management and benchmarking – better management information to feed decision-making
Integrated commissioning and procurement – aligning the approach to these areas plus contract management
Reform of corporate services and functions – reviewing corporate support functions and determining the best model
Quicker and easier access to services and information by delivering a significantly improved website
Costs savings arising from fewer Council-owned buildings
Benefits
to be
More agile, flexible and productive staff – better outcomes for customers and value for money
delivered
Better partnership working with other organisations – improving outcomes for customers and value for money
Reliable and timely data available to inform decisions and improve performance of services
Key achievements in last 3 months
Expected delivery over next 3 months
 As part the drive to mobilise the workforce 1,000 Blackberry phones  To support departmental priorities the Multi Agency Safeguarding Hub
replaced by Smartphones
(MASH) and Adult Access Service have been moved into new
accommodation.
 Restack of Trent Bridge House (TBH) to further rationalise office
space in line with Smarter Working principles. Teams have been
 Smarter Ways of Working Programme considering and mapping office
reduced to a 6-10 ratio in terms of desk numbers. As part of the
requirements to meet future need. Services engaged to identify options
restack ICT have moved to TBH and HR to County Hall, allowing
to meet future property requirements, followed by consultation with
more integrated working with related teams & services.
members as options are developed.
 Ruschcliffe Day Centre cleared and staff moved to TBH, this is in
 The focus of delivery for BRMI is on ensuring that the reports on
line with Smarter Working principles, ensuring we make most
performance are available prior to the upgrade from the Frameworki
efficient use of the Council’s estate whilst facilitating organisational
system to Mosaic. Additional systems to be incorporated into the data
requirements.
warehouse will also be determined.
 Asset management proposals reviewed by Members Reference
 Digital First project (phase 1) closed after successful delivery of all but
Group and CLT. Modelling completed on office requirements and
two elements of the project, those being delivery of a new intranet site
property deterioration to assist with establishing the size & nature of
with inproved functionality and the passanger transport customer
a sustainable estate.
journey. The residual tasks to deliver these two elements will be
delivered in the coming months as business as usual.
 As part of the development phase of the Business Reporting and
Management Information (BRMI) project the data warehouse
 Phase II of the digial first project is still being developed but will include
design work has been completed and work commenced on the
an increased focus on customer journeys, further development of the
warehouse and associated reports.
intranet to support Smarter Working and a more strategic use of social
media
 Digital First - Beta version of the intranet launched (August 16)
 Ongoing evaluation of Social Work Support Pilot as part of a potential
 Customer journey for highways fault reporting launched with
model for business support across the Council
enhanced functionality to allow residents to get progress reports

Commence
redraft of Strategic Management Framework taking into
 Workforce Strategy approved by Personnel Committee and Policy
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Produced a draft set of principles to form the basis of a
 Commencement of stakeholder engagement on Corporate Services
Commissioning Framework to improve and streamline
Review to define and develop the core business offer with Customers,
commissioning processes.
benchmarking and market analsyis, delivery of plans to remove
duplications at Department level and Authority-wide and maximise
 Produced a draft Commissioning Framework & developed
synergies in the future delivery of Corporate Services across the Council
connectivity between the draft framework and the Strategic
Management Framework to ensure consistency and clear pathways
 ‘Discover and design’ phase of the Corporate Services review
commenced with the completion of an initial review of the current
baseline position and best practice case studies and the creation of
5 individual work packages to deliver the expected outcomes.
 Staff embracing new ways of working and be more flexible in how and where they work
 Resistance to the introduction of new digital tools
Key risks
 Complex partnership arrangements across Nottinghamshire.
to
delivery  The local property market will affect the ability to reduce the Council’s property estate
 Insufficient business engagement leading to delayed and / or weak business requirements definition in respect of performance
reports.
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Project Status Report as at June 2016
Status Key
On Target

Successful delivery of the project to time, cost and quality is achievable and there are no major outstanding issues at this stage that threaten delivery

Experiencing Obstacles

#############################################################################################################################################################################

At Risk

Based on available evidence, successful delivery still appears feasible but significant issues exist with scope, timescales, cost, assumptions and/or benefits. Issues appear resolvable, but action is required
Based on available evidence, successful delivery of the project appears to be at significant risk. There are major issues with project scope, timescales, cost, assumptions and/or benefits. Immediate action required to
resolve issues.

Compromised
Closed or Completed

Project benefits have been achieved, or there has been an official change to the benefits profile (through change control) so the project is complete or declared undeliverable

No Status

Portfolio

Project Name

Awaiting major points of clarification / decision-making to enable PID and plan to be completed.

Project Status
(Last Month)
May 2016

Project Status
(This Month)
June 2016

Cashable Benefits

Projected At Risk / Slippage & Over Achievement

2016/17
(£000)s

2017/18
(£000)s

2018/19
(£000)s

2019/20
(£000)s
294

Total
(£000)s

2015/16
(£000)s

2016/17
(£000)s

2017/18
(£000)s

2018/19
(£000)s

2019/20
(£000)s

Total
(£000)s

Savings
delivered in
an alternative
way

Net at risk
amount

Adult Social Care & Health

Care and Support Centres (OfC C03)

On Target

On Target

492

292

3,268

4,346

0

0

Adult Social Care & Health

Direct Payments (OfC C01 2015 & C04 2016)

On Target

On Target

1,823

580

1,280

3,683

0

0

Adult Social Care & Health

Targeted Reviews (C07)

On Target

On Target

480

1,010

1,010

2,500

0

0

Adult Social Care & Health

Savings from the Supporting People budget

On Target

On Target

1,950

1,950

0

0

Adult Social Care & Health

Promoting Independence in supported living and
outreach services. (C02 2014 & C01 2016)

On Target

On Target

951

1,701

0

0

Adult Social Care & Health

Public Health Grant Realignment changes

On Target

On Target

1,650

Adult Social Care & Health

Various options to reduce the cost of the
intermediate care service

On Target

On Target

800

Adult Social Care & Health

Commissioned Services - contract savings

On Target

On Target

900

Adult Social Care & Health

Promoting Independent Travel (C03)

Adult Social Care & Health
Adult Social Care & Health

Early Resolution (Consulted on as - C05 New
operating model for the Social Care Pathway)
Development of a single integrated meals
production and delivery service

