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Level 1 SFRA Local Plan Sites Assessment

Summary Table

Fluvial / Tidal Flood Zone Coverage Risk of Flooding from Surface Water

Low Risk (1 in 1000 year
outline)

Medium Risk (1 in 100 year
outline)

High Risk (1 in 30 year

Flood Zone 3b .
outline)

Flood Zone 1 Flood Zone 2 Flood Zone 3a

02 April 2019
Indicative Use Number of Sites Area (ha) Area (ha) No. 100% Area (ha) Area (ha) Area (ha) Area (ha) Area (ha) No. Area (ha)
104 5763.22 5308.85 56. 67.73 47. 227.75 46. 158.90 34.00 603.83 103.00 222.35 102.00 119.19 94.
ixed Use 91.85 91.85 2.0 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.00 .00 11.34 0 4.29 .00 2.37 2.0
Hospital 46.96 39.78 1.0 1.68 1.0 1.66 2.0 3.85 2.00 16.62 0 7.63 .00 1.49 3.0
Recreational / Open Space 0.00 597.20 3.0 11.73 5.0 63.26 5.0 13.72 4.00 29.70 0 9.22 .00 4.86 8.0
Caravan Site 205.29 39.08 1.0 4.85 1.0 101.08 1.0 60.27 1.00 17.08 0 2.23 .00 0.82 1.0
TOTAL 120 6107.32 6076.76 63.00 85.99 54.00 393.75 54.00 236.74 21.00 678.58 119.00 245.71 117.00 128.73 108.00
Ke
The colour coding shows the highest risk
Flood Zone 3a lement of the flood zone that is present on .
Flood Zone 2 site and is not in itself an indication of Main Table
Flood Zone 1 + Surface Water] Whether the site should or shouldn’t be
Flood Zone 1 developed for flooding reason Fluvial / Tidal Flood Zone Coverage Risk of Flooding from Surface Water

Site Reference

Site Name

Indicative Use

Area (ha)

Low Risk (1in 1000 year
outline)

Medium Risk (1 in 100 year
outline)

High Risk (1in 30 year

Flood Zone 1 h
outline)

Flood Zone 2 Flood Zone 3a Flood Zone 3b

Area (ha) % Area (ha) % Area (ha) % Area (ha) % Area (ha) Area (ha) Area (ha)

Flood Risk Vulnerability
Classification (NPPF)

Level 1 Strategic
Recommendation
(see SFRA

Development Considerations

Council Comments

Consider site layout and design around
|West of Saughall Massie Residential 115.66 11 98.15 1.18 7| 11.60 More Vulnerable Recommendation C |flood risk LLFA : SW flood risk across 14% site

Development could be allocated on flood
risk grounds subject to consultation with
SP005 East of Garden Hey Road Residential 1.4( 100.00 More Vulnerable Recommendation D |the LPA / LLFA LLFA : minimal SW flood risk

Pikes Hey Road

Residential

More Vulnerable

Consider site layout and design around
flood risk

Consider site layout and design around
100.00 7.60 2 08| 1.22] More Vulnerable Recommendation C [flood risk LLFA : SW flood risk around main river corridor
Consider site layout and design around
SP010 North of Arrowe Brook Lane Residential 63.6! 63.676382] 99.99890 0.000700] 0.001099] 0.000000] 0.000000 0.00000( 0.000000 2.6 4.1 1.23] 1.9: 0.83) 1.31{No More Vulnerable Recommendation C [flood risk

LLFA : FZ2 limited to width of site boundary. Surface water run-off from site contributes to
property flooding at Rigby Drive and Arrowe Road. Consideration of attenuation
measures as part of design would alleviate flood risk elsewhere

LLFA : Agree

West of Column Road

Residential

More Vulnerable

Consider site layout and design around
flood risk

LLFA : multiple ordinary & significant SW flood risk towards east of site

North of Hilbre High School

Residential

More Vulnerable

Recommendation C

Consider site layout and design around
flood risk

LLFA : SW flood risk across 14% site. SW flooding impacts on highway at west end of site. Main
River (Newton Brook) crosses site

