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1. Introduction 

1.1 Overview 

1.1.1 Arup has been commissioned by RWE (hereafter referred to as ‘the Applicant’) to prepare an 
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) to support a section 36C variation application under 
the Electricity Act 1989 (‘the application’) for a proposed carbon capture plant (CCP) retrofit 
project at the existing Staythorpe Power Station (‘the Power Station’), Nottinghamshire. 

1.1.2 This Water Framework Directive (Water Environment (England and Wales) Regulations 
Regulations) assessment forms a technical appendix to the Water Environment and Flood Risk 
chapter of the Environmental Statement (ES) for the Staythorpe Carbon Capture Project, which 
is located in Staythorpe, Nottinghamshire. The application site (‘the Site’) location is shown in 
Figure 2.1: Site Location (ES Volume III). 

1.2 Objectives and Methodology 

1.2.1 The Water Environment (Water Framework Directive) (England and Wales) Regulations3 
(WER) transposed the European Water Framework Directive (WFD)1 into UK law in 2017. 
WFD Compliance Assessments typically comprise a stepped process undertaken in parallel with 
the design development for a proposed development. This includes the following key steps: 
• baseline assessment (screening); 

• preliminary assessment (scoping); 

• detailed impact assessment (where required); and 

• application of Regulation 19 (circumstances in which it is permissible not to achieve the 
objectives set for a water body, where applicable). 

1.2.2 This assessment comprises the screening and scoping assessment of this process. This 
assessment aims to determine if there are any activities associated with the Proposed 
Development that do not require further consideration, for example activities which have been 
ongoing since before the current River Basin Management Plans (RBMP) plan cycle and which 
have thus formed part of the baseline.  

1.2.3 The scoping assessment determines any likely permanent impacts of the Proposed Development. 
Temporary impacts (considered as those which would last less than three years, which is 
equivalent to half a RBMP cycle) are not considered to result in deterioration in WFD status and 
so have not been considered within the assessment in accordance with Part 4 of the WER 
legislation2. In this sense, impacts are not considered to result in a deterioration of the status if 
the water body: 
• is only impacted for a short time period; 

• is likely to recover within a short time period; and/or 

 

 
1 European Commission. Directive 2000/60/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council establishing a framework for the Community action in 

the field of water policy 

2 The Water Environment (Water Framework Directive) (England and Wales) Regulations 2017. Statutory Instruments; 2017 No. 407; Water 
Resources, England And Wales. Available at: https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2017/407 
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• is likely to recover without the need for any restoration measures. 

1.2.4 The spatial scope of the assessment includes all WFD designated surface water and groundwater 
bodies potentially affected by the Proposed Development. This considers the potential impacts of 
the Proposed Development on all of the relevant quality elements associated with the surface 
water and groundwater bodies affected, at the water body scale. 

1.2.5 This report aims to identify the potential effects of the Proposed Development on the current 
status and status objectives of water bodies present at the Site. The key objectives are:  
• To identify the relevant WFD water bodies that may be affected by the Proposed 

Development and collate the available WFD baseline information; 

• To identify relevant scheme components with the potential to affect the WFD water bodies 
at the Site, together with any embedded avoidance and mitigation measures integrated into 
the current design; and 

• To undertake a scoping assessment to identify elements of the Proposed Development with 
the potential to impact the current status and status objective of the relevant water bodies 
(including identification of any additional mitigation requirements). 

1.3 WFD Legislation 

1.3.1 The WFD3 has been in force since 2000 and is currently the most influential piece of EU 
legislation relating to the water environment. The Directive was transposed into UK law by The 
Water Environment (Water Framework Directive) (England and Wales) Regulations (amended 
2017)3. The Environment Agency (EA) is the competent authority responsible for delivering the 
Directive in England. 

1.3.2 The WFD Regulations aim to protect and enhance the quality of the water environment across 
England and Wales. It takes a holistic approach to the sustainable management of water by 
considering the interactions between surface water, groundwater and water-dependent 
ecosystems. 

1.3.3 Under the WFD, ‘water bodies’ are the basic management units and are defined as all or part of a 
river system or aquifer. These water bodies form part of a larger River Basin District (RBD), for 
which RBMPs are developed by the EA and environmental objectives are set. These RBMPs are 
produced every six years, in accordance with the river basin management planning cycle. 

1.3.4 The WFD requires the current condition or ‘status or potential’ of surface water and groundwater 
bodies to be classified and to set a series of objectives for maintaining or improving conditions 
so that water bodies reach and/or maintain ‘good status or potential’. These overall 
Environmental Objectives are: 
• to prevent the deterioration in the status of aquatic ecosystems, protect them and improve the 

ecological condition of waters; 

− to achieve at least ‘Good’ status for all water bodies by 2015. Where this is not possible 
and subject to the criteria set out in the Directive, to achieve Good status by 2021 or 
2027; 

• to meet the requirements of WFD Protected Areas; 

 

 
3 European Commission. Directive 2000/60/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council establishing a framework for the Community action in 

the field of water policy 
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• to promote sustainable use of water as a natural resource; 

• to conserve habitats and species that depend directly on water; 

• to progressively reduce or phase out the release of individual pollutants or groups of 
pollutants that present a significant threat to the aquatic environment; 

• to progressively reduce the pollution of groundwater and prevent or limit the entry of 
pollutants; and 

• to contribute to mitigating the effects of floods and droughts. 