500

250

800

1,650

0

0

1,600

0

0

900

0

0

On Target

On Target

191

389

0

580

0

0

On Target

On Target

0

176

176

352

0

0

On Target

On Target

293

293

0

0

Adult Social Care & Health

Partnership Homes

On Target

On Target

Adult Social Care & Health

Charge for Money Management service

On Target

On Target

134

Adult Social Care & Health

Short Term Prevention Services

On Target

On Target

200

Experiencing
Obstacles

292

292

0

0

134

268

0

0

200

0

0

190

0

0

180

0

0

160

0

0

150

0

0

125

0

0

70

0

0

Adult Social Care & Health

Various contract changes by the Joint
Commissioning Unit

On Target

190

Adult Social Care & Health

Investment in Shared lives

On Target

On Target

60

60

Adult Social Care & Health

Increase in transport charge

On Target

On Target

80

80

150

Adult Social Care & Health

Ensuring cost-effective day services

On Target

On Target

Adult Social Care & Health

Commercialisation of Business Support and Advice

On Target

On Target

Adult Social Care & Health

Gain alternative paid employment for remaining
Sherwood Industries staff

On Target

On Target

50
35

60

75

35

Adult Social Care & Health

Strategic Commissioning - Review of Contracts

On Target

On Target

43

43

0

0

Adult Social Care & Health

Day Services - withdrawal of Catering and Facilities
Management Advisory Service

On Target

On Target

28

28

0

0

Adult Social Care & Health

Increase meal charges within day services

On Target

On Target

19

19

0

0

Adult Social Care & Health

Change to the staffing structure in the Adult Access
Service

On Target

On Target

10

10

0

0
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Portfolio

Project Status
(Last Month)
May 2016

Project Name

Adult Social Care & Health

New ASC ASDMs

Adult Social Care & Health

Further Expansion of Assistive Technology to
Promote Independence (C08)

Adult Social Care & Health

Public Health staffing restructure

Adult Social Care & Health

Living at Home Phase II (A01)

Adult Social Care & Health

Reduction in transport budget

Adult Social Care & Health

Older Adults Residential Care Banding (OfC C02)

Adult Social Care & Health

Handy Persons Preventative Adaptation Service

Adult Social Care & Health
Adult Social Care & Health
Adult Social Care & Health

Cashable Benefits
2016/17
(£000)s

2017/18
(£000)s

2018/19
(£000)s

646

543

40

On Target

On Target

Experiencing
Obstacles
Experiencing
Obstacles
Experiencing
Obstacles

Experiencing
Obstacles
Experiencing
Obstacles

Experiencing
Obstacles
Experiencing
Obstacles
Experiencing
Obstacles
Experiencing
Obstacles
Experiencing
Obstacles
Experiencing
Obstacles

Compromised

At Risk

1,000

At Risk

At Risk

423

300
350

On Target

Reducing the Costs of residential Placements Younger Adults (OfC C06)
Reduction in long-term care placements (C03 2014
& B04 2016)
Improving collection of Continuing Healthcare
funding

Project Status
(This Month)
June 2016

Projected At Risk / Slippage & Over Achievement
2019/20
(£000)s

450
397
50

50

50

100

Total
(£000)s

2015/16
(£000)s

2016/17
(£000)s

2017/18
(£000)s

2018/19
(£000)s

2019/20
(£000)s

Total
(£000)s

Savings
delivered in
an alternative
way

Net at risk
amount

0

0

0

1,229

0

0

450

0

0

397

0

0

150

0

0

100

0

0

0

0

0

500

1,500

274

-274

0

0

400

1,123

197

-127

70

70
0

Closed or Completed Closed or Completed

350

700

0

Adult Social Care & Health

Day Services (C07)

Closed or Completed Closed or Completed

490

490

0

0

Adult Social Care & Health

Redesign of Assessment and Care Management
Functions & Organisational Re-design (B07/08)

Closed or Completed Closed or Completed

250

250

0

0

Adult Social Care & Health

Residential Short Breaks Services (C06)

Closed or Completed Closed or Completed

250

250

0

0

Adult Social Care & Health

Reduction in staff posts in the Joint Commissioning
Unit

Closed or Completed Closed or Completed

149

149

0

Adult Social Care & Health

Quality Assurance and Mentoring Package

Closed or Completed Closed or Completed

75

75

75

75

75

0

Adult Social Care & Health

To create a single integrated safeguarding support
service for the council

Closed or Completed Closed or Completed

70

70

70

70

70

0

Adult Social Care & Health

Community Safety: reduction in staffing

Closed or Completed Closed or Completed

50

50

0

Adult Social Care & Health

Quality and Market Management: reduction in
staffing

Closed or Completed Closed or Completed

45

45

0

Adult Social Care & Health Totals

15,274

5,641

7,109

294

28,318

471

-256

0

0

0

215

0

0
0
145

70

Exceptions Details by Project
Project Name

Reduction in transport budget
Older Adults Residential Care Banding (OfC C02)

Mitigation Detail
There have been ongoing difficulties with the availability of automated reports to track cashable and cost avoidance savings resulting from the use of Assistive Technology. Reports are now
available, validation by Finance Colleagues awaited.
Restructure delayed, refreshed time frames being developed.
Small under delivery of £25,168 projected on 16/17 target. This will be made up by Full Year Effect in 17/18, with a total of £114k savings projected to be delivered with no savings target currently
allocated.
An overspend is projected on the ASC transport budget. Work on going within the Transport Solution Service (formed April 2016) to identify and implement efficiency savings.
Reviews currently being undertaken. Trend suggest under delivery, however, more reviews to be undertaken to allow for more accurate projections.

Handy Persons Preventative Adaptation Service

Discussions ongoing with relevant District and Borough Council’s to seek approval to use the Disabled Facilities Grant element of the Better Care Fund to fund the entire annual cost of this service.

Reducing the Costs of residential Placements - Younger Adults (OfC C06)

############################################################################################################################################################

Reduction in long-term care placements (C03 2014 & B04 2016)

############################################################################################################################################################

Portfolio & Status

Further Expansion of Assistive Technology to Promote Independence (C08)
Public Health staffing restructure
Experiencing Obstacles

Living at Home Phase II (A01)

At Risk
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Cashable Benefits

Project Status
(Last Month)
May 2016

Project Status
(This Month)
June 2016

2016/17
(£000)s

2017/18
(£000)s

On Target

On Target

257

1,000

On Target

On Target

Childrens, Families & Culture Line by line budget review

On Target

On Target

529

Childrens, Families & Culture Statutory School Transport

On Target

On Target

84

On Target

On Target

On Target

On Target

50

100

200

150

Portfolio

Childrens, Families & Culture

Project Name
Integrated Family Support Model (OfCB09 2015 &
B08 2016)

Childrens, Families & Culture Contracts Review

Childrens, Families & Culture CDS/SEND/Health Integration (B07 2016)
Childrens, Families & Culture Sherwood Forest (OfC A15 & A16)

250

On Target

On Target

Childrens, Families & Culture Rufford Abbey Country Park (B12 2015)

On Target

On Target

On Target

On Target

266

Alternative Delivery Models for NCC Children's
Homes OfC - Disability

201

Projected At Risk / Slippage & Over Achievement
2019/20
(£000)s

Total
(£000)s

830
102
686

150

CYP Sports & Arts - Service redesign including
Childrens, Families & Culture
arm’s length operation