Development could be allocated on flood
risk grounds subject to consultation with
SP016 (West of Meols Drive Recreational / Open Space 75.94] 1.66 1.88 | Water compatible [Recommendation D [the LPA / LLFA LLFA : Agree

SP020A Arrowe Park Hospital Major Developed Site |Hospital development

SP026

M53 Corridor East of Woodchurch

Residential ! 100.00; lllll‘l More Vulnerable

Recommendation A

Development may be potentially
unsuitable based on SW flood risk (if
development cannot be directed away

Consider site layout and design around
100.00 0.14] 1 03] 0.27] More Vulnerable Recommendation C |flood risk LLFA : Agree

from risk areas, the site will be unsuitable [LLFA : SW Flood Risk <50% at 37%. Consider whether development could be allocated subject to

for development)

consultation.

JBA comments

Still Recommendation C as site can be
developed outside of flood risk areas (eastern
side). Consider redrawing site boundary away
from flood risk.

The indicative use of this site is recreational /
open space and has been assessed as a
"Water compatible' site (e.g. pitch/playing field)
and therefore in accordance with Flood Risk
Vulnerability Classification (FRCC-PPG), water
compatible sites can be developed with 75% in
FZ3a



| Consider site layout and design around
SP030 North of Lever Causeway Residential 148.82 148.82 100.00 0.00| 0.00 0.00) 0.00) 11.50] 7.73) 5.12] 3.4, 3.29 2.21|No More Vulnerable F C |flood risk LLFA : Agree Ordinary on site
Consider site layout and design around
|West of Landican Lane, Storeton Residential 16.95] 16.95 100.00 0.00) 0.00 0.00, 0.00, 0.12 0.72 0.00 0.00) 0.00 0.00|No More Vulnerable C |flood risk LLFA : Agree
Consider site layout and design around
Little Storeton Residential 5.97 5.97| 100.00 0.00| 0.00 0.00, 0.00, 0.02 0.38, 0.01 0.18, 0.00 0.00|No More Vulnerable F C |flood risk LLFA : Agree
Consider site layout and design around
North of Rest Hill Road Residential 60.94 60.94] 100.00 0.00, 0.00 0.00) 0.00, 3.02 4.95) 1.08] 1.77] 0.49 0.80|No More Vulnerable C |flood risk LLFA : Agree
Consider site layout and design around
Storeton Village Infill Village Residential 3.48 3.48, 100.00 0.00| 0.00 0.00| 0.00| 0.03 0.91 0.02 0.46) 0.01 0.29|No More Vulnerable F C |flood risk LLFA : Agree
Consider site layout and design around
SP035 North of Marsh Lane, Storeton Residential 8.38 8.38 100.00 0.00, 0.00 0.00, 0.00, 0.36 4.35) 0.08, 0.95) 0.08, 0.69|No More Vulnerable C |flood risk LLFA : Agree
A‘ A‘ Consider site layout and design around
SP036 North of Red Hill Road Residential 36.50 36.50] 100.00 0.00| .00 0.00| 0.00| 2.82 7.72) 1.14] 3.12 0.58, 1.59|No More Vulnerable F C |flood risk LLFA : Agree, ordinary cross site.
Consider site layout and design around
SP037 East of Brimstage Lane, Storeton Residential 46.85 46.85| 100.00 0.00, 0.00 0.00) 0.00, 4.26 9.10) 1.51 3.23] 0.65 1.39|No More Vulnerable C |flood risk LLFA : Agree, ordinary cross site.
Development could be allocated on flood
risk grounds subject to consultation with
SP038 East of Mount Road, Bebington Recreational / Open Space 26.86 26.86| 100.00 0.00 0.00, 0.00 0.00, 0.00 0.00, 0.82 3.04) 0.30 1.11 0.27, 0.99|No |Water compatible D [the LPA/LLFA LLFA : Agree
Development could be allocated on flood
risk grounds subject to consultation with
SP039 |South of Peter Prices Lane Recreational / Open Space 24.71 24.71 100.00 0.00 0.00, 0.00 0.00, 0.00 0.00] 1.87 7.58 0.65 2.65] 0.35 1.44|No | Water compatible ion D |the LPA / LLFA LLFA : Agree SW flood risk i with ordinary crossing site
Consider site layout and design around
SP040 North of CI idge Road Residential 11.53] 11.53 100.00 0.00 0.00| 0.00 0.00| 0.00 0.00| 0.96 8.33) 0.35 3.00, 0.17, 1.51|No More Vulnerable F C |flood risk LLFA : Agree
Consider site layout and design around
|West of Brimstage Lane, Storeton Residential . 1 . I . . . . . K 5 . 5 . More Vulnerable Recommendation C |flood risk LL : Agree