1.3.5 All proposed developments with the potential to interact with the water environment must be 
assessed to ensure that the aims of the WFD are being met. Where a scheme is shown to 
contravene the WFD, a Regulation 19 derogation must be sought from the relevant authority.  

1.3.6 The assessment has been undertaken in accordance with relevant guidance from the EA4 and 
advisory note provided by The Planning Inspectorate5. This assessment identifies the activities 
related to the Proposed Development that may cause deterioration or prevent a water body from 
meeting its objectives.  

1.3.7 Further details regarding the water body status classification process that applies under the 
WFD, the requirements of WFD Compliance Assessments, and relevant guidance is provided in 
Annex A of this report. 

 

 

 
4 Environment Agency, (2010), Assessing new modifications for compliance with WFD: detailed supplementary guidance. 

5 The Planning Inspectorate (2025), Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects: Advice on the Water Framework Directive. 
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2. Proposed Development Site 

2.1 Location 

2.1.1 The Site is located approximately 1.5 km west of the town of Newark-on-Trent, on the left bank 
of the River Trent. The Site location is shown in Figure 2.1: Site Location (ES Volume III) and 
in Plate 1 below. 

 

 
Plate 1: Location of the Site  

2.1.2 The Site’s location is described in Chapter 2: Site and Site Surroundings (ES Volume I). 

Watercourses 

2.1.3 The water bodies and notable water-related infrastructure at, or hydrologically connected to, the 
Proposed Development are shown in Plate 2 and described below based on a site walkover 
undertaken in July 2024. It is considered that water environment surveys remain reliable in the 
absence of significant changes in the site layout or hydrology6.  

 

 

 
6 Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management (2019) Advice Note: On the lifespan of ecological reports and surveys. April 2019. 
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Plate 2: Water bodies at the Site 

River Trent  

2.1.4 The River Trent flows in a northeasterly direction along the southeastern boundary of the Site 
and can be characterised as: 
• channel width: ~90m; 
• bed composition: silt/sand; 
• low gradient river dominated by glide type flow units; 
• left-bank (Power Station side) composition: artificial (likely concrete) retaining wall 

(measuring between 1.5 m and 3 m above ‘normal’ water level) with five bar screen 
structures embedded utilised for abstraction (see Plate 3); 

• right-bank (opposite the Power Station) composition: cohesive earth bank densely vegetated 
with willow, hawthorn, grasses etc.; 

• left-bank land use: the Power Station (including areas of permanent grassland, agriculture 
upstream and downstream, with sporadic boat moorings present upstream); and 

• right-bank land use: agriculture (arable crop) with public right of way following bank. 
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2.1.5 The River Trent bifurcates (divides into two channels) into a navigable and a non-navigable 
section to the east of the Site. The non-navigable section (labelled as Trent bifurcation in Plate 2 
above) runs northwards while the navigable section continues in a more northwesterly direction. 
There is a long weir to the east of the Site (‘Averham weir’) over which water can spill if the 
river level is high enough. A notch in the structure close to the Power Station provides a 
continuous flow into the non-navigable section and provides a passage for fish migration.  

2.1.6 During the site walkover, it was noted that the Trent had generally low turbidity at the edge of 
the channel, making the bed visible and macrophytes (lily pads) and freshwater mussels or clams 
(unidentified) were present. 

 

a.  b.  

c.  

Plate 3: Photographs of the River Trent showing a. macrophytes and fauna present in-channel, b. bar screens within 
the retaining wall and c. the weir at the Trent bifurcation taken from Google images 
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Rundell Dyke 

2.1.7 The Rundell Dyke flows in a northeasterly direction through the northern part of Site before 
discharging to the Trent bifurcation which flows adjacent to east of the Proposed Development. 
Within the Site, the Rundell Dyke has the following characteristics: 
• channel width: (bank top to bank top) 3m; 
• channel depth: (bank top to bed) 2m; 
• wetted width: 1m; and 
• wetted depth: 0.1m. 

2.1.8 Downstream of the Proposed Development, near the confluence with the bifurcated Trent, the 
Rundell Dyke can be characterised as: 
• channel width: (bank top to bank top) 9m; 
• channel depth: (bank top to bed) 4m; 
• wetted width: 1.5m; 
• wetted depth: 0.2m; 
• bed composition: small boulders covered in fines and macrophytes/algae; 
• flow type: glide; 
• bank composition: cohesive earth banks, thick grasses; 
• right bank land use: arable (barley); and 
• left bank land use: pasture. 

2.1.9 It is understood that the Internal Drainage Board (IDB) ‘maintains’ this watercourse, including 
mowing activities. 

2.1.10 During the site walkover, wrack marks (line of debris deposited in flood waters, indicative of 
flood extent) were identified both in-channel, approximately 2 m higher than current water level, 
and on the floodplain indicative of recent flooding. Where the Rundell Dyke forms a confluence 
with the Trent, a sand bar/spit was noted on the left bank, with marginal deadwater/ pool off the 
right bank (slightly downstream of the mouth on the Trent). Further, bank erosion was evident 
on the right bank of the Trent in the vicinity of the confluence, although this does not appear to 
be associated with the contribution of Rundell Dyke flow, and foam was evident on the water’s 
surface. 
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a.  b.  

Plate 4: Photographs of Rundell Dyke showing a. the Dyke looking downstream towards the confluence with the 
bifurcated Trent and b. the Dyke with the Site adjacent Pond 1 (refer to Plate 2 for pond location) 

Ponds on Site 

2.1.11 There are three ponds present on Site, which are in addition to the watercourses. The ponds are 
not classified as WFD surface water bodies or lake