Childrens, Families & Culture

2018/19
(£000)s

300
295

303

2016/17
(£000)s

2017/18
(£000)s

2018/19
(£000)s

2019/20
(£000)s

Total
(£000)s

Savings
delivered in
an alternative
way

Net at risk
amount

1,257

0

0

1,080

0

0

832

0

0

770

0

0

450

0

0

445

0

0

350

0

0

303

0

0

266

0

0

Childrens, Families & Culture Restructure of the Quality and Improvement Group

On Target

On Target

125

Childrens, Families & Culture CFCS Management Structure Review

On Target

On Target

185

Alternative Delivery Models for NCC Children's
Homes OfC - Mainstream

On Target

On Target

87

Childrens, Families & Culture Arts Development Service - Staffing Reduction

On Target

On Target

149

149

0

0

Childrens, Families & Culture Recharge to Schools Budget

On Target

On Target

125

125

0

0

Childrens, Families & Culture Sports Development - Reduction of revenue funding

On Target

On Target

108

0

0

Childrens, Families & Culture Removal of sports funding

On Target

On Target

108

0

0

Childrens, Families & Culture

108

Childrens, Families & Culture Targeted Support and Youth Justice

On Target

On Target

On Target

On Target

On Target

On Target

On Target

On Target

On Target

On Target

Childrens, Families & Culture School Access

On Target

On Target

50

Childrens, Families & Culture Cultural and Enrichment Services

On Target

On Target

50

Outdoor Education - Income generation and
efficiency savings

Childrens, Families & Culture Reduction of arts funding
Childrens, Families & Culture

Removal of the assisted boarding education
framework

66

108

Childrens, Families & Culture Youth Service - Mobiles
Childrens, Families & Culture

125

0

2015/16
(£000)s

100

0
0

153

87

87

87

0

0

0

98

0

0

70

0

0

63

63

0

0

35

51
50

0

0

50

0

0

25

16

0
0

100
98

45

250
185
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Cashable Benefits

Projected At Risk / Slippage & Over Achievement

Savings
delivered in
an alternative
way

Project Status
(Last Month)
May 2016

Project Status
(This Month)
June 2016

Childrens, Families & Culture Youth Service - Mgt Restructure

On Target

On Target

50

50

0

Childrens, Families & Culture Early Childhood & Help Services

On Target

On Target

45

45

0

0

On Target

On Target

40

40

0

0

0

0

0

80

705

0

0

156

0

0

Portfolio

Childrens, Families & Culture

Project Name

Youth Service - deletion of two Young People's
Centres (YPC)

Childrens, Families & Culture Social Work Practices Pilot
Childrens, Families & Culture

Libraries, Archives, Information and Learning (B13,
OfCA15 2015 & B12 2016)

Childrens, Families & Culture Relocation of Adoption Team & EDT
Looked After Children placements (B16 2014 &
Childrens, Families & Culture
OfCA09 2015)
SEND Home to School Transport (OfC B06) &
Childrens, Families & Culture
Independent Travel Training (B10 2014)
Early Years and Early Intervention (B12) & (OfC
Childrens, Families & Culture
B05)

Portfolio & Status
Experiencing Obstacles
Compromised

2016/17
(£000)s

2017/18
(£000)s

On Target

On Target

Experiencing
Obstacles
Experiencing
Obstacles

Experiencing
Obstacles
Experiencing
Obstacles

Compromised

Compromised

2,210

583

Compromised

Compromised

600

500

625

0

78

78

Closed or Completed Closed or Completed

3,300

Childrens, Families & Culture Totals

9,265

Project Name
Libraries, Archives, Information and Learning (B13, OfCA15 2015 & B12 2016)
Relocation of Adoption Team & EDT
Looked After Children placements (B16 2014 & OfCA09 2015)
SEND Home to School Transport (OfC B06) & Independent Travel Training (B10 2014)

2018/19
(£000)s

2019/20
(£000)s

Total
(£000)s

2015/16
(£000)s

3,127

334

2016/17
(£000)s

0

1,100

2017/18
(£000)s

1,185

2018/19
(£000)s

-728

600

500

1,872

-228

2019/20
(£000)s

103

3,300
3,534

3,037

0

15,836

Total
(£000)s

0

560

560

1,100

1,100

0
0

103

0

Net at risk
amount

1,747

0
87

1,660

Exceptions Details by Project
Mitigation Detail
A number of District Councils and the City Council rejecting NNDR relief requests. Inspire have sent legal responses out and are awaiting decisions.
The service are continuing to work with Property to identify suitable premises but nothing has been identified yet.
Current savings profile to be reviewed and reconsidered alongside the development of new business cases to deliver additional savings within Provider Services.
Project has been unable to deliver as originally intended, discover & design project underway to identify savings within the Transport Solutions Service, final deliverable savings to be assessed by
September 2016.
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Portfolio

Project Name

Project Status
(Last Month)
May 2016

Project Status
(This Month)
June 2016

Cashable Benefits
2016/17
(£000)s

2017/18
(£000)s

2018/19
(£000)s

Projected At Risk / Slippage & Over Achievement
2019/20
(£000)s

Total
(£000)s

2015/16
(£000)s

2016/17
(£000)s

2017/18
(£000)s

2018/19
(£000)s

2019/20
(£000)s

Total
(£000)s

Savings
delivered in
an alternative
way

Net at risk
amount

Place

Highways JV (OfC B13)

On Target

On Target

100

550

400

1,050

0

0

Place

Road Lighting Energy

On Target

On Target

250

225

225

700

0

0

Place

Efficiency Savings: Transport and Travel Service
Budget

On Target

On Target

250

150

179

579

0

0

220

570

0

0

519

0

0

479

0

0

Place

Reducing Local Bus Service Costs (OfC C09)

Place

Reduction in Planned Maintenance Budget

Place
Place

Property Services and FM - Base Budget
Reductions
Waste (and Energy) Management: Saving
generated from the reduction in unitary charge

On Target

On Target

350

On Target

On Target

519

On Target

On Target

192

187

100

On Target

On Target

300

300

0

0

Place

Rationalisation and staffing reductions

On Target

On Target

200

200

0

0

Place

Establishment of fund for replacing worn out
integrated transport measures

On Target

On Target

200

200

0

0

Place

Concessionary Travel Scheme

On Target

On Target

100

200

0

0

Place

Reduction in County Offices Maintenance

On Target

On Target

100

100

0

0

Place

Increased efficiency by Highways Operations Group

On Target

On Target

100

100

0

0

On Target

On Target

100

100

0

0

On Target

On Target

100

100

0

0

On Target

On Target

100

100

0

0

On Target

On Target

80

80

0

0

On Target

On Target

73

73

0

0

On Target

On Target

0

70

0

0

On Target

On Target

60

60

0

0

Place
Place
Place
Place
Place
Place
Place

Efficiencies through more effective pothole repair &
patching service
Reduce contribution to Highways Safety Shared
Service
Reduction of discretionary spend
Economic Development and Devolution: Reducing
the Council's discretionary spend on economic
Changes to Grant aid and conservation service
funding
Reduction of provision of parking, traffic
management and small-scale community works
Waste (and Energy) Management: Reduction of the
Carbon Reduction Commitment (CRC) Energy