The watercourse will require a green corridor
free of development, which would have to be
incorporated into the design

Consider site layout and design around
SP049 |South of Mill Park, Eastham Residential 24.72 24.72] 100.00 0.00 0.00, 0.00 0.00, 0.00 0.00, 1.42 5.73] 0.41 1.64 0.24 0.95|No More Vulnerable C |flood risk LLFA : Agree
Consider site layout and design around
SP050 West of Rivacre Road, Eastham Mixed Use 44.03 44.03] 100.00 0.00 0.00) 0.00 0.00) 0.00 0.00) 278 6.32) 0.77, 1.75] 0.40 0.91|No More Vulnerable F C |flood risk LLFA : Agree
Consider site layout and design around
SPO51 East of Rivacre Road, Eastham Mixed Use 47.81 47.81 100.00 0.00 0.00, 0.00 0.00, 0.00) 8.56 17.90 3.52 7.35 1.97 4.13|No More Vulnerable C |flood risk LLFA : agree, SW flood risk 25%
A‘ Consider site layout and design around
SP052 Eastham Village Conservation Area Residential 32.68 32,68 100.00 0.00 0.00| 0.00 0.00| 0.00) 1.44] 4.41 0.53 1.63] 0.27, 0.83|No More Vulnerable F ion C |flood risk LLFA : Agree
Consider site layout and design around
SP053 St David's Road, Eastham Residential 14.49) 14.49 100.00 0.00 0.00, 0.00 0.00) . 0.00) 244 16.81 0.93 6.41 0.33 2.26|No More Vulnerable ion C |flood risk LLFA : Agree
Consider site layout and design around
St David's Road Infill Village Residential 12.31 12.31 100.00 0.00 0.00| 0.00 0.00| 0.00 0.00| 228 18.51 0.89 7.27, 0.32 2.57|No More Vulnerable F ion C |flood risk LLFA : Agree
Development could be allocated on flood
risk grounds subject to consultation with
North of St David's Road, Eastham Recreational / Open Space 116.07] 115.97 99.92] 0.02 0.02 0.08, 0.07, 0.00 0.00 2.36 2,04 0.29 0.25 0.00 0.00|No Water compatible ion D |the LPA / LLFA LLFA : FZ3a relates to tidal flood risk at eastern boundary.
Consider site layout and design around
|Carlett Park Major Developed Site Residential 5.06/ 5.06) 100.00 0.00 0.00, 0.00 0.00, 0.00 0.00) 0.13 2.56) 0.02/ 0.42 0.00{ 0.00|No More Vulnerable ion C |flood risk LLFA : Agree
“ (Consider site layout and design around
East of Ferry Road, Eastham Residential 15.75] 15.50 98.41 0.04} 0.22 1.37] 0 More Vulnerable ion C |flood risk LLFA : FZ3a relates to tidal flood risk at eastern boundary.
Consider site layout and design around
North of Station Road, Thurstaston Residential 168.57] 168.57 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00] X . . . . - - . More Vulnerable C |flood risk LLFA : Agree
Consider site layout and design around
Ti Village C: ion Area Residential 2247 2247 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00| . I ) g . . . L More Vulnerable F C |flood risk LLFA : Agree
Consider site layout and design around
|South of Station Road, Thurstaston Residential 191.42| 191.42] 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00] X . g 3 3 . . More Vulnerable C |flood risk LLFA : ordinary and i sw flood risk
Consider site layout and design around
SP059 West of Irby Road Residential 94.59 94.59| 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00| X I X l g . 1 - More Vulnerable F C |flood risk LLFA : agree
Consider site layout and design around
SPO59A Pensby Schools Major Developed Site Residential 4.49 4.49) 100.00 0.00 0.00 21.78] . . 0.25) 5.56) More Vulnerable Recommendation C |flood risk LLFA : 36% SW flood risk