100

70

Place

Increase charges for Blue Badges

On Target

On Target

56

56

0

0

Place

Passenger Transport Facilities Charge

On Target

On Target

23

25

48

0

0

Place

Publicity & Transport Infrastructure

On Target

On Target

20

20

40

0

0

Place

Increased income from various service areas

On Target

On Target

30

30

0

0

Place

Increased Highways Income from additional housing
development activity

On Target

On Target

13

13

0

0

Place

Integrated Transport Programme

On Target

On Target

0

0

0

Place

Broadband

On Target

On Target

0

0

0

Place

Highways Contract savings

On Target

On Target

0

0

0

Place

Joint Venture for Property Services

On Target

On Target

0

0

0

Place

Devt Mgmt restructuring - staff reductions. Income
generation.

Experiencing
Obstacles

Experiencing
Obstacles

3

3

0

0

Place

Reduce street lighting energy costs (A41)

700

700

0

Closed or Completed Closed or Completed
Place Totals

4,019

1,547

904

0

6,470

Exceptions Details by Project
Portfolio & Status
Experiencing Obstacles

Project Name
Devt Mgmt restructuring - staff reductions. Income generation.

Mitigation Detail

Budget monitoring continuing due to previous years over spend.
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0

0

0

0

0

0
0

0

Project Status
(Last Month)
May 2016

Project Status
(This Month)
June 2016

Cashable Benefits

Projected At Risk / Slippage & Over Achievement

Savings
delivered in
an alternative
way

Net at risk
amount

Portfolio

Project Name

Resources

Business Support Services Review (ASCH&PP and
CFCS) (A07/A15)

On Target

On Target

508

400

400

1,308

0

Resources

ICT services efficiency programme

On Target

On Target

161

299

115

575

0

0

Resources

Ongoing development of digital improvements to
legal services procedures

On Target

On Target

200

150

350

0

0

Resources

Contract Savings

On Target

On Target

350

0

Resources

Review of the in-house Document Services team

On Target

On Target

193

On Target

On Target

On Target

On Target

On Target

On Target

On Target

On Target

Resources
Resources
Resources

Business Support Centre- Maintain an in-house
service and explore the opportunities to sell
Restructure, efficiencies and cost reductions in the
Business Support Centre
To retain the Customer Service Centre in-house
and identify new opportunities to develop the

Resources

Redesigned Human Resources service offer

Resources

HR - CSC: New Operating Model

Resources

HR - Operational and Strategic HR: Further
development of the integrated HR Business
HR-BSC: Further development of in-house
transactional processing service
Legal: Continuing electronic working and office
efficiencies
Customer Service Centre - efficiencies and shift to
more cost effective access channels
Staffing reductions to reflect streamlined financial
procedures
Communications & Marketing: Staff and operational
efficiencies
Performance and Improvement: Efficiencies in
research, policy and equalities
Democratic Services: Reduction in members'
allowances

Resources
Resources

Resources
Resources
Resources
Resources
Resources
Resources
Resources

2016/17
(£000)s

2017/18
(£000)s

2018/19
(£000)s

2019/20
(£000)s

Total
(£000)s

2015/16
(£000)s

2016/17
(£000)s

2017/18
(£000)s

2018/19
(£000)s

2019/20
(£000)s

Total
(£000)s

0

350

0

140

333

0

0

300

300

0

0

200

0

0

200

0

0

184

0

0

200
200
184

On Target

On Target

48

90

35

173

0

0

On Target

On Target

46

86

33

165

0

0

On Target

On Target

135

135

0

0

On Target

On Target

46

125

0

0

On Target

On Target

120

120

0

0

On Target

On Target

90

90

0

0

On Target

On Target

21

86

0

0

46

33

65

On Target

On Target

51

17

68

0

0

On Target

On Target

25

34

59

0

0

Saving money on print and postage costs

On Target

On Target

16

29

56

0

0

Reductions in Communications and Marketing

On Target

On Target

25

25

50

0

0

11
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Portfolio

Project Status
(Last Month)
May 2016

Project Name

Project Status
(This Month)
June 2016

Cashable Benefits
2016/17
(£000)s

2017/18
(£000)s

2018/19
(£000)s

Projected At Risk / Slippage & Over Achievement
2019/20
(£000)s

Total
(£000)s

2015/16
(£000)s

2016/17
(£000)s

2017/18
(£000)s

2018/19
(£000)s

2019/20
(£000)s

Total
(£000)s

Savings
delivered in
an alternative
way

Net at risk
amount

Resources

Democratic Services: Further service efficiencies

On Target

On Target

18

20

8

46

0

0

Resources

Complaints and information - Efficiencies in
complaints services

On Target

On Target

12

18

12

42

0

0

Resources

Finance and Procurement: Savings efficiencies

On Target

On Target

36

36

0

0

Resources

Income generation

On Target

On Target

24

24

0

0

Resources

Reduction in County Hospitality Budget

On Target

On Target

13

13

0

0

On Target

On Target

0

0

0

Resources
Resources

Smarter Working
Corporate Services Review

Resources

Reduction in provision of ICT equipment
replacement

Resources

BRMI

Resources

MOSAIC

Resources

Digital First

Resources

Finance & Procurement Staffing Reductions

Resources

Shared service for Internal Audit

Resources

Review Human Resources activity & support increased self service

Resources

Legal services - redesign staffing structure

On Target

On Target

0

0

0

On Target

On Target

0

0

0

Experiencing
Obstacles
Experiencing
Obstacles

Experiencing
Obstacles
Experiencing
Obstacles

0

0

0

0

0

0

At Risk

At Risk

0

0

0

250

250

0

0

75

75

0

0

47

47

0

0

12

12

0

Closed or
Completed
Closed or
Completed
Closed or
Completed
Closed or
Completed

Closed or
Completed
Closed or
Completed
Closed or
Completed
Closed or
Completed
Resources Totals

2,906

1,919

647

0

5,472

0

0

0

0

0

0

0
0

0

Exceptions Details by Project
Project Name

Portfolio & Status
Experiencing Obstacles

At Risk

BRMI
MOSAIC

Digital First

Mitigation Detail
Project timescales are tight and there is a risk that not all reports will be finished by the September go-live date.
Work is progressing well and Conversion 4 is being tested. UAT planning is underway and face to face meetings with staff across 5 locations have commenced to prepare them for UAT. Training
and Go Live.
Project now nearing completion and closure report to be submitted, intranet go live anticipated by the end of August 2016 & outstanding customer journey (passenger transport) to be finalised
through business as usual arrangements.
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Report to Policy Committee
19th October 2016
Agenda Item: 7

REPORT OF LEADER OF THE COUNCIL
OUTCOMES FROM THE COMPLAINTS PROCESS - APRIL 2015 TO MARCH
2016

Purpose of the Report
1. The purpose of this report is to present a summary of complaints made to the County
Council and the Local Government Ombudsman (LGO) between 1st April 2015 and 31st
March 2016

Introduction
2. The Complaints and Information Team (C&IT) is based at County Hall and deals with
all the formal complaints made to the Council including those made through the Local
Government Ombudsman. The team is distinct from the Customer Service Centre.
C&IT also deals with all requests made under the Freedom of Information Act, Access
to Records requests and data breaches.
3. The aim of the complaints service is to provide a responsive and outcome focussed
local complaints system. Formal complaints are those which require some element of
investigation and an official written response under one of the Council’s complaints
procedures.
4. Members will be aware that there are three complaints processes; two of which,
children’s and adult’s social care processes, are statutory. The corporate complaints
process deals with all other areas of Council service. Members receive quarterly
reports giving details of completed complaints in their area and the outcome for each
complaint.
5. Where complaints are partially or fully upheld, the remedies offered aim to be
proportionate to the nature of the fault found and the level of impact this caused to the
customer or service user. Remedies offered at the early stages include a full written
explanation with an apology and in some cases a meeting may also be arranged. It
should be noted that the majority of all formal complaints are completed at the earliest
stage of the process and resolved at local level without further escalation.
6. The outcomes of complaint investigations are valuable for the Council to monitor so
performance can be improved however it is also important to know that in the majority
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of cases where complaints are partially or fully upheld, the service failures identified
relate to individual cases rather than across a whole service area.
7. Where the evidence does demonstrate that policy or procedural changes are required
an action plan is created and monitored and shared with Leadership teams to ensure
that service improvements are made. In addition, the Service and Corporate Directors
for Children’s Social Care receive all reports from the independent panels, who review
the complaint at the final stage of the statutory process, and approve an action plan to
carry out any recommendations.
8. The Local Government Ombudsman will usually only consider complaints which have
not been resolved at local level and concern service failure or maladministration
resulting in an injustice to the complainant. The LGO does not usually investigate
complaints about decisions the Council has made simply because the complainant
does not agree with them, unless the evidence suggests that a procedural fault has
occurred in reaching the decision. Where fault is found the recommendations may
include an apology, a financial remedy or an improvement in procedures so that the
problems don’t arise again.
9. The statistical information relating to complaints made directly to the Council is set out
in Appendix A to this report. Appendix B is the report from the Local Government
Ombudsman about the complaints referred to their office for the year ending
31/03/2016.
10. Please note; the information provided in the LGO report (Appendix B) does not
correlate with the information provided in Appendix A. This is because the LGO
investigates complaints once they have completed the Council’s complaints process,
therefore the time periods involved are different.

Children’s Social Care
11. It is important to understand complaints in the context of whole service provision.
Children’s Social Care dealt with 8,905 referrals in the year ending 31/03/16. At this
time there were 700 children on child protection plans, and 838 Looked After Children.
12. The number of complaints received during the year is 312 which is consistent with the
previous years’ figures. The statutory children’s social care complaints process has 3
stages: initial response, independent investigation, and finally a review by a panel of 3
independent people.
13. Of the complaints completed at Stage 1 during this period 129 were not upheld, 83
partially upheld and 45 fully upheld. It should also be noted that during the year 9
complaints were independently investigated at Stage 2 and of these 3 were not upheld,
5 partially upheld and 1 fully upheld. Five of these complaints were then independently
reviewed at Stage 3 and in each case the panel agreed with the outcome of the Stage
2 investigation with regard to the main complaints.
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14. The majority of children’s social care complaints include; concerns about the content or
outcome of assessments and professional decisions in child protection cases, the
action or conduct of individual workers and the way referrals have been handled.
15. Other main themes include communication concerns and the level of support offered
to families including children with disabilities.
16. The learning outcomes from upheld complaints identified; that information in
assessments and social work reports should be recorded more accurately and shared
with parents promptly to allow an opportunity for further discussions and factual
amendments to be made. In cases where a complainant strongly disagreed with a
professional view, the remedy offered was the opportunity to submit their own written
views to be considered alongside the social work assessment.

Adult Social Care
17. During 2015/16 Adult Social Care received 26,239 new contacts – 5,320 younger
adults, 20,919 older adults.
18. The number of complaints received in the year is 288 which is an increase in the
number received during the same period the previous year however is consistent with
the previous years and general trends.
19. The main themes relate to the provision of services following changes in assessment
criteria and decisions in some cases not to fund long term care for service users.
Other themes are disputes about paying for care, hospital discharge arrangements, the
reduction in care packages and the quality of care from homecare or residential care
providers.
20. Of the complaints completed during the year 104 were not upheld, 64 partially upheld
and 45 fully upheld following investigation.
21. Where complaints were upheld the remedies offered in addition to an apology
included; offers to reassess the service user which in some cases led to a change of
decision about provision of services and good will gesture payments. Other outcomes
identified were; improvements required in communication with close family members
for example; following the outcome of safeguarding investigations, explaining personal
budgets and the process for paying for care.
22. As in children’s social care complaints about assessments, where families are
unhappy with the conclusions reached, these are very individual and generally have no
ongoing lessons that can be drawn from them.

Corporate Complaints
23. The number of corporate complaints received during the year was 428 which is a
significant decrease in the number received during the previous year. The reason
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appears to be related to severe winter weather conditions and that during 2014/15 a
high number of highways complaints were made about road gritting and potholes.
Although it may be too soon to draw any firm conclusions from the reduction of
complaints about potholes, early indications suggest that the Council’s change to the
‘Find and Fix’ approach and use of new materials for repairs may also be a factor.
24. A significant number of complaints are received each year relating to tree, hedge and
verge maintenance and the lack of response to fault reporting in this area of work. As
some of this work is now undertaken by the District and Borough Council’s the number
of complaints received by the Council therefore are likely to have reduced.
In response to complaints about communication and responses to fault reporting, in
Highways services, the automated acknowledgements and response letters produced
by HAMS, the Highways asset management system were reviewed and amended to
explain response times and the next steps in resolving issues.
25. Since April 2016 the Complaints Team are working with Via to ensure a good level of
service is provided for responding to and monitoring highways complaints.
26. The second highest number of complaints relate to transport issues including
individual and isolated issues with bus services, changes to bus timetables, the issuing
of concessionary bus passes and a small number of complaints about the process
followed to relocate bus stops.
27. A number of other complaints were raised with regard to Blue Car Badge applications
or renewal process.
28. Of the complaints which were completed and resolved at Stage 1 during the year, 181
complaints were not upheld, 84 partially upheld and 153 fully upheld. Remedies
offered for upheld complaints included; changes to procedure and staff training,
reviewing policies, improvements to written and website information and customer
service training.
29. There were 7 complaints independently investigated at Stage 2 with 5 not upheld and
2 partially upheld.