Consider site layout and design around
SPO61 North of Gill's Lane, Pensby Residential 35.17 35.17] 100.00 0 25 2.41 More Vulnerable Recommendation C |flood risk

 Avoid FZ3b. Incorporate green corridor free of
development, which would have to be
incorporated into the design

Consider site layout and design around
flood risk. LLFA : agree
Consider site layout and design around
East of Bamnston Village Residential 0.00) . 0.00, . . . . 3 . . . More Vulnerable Recommendation C |flood risk

Barnston Village Conservation Area Residential B 3 0.00 I 0.00 0.00) . i . i 5 . . More Vulnerable Li

[3)

Consider site layout and design around
Residential 3 . X 1 X 1 X 1 . . X g X 1 More Vulnerable i flood risk

Consider site layout and design around
flood risk LLFA : Agree
Consider site layout and design around
SP066 East of Arrowe Park Road Residential X . X . X . . . . . . . More Vulnerable Recommendation C |flood risk LLFA : agree Significant SW flood risk at east of site

|SPO65L Overdale Avenue Infill Village LLFA : Agree

SPOBSN Woodlands Drive Infill Village

o

Residential X . X . X . X . . . 5 . More Vulnerable

Avoid FZ3b. Incorporate green corridor free of
development, which would have to be
incorporated into the design

_ Consider site layout and design around
SP068 Stanley Wood Residential 63.23 63.23] 100.00 89 74 49 3. 1 2.84] More Vulnerable Recommendation C |flood risk LLFA : Agree SW flood risk associated with ordinary watercourses

Consider site layout and design around
SP070 East of Barcombe Road Residential X . X . X . . - X . - More Vulnerable i flood risk LLFA : 36% SW flood risk and ordinary present
Consider site layout and design around
SPO71 Land at Chester Road, Gayton Residential 28.17 28.17| 100.00 X . X . X . . d . . ¢ More Vulnerable F C |flood risk LLFA : agree. Ordinary on site, 20% SW flood risk
Consider site layout and design around
SP072 West of Thornton Hough Residential 285.84) 285.84) 100.00 . . . . . . . - . More Vulnerable C |flood risk LLFA Agree, ordinary present
Consider site layout and design around
SPO72A |Oxford Drive Infill Village Residential 9.00 9.00| 100.00 0.00 0.00| 0.00 0.00| 0.00 0.00| 217, 24.14] 0.49 5.46) 0.12 1.35|No More Vulnerable F C |flood risk LLFA agree
Consider site layout and design around
SP073 |South of Parkgate Lane Residential 28.89 28.89] 100.00 0.00 0.00, 0.00 0.00, 0.00 0.00, 1.77] 6.11 0.18, 0.61 0.06) 0.21|No More Vulnerable C |flood risk LLFA agree
Consider site layout and design around
SP074 South of Thornton Hough Residential 106.23 106.23 100.00 0.00 0.00| 0.00 0.00| 0.00 0.00| 6.39 6.02) 211 1.98 1.34] 1.26|No More Vulnerable F C |flood risk LLFA Agree, ordinary present
Consider site layout and design around
SP075  Thornton Hough Conservation Area Residential X . . . . . . . . . . . More Vulnerable Recommendation C flood risk LLFA agree




Development could be allocated on flood
risk grounds subject to consultation with
SP084 Raby Village Infill Village Residential 4.0 4.04 100.00 More Vulnerable Recommendation D |the LPA / LLFA LLFA : agree

Consider site layout and design around ~ [LLFA : Short Medium & Long Term No Active Intervention Policy where undefended. Limited
SP100 Dee Coast North of Manners Lane Residential 100.00 1 0.07| More Vulnerable Recommendation C |flood risk interventions where defended