Complaints to the Local Government Ombudsman
30. The Local Government Ombudsman (LGO) looks at complaints about councils and
some other authorities and organisations, including education admissions appeal
panels.
31. During this period the LGO considered and made decisions in 91 cases which included
an increase in Adult Social Care complaints. Approximately a third of the cases were
referred back to the Council for local resolution and a third closed after their initial
enquiries. A further 8 complaints were considered but found to be outside the
jurisdiction of the LGO. Detailed investigations were carried out by the LGO into 19
complaints. Of those investigations 9 (47%) found no fault in the Council’s action and
the other 10 (53%) of the complaints were upheld. These figures are consistent with
the previous two years.
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32. The Council accepted the Ombudsman’s recommendations in all cases, these
included;










reviewing the policy on ‘family group conferences’
an apology and offer of £250 for procedural error in completing an assessment
a time and trouble payment of £150 to complainant and adjustment to home care
fees to account for missed calls
further information to be provided to son about the outcome of a safeguarding
investigation relating to his elderly father.
waiver of part of the care home fees for a delay in arranging a financial
assessment
adjustment made to outstanding care home fee to account for decision to
retrospectively agree to pay for service user’s care
offer of second school appeal and £650 payment for petrol costs incurred during
course of the complaint
apology and explanation of the decision following a school appeal
refund for the sum paid for a penalty charge notice for incorrect information given
and delay in response to customer’s representations

33. The LGO is very much aware that all Councils are considering alternative methods of
service delivery and will be commissioning services and entering into partnerships of
many different kinds to provide services for residents. The Ombudsman has made it
clear however that if a particular service is an administrative function of the Council the
LGO will expect the Council to deal with any complaint about the service and the LGO
will only enter into communication with the Council, rather than any provider, about the
complaint.

Statutory and Policy Implications
34. This report has been compiled after consideration of implications in respect of crime
and disorder, finance, human resources, human rights, the public sector equality duty,
safeguarding of children and vulnerable adults, service users, sustainability and the
environment and ways of working and where such implications are material they are
described below. Appropriate consultation has been undertaken and advice sought on
these issues as required.

RECOMMENDATION/S
Policy Committee is asked to note the contents of this report,
Cllr Alan Rhodes
Leader of the Council
For any enquiries about this report please contact: Laura Mulvany-Law, Temporary Team
Manager Complaints and Information Team 9772821
Constitutional Comments
As this report is for noting only no constitutional comments are required.
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Legal Comments (SLB 06/10/2016)
Policy Committee is the appropriate body to consider the content of this report.
Financial Comments (SES 07/10/16)
There are no specific financial implications arising directly from this report.
Background Papers and Published Documents
None.
Electoral Division(s) and Member(s) Affected
 All
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Appendix A

Formal complaints. 1 April 2015-31 March 2016
Adult Social Care
Total received
Completed complaints
Not upheld
Partially upheld
Fully upheld
Completed within 6
month timescale
Children’s Social
Care
Total received

2013/14
245

2014/15
275

2015/16
288

68
80
37
95%

79
79
48
99%

104
64
55
93%

2013/14

2014/15

2015/16

289

273

312

105
74
30
85%
(48% completed in
10 working days)

129
83
45
82%
(48% completed in
10 working days)

7

9

6

5

2013/14
540

2014/15
604

2015/16
428

182
124
120
92%

222
100
188
89%

181
84
153
84%

0

6

7

0

0

0

Completed complaints
Not upheld
105
Partially upheld
99
Fully upheld
27
Stage 1 responses
85%
completed in 20
(58% completed in
working day
10 working days)
timescale
Complaints
8
investigated at Stage
2
Complaints
7
considered at Stage
3
Corporate service
Total received
Completed complaints
Not upheld
Partially upheld
Fully upheld
Stage 1 responses
completed in 20
working day
timescale
Complaints
investigated at Stage
2
Complaints
considered at Stage
3

Local Government Ombudsman year ending 31/03/16
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Appendix B
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Report to Policy Committee
19 October 2016
Agenda Item: 8

REPORT OF THE LEADER OF THE COUNCIL
LOCAL GOVERNMENT ASSOCIATION ANNUAL CONFERENCE: 5 – 7 JULY
2016

Purpose of the Report
1.

To report back on Member and officer attendance at the Local Government
Association (LGA) Annual Conference which took place in Bournemouth between 5
and 7 July 2016.

Information and Advice
Background
2.

The County Council’s representatives were Councillor Alan Rhodes, Councillor Kay
Cutts MBE, Councillor Joyce Bosnjak and the Chief Executive, Anthony May.

3.

This report describes the event and how it relates to the business of the Council. The
report is supported by reference to the speeches and presentations which are
available on the LGA website.

Attendance Objectives
4.

The LGA Conference is the annual national conference for local government
organisations in England and this year’s event was held in Bournemouth.

5.

The event is designed to provide an opportunity to consider, discuss and create a
deeper understanding of the key issues and challenges faced by Local Government

6.

The conference had a full agenda of speeches, plenary sessions, workshops and
exhibitions. It also provided opportunities for Members and officers to talk to
colleagues across the Country about the various issues and challenges facing Local
Authorities. Conference presenters included Council Leaders, prominent sector figures
as well as the Rt Hon Greg Clark MP, Secretary of State for the Department of
Communities and Local Government.
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Achievement of Objectives
7.

A large number of topics were covered and some of the key issues are summarised
below;

Health &Social Care Integration
8.

There were a number of informative workshop sessions on this topic including
‘Learning the Lessons from Integration’ which explored the lessons learnt to date from
integration initiatives in terms of improving health and wellbeing outcomes for people
and making the best use of health and social care resources with the aim of securing
full integration of health and social care by 2020. There was also a plenary session
which examined the financial challenges faced by the health and social care sector.

What next for Local Government – the impact of the EU referendum
9.

This plenary session, chaired by Lord Porter of Spalding CBE, considered how local
government may respond to the outcome of the referendum and its potential impact.

Devolution
10.

I chaired a workshop entitled ‘What next for Combined Authorities’ which considered
the current position and potential outcomes of the Devolution agenda. This is of
significance to the County Council given the ongoing discussions regarding devolution
involving Nottinghamshire and Derbyshire local authorities. There was also an
associated workshop which examined the fiscal implications of devolution.

13.

Address by the Secretary of State
The Rt Hon Greg Clarke MP delivered a key note speech covering the issues
associated with the Devolution agenda and the funding challenges for local
government for the period 2015 to 2020. Specific mention was made of the potential
for devolution in County areas and of the work across Derbyshire and
Nottinghamshire. In addition, the Secretary of State talked in detail about the
Government’s approach to the local government financial settlement, covering topics
such as the increasing costs of Adult Social Care, Business Rates retention and the
costs associated with providing support to refugees.

14.

In addition to these main themes there were also a number of fringe events including a
County Council Network reception at which The Rt Hon Greg Clarke MP spoke, as
well as a number of Political Group meetings.

15.

Both Members and officers felt that the Conference was effective in providing an
opportunity to learn, discuss and explore the common key challenges faced by County
Councils.

16.

Details of the speeches and presentations can be found on the Local Government
Association website.
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Other Options Considered
17.

The report is for noting only.

Reason/s for Recommendation/s
18.

The report is for noting only.

Statutory and Policy Implications
19.

This report has been compiled after consideration of implications in respect of finance,
the public sector equality duty, human resources, crime and disorder, human rights,
the safeguarding of children, sustainability and the environment and those using the
service and where such implications are material they are described below.
Appropriate consultation has been undertaken and advice sought on these issues as
required.

RECOMMENDATION/S
1)

That the report back on Member and officer attendance at the Local Government
Association Annual Conference held on 5-7 July 2016 be noted.

Councillor Alan Rhodes
Leader of the Council
For any enquiries about this report please contact:
Bob Godley
Senior Executive Officer
T: 0115 9773360
E: bob.godley@nottscc.gov.uk
Constitutional Comments
20.

As this report is for noting only, no Constitutional Comments are required.

Financial Comments (KLA 29/10/13)
21.

There are no financial implications arising directly from this report.

Background Papers and Published Documents
Except for previously published documents, which will be available elsewhere, the
documents listed here will be available for inspection in accordance with Section 100D of the
Local Government Act 1972.
Electoral Division(s) and Member(s) Affected
All.
C0311
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Report to Policy Committee
19th October 2016
Agenda Item: 9

REPORT OF THE LEADER OF THE COUNCIL
UPDATE ON THE POTENTIAL INCLUSION OF BASSETLAW IN THE
SHEFFIELD CITY REGION MAYORAL COMBINED AUTHORITY
Purpose of the Report
1. To inform Members of the process by which the Parliamentary Orders will be drafted in the
event of the Secretary of State deciding to proceed with the changes to include Bassetlaw
as a Constituent Member of the Sheffield City Region Mayoral Combined Authority.
2. To provide Members with the anticipated time line of events should the Secretary of State
approve the laying of the Parliamentary Orders and to make Members aware that a decision
may be required regarding the Parliamentary Orders at November Policy Committee.

Information and Advice
Background
3. The Cities and Local Government Act 2016 provided the means by which District Councils
within two-tier areas could join a Combined Authority without the agreement of the
corresponding upper tier Authority, by amending section 106 of the Local Democracy,
Economic Development and Construction Act 2009. Subject to the approval of the Secretary
of State, this power is exercisable whether or not the corresponding upper tier Authority is in
agreement.
If there are two relevant councils in relation to a local government area by virtue of
subsection (3B)(c), the condition in subsection (3A)(a) for the relevant council to consent is
met if –
(a) In the case of an order under subsection (1)(a), either or both of the relevant councils
consent;
4. In March 2016, Bassetlaw District Council took the decision to apply to become a
Constituent Member of the Sheffield City Region Mayoral Combined Authority.
5. The Cities and Local Government Act 2016, through Section 107A, para’s 1 & 5(a) states
that, in the event of a District Council from a two-tier area joining a Combined Authority, the
associated upper tier Authority becomes a Constituent Member of that Combined Authority
in respect of the area covered by the District Council. The remainder of the upper tier area
would not be a part of the Combined Authority. Via this route, the County Council is included
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as a Constituent Member of the Sheffield City Region Mayoral Combined Authority Scheme
document published on the 27th June 2016.
The Secretary of State may make an order under section 107A in relation to a combined
authority’s area if a proposal for there to be a mayor for the authority’s area has been made
to the Secretary of State by the appropriate authorities.
For the purposes of this section ―the appropriate authorities‖ are(a) Each county council the whole or any part of whose area is within the area for which the
combined authority is, or is to be established
6. Prior to the Secretary of State laying the Parliamentary Orders, a public consultation in
accordance with Section 113 of amended 2009 Act must take place. The consultation
findings are for consideration by the Secretary of State who must deem that they meet the
requirements set out in Section 113 of the Act.
7. At its meeting on the 13th July 2016, Policy Committee approved a response to the Sheffield
City Region Combined Authority consultation which set out the County Council’s objections
and detailed why the County Council was of the opinion that the scheme did not satisfy the
following statutory tests required by the legislation:
(1)The Secretary of State may make an order under any of sections 104 to 107 in relation to
an existing combined authority only if, having regard to a scheme prepared and
published under section 112, the Secretary of State considers that the making of the
order is likely to improve—
(a) The exercise of statutory functions relating to transport in the area or areas to which
the order relates,
(b) The effectiveness and efficiency of transport in that area or those areas,
(c) The exercise of statutory functions relating to economic development and
regeneration in that area or those areas, or
(d) Economic conditions in that area or those areas.
(2) Before making the order, the Secretary of State must consult—
(a) Such of the authorities mentioned in section 111(2), and
(b) Such other persons (if any), as the Secretary of State considers appropriate.
(3) In making the order, the Secretary of State must have regard to the need—
(a) To reflect the identities and interests of local communities, and
(b) To secure effective and convenient local government.
8. The Secretary of State determines the content of the Parliamentary Orders, in line with the
2009 amended Act, these would be transcribed from the detail of the Sheffield City Region
Mayoral Combined Authority published scheme.
9. The Parliamentary Orders will include the detailed governance arrangements.
Nottinghamshire County Council has made representation to the Secretary of State and
Sheffield City Region to express our concern regarding the proposed governance. The
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Secretary of State has the power to determine the final content of the Parliamentary Orders
including governance.
Timeline
10. Decisions by the Secretary of State in this regard are anticipated to be taken from midOctober onwards. In the event of the Secretary of State approving the laying of the
Parliamentary Orders to expand the Sheffield City Region Combined Authority to include
Bassetlaw District Council, Nottinghamshire County Council will be asked to consent to the
Parliamentary Orders.
11. On the 10th October, the Chief Executive wrote to the Head of Governance, Reform and
Democracy Unit at the Department for Communities and Local Government to seek their
urgent clarification as to the definition of ‘consent’ so that Members have the necessary
information to inform a decision at November Policy Committee.
12. It is anticipated that any Parliamentary Orders would be laid during the week commencing
the 21st November 2016 to enable a Mayoral election to take place in May 2017.
Other Options Considered
13. None.
Reason/s for Recommendation/s
14. To inform Policy Committee on developments relating to the Sheffield City Region Mayoral
Combined Authority with particular reference to Bassetlaw, and to advise on the associated
process.

Statutory and Policy Implications
15. This report has been compiled after consideration of implications in respect of crime and
disorder, finance, human resources, human rights, the NHS Constitution (public health
services), the public sector equality duty, safeguarding of children and adults at risk, service
users, sustainability and the environment and ways of working and where such implications
are material they are described below. Appropriate consultation has been undertaken and
advice sought on these issues as required.

RECOMMENDATION/S
It is recommended that Policy Committee;
1) Notes the developments relating to the Sheffield City Region Mayoral Combined
Authority.
2) Notes that Policy Committee may receive a further report in November regarding consent
to the Parliamentary Orders.
Councillor Alan Rhodes
Leader of the Council
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For any enquiries about this report please contact: Fiona Anderson, Senior Economic
Development Officer ext. 72688
Constitutional Comments
As this report is for noting only, no Constitutional Comments are required
Financial Comments (SES 07/10/16)
There are no specific financial implications arising directly from this report.
Background Papers and Published Documents
Except for previously published documents, which will be available elsewhere, the documents
listed here will be available for inspection in accordance with Section 100D of the Local
Government Act 1972.




Letter to Chief Executives, from Paul Rowsell, DCLG
Agenda Item 8, Policy Committee Report, 13th July 2016
Sheffield City Region Combined Authority Governance Review, Scheme and consultation
questions are available here: http://sheffieldcityregiondevolution.org.uk/

Electoral Division(s) and Member(s) Affected


All
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Report to Policy Committee
19 October 2016
Agenda Item: 10

REPORT OF THE CORPORATE DIRECTOR OF RESOURCES
WORK PROGRAMME
Purpose of the Report
1. To review the Committee’s work programme for 2016/17.

Information and Advice
2. The County Council requires each committee to maintain a work programme. The work
programme will assist the management of the committee’s agenda, the scheduling of the
committee’s business and forward planning. The work programme will be updated and
reviewed at each pre-agenda meeting and committee meeting. Any member of the
committee is able to suggest items for possible inclusion.
3. The attached work programme includes items which can be anticipated at the present time.
Other items will be added to the programme as they are identified.
4. The Policy Committee will be asked to determine policies, strategies and statutory plans
developed or reviewed by other Committees of the Council. Committee Chairmen are
invited to advise the Policy Committee of any additional policy reviews that are being
considered.
5. The following changes have been made since the work programme was published in the
agenda for the last meeting:a. The following items were added to the agenda for the 19 October Policy Committee
meeting to enable consideration by Members at the earliest opportunity:i)

Report back from Local Government Association Conference

ii)

Outcomes from the Complaints Process – April 2015 to March 2016

b. The following items have been rescheduled to enable further work to be undertaken:i)

Commercial Development Unit – Next Steps – deferred from October to November
2016;

ii)

The State of Nottinghamshire – removed from work programme;
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c.

The following new items have been added to the Work Programme:i)

Update on the Potential Inclusion of Bassetlaw in the Sheffield City Region
Mayoral Combined Authority – added to November 2016.

ii)

Budget Update – added to November 2016.

Other Options Considered
6. None.
Reason/s for Recommendation/s
7. To assist the Committee in preparing and managing its work programme.

Statutory and Policy Implications
8. This report has been compiled after consideration of implications in respect of finance, the
public sector equality duty, human resources, crime and disorder, human rights, the
safeguarding of children, ways of working, sustainability and the environment and those
using the service and where such implications are material they are described below.
Appropriate consultation has been undertaken and advice sought on these issues as
required.

RECOMMENDATION
1)

That the Committee’s work programme be noted, and consideration be given to any
changes which the Committee wishes to make.

Jayne Francis-Ward
Corporate Director - Resources
For any enquiries about this report please contact:
Keith Ford, Team Manager, Democratic Services Tel. 0115 9772590
E-mail: keith.ford@nottscc.gov.uk
Constitutional Comments (SLB)
The Committee has authority to consider the matters set out in this report by virtue of its terms
of reference.
Financial Comments (NS)
There are no financial implications arising directly from this report.

Background Papers
Except for previously published documents, which will be available elsewhere, the documents
listed here will be available for inspection in accordance with Section 100D of the Local
Government Act 1972.
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None
Electoral Division(s) and Member(s) Affected
All
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POLICY COMMITTEE - WORK PROGRAMME (AS AT 11 OCTOBER 2016)
Report Title
16 November 2016
Update on Possible
Inclusion of Bassetlaw in
the Sheffield City Region
Mayoral Combined
Authority
Commercial Development
Unit – Next Steps
Budget Update
Sheffield City Region
Combined Authority
consultation
Update on use of Urgency
Procedure
14 December 2016
Update on the work of East
Midlands Councils
Quarterly Performance
Report on Progress Against
the Strategic Plan and
Redefining Your Council
18 January 2017

Brief summary of agenda item

Lead Officer

Report
Author

Possible further update regarding consent to the
Parliamentary Orders (as detailed in report to Policy
Committee on 19 October).

Tim Gregory

Fiona
Anderson

To consider the next steps in progressing the
Commercial Development Unit.
Update on the Medium Term Financial Strategy and
2017/18 Budget.
Outcomes of the Secretary of State’s consideration of
proposals.

Martin Done

Martin Done

Nigel Stevenson

Paul Swift

Tim Gregory

Fiona
Anderson

To update Policy Committee about the number of
occasions the Urgency provisions have been used
and the reasons for their use.

Jayne Francis-Ward

Keith Ford

Quarterly Update from Stuart Young, Executive
Director.
To consider progress and performance against each
of the Strategic Plan priorities and the programmes
within Redefining Your Council.

Jayne Francis-Ward

Stuart Young

Nigel Stevenson

Celia Morris

Quarterly Update from Stuart Young, Executive
Director.
Update report as requested by Policy
Committee
on
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Jayne Francis-Ward

Stuart Young

Tim Gregory

Matt Lockley

8 February 2017
15 March 2017
Update on the work of East
Midlands Councils
Update on City of

1

Report Title

Brief summary of agenda item

Nottingham and
Nottinghamshire Economic
Prosperity Committee and
the Local Enterprise
Partnership
Quarterly Performance
Report on Progress Against
the Strategic Plan and
Redefining Your Council
19 April 2017

11 November 2015.

21 June 2017
Quarterly Performance
Report on Progress Against
the Strategic Plan and
Redefining Your Council

Lead Officer

Report
Author

To consider progress and performance against each
of the Strategic Plan priorities and the programmes
within Redefining Your Council.

Nigel Stevenson

Celia Morris

To consider progress and performance against each
of the Strategic Plan priorities and the programmes
within Redefining Your Council.

Nigel Stevenson

Celia Morris
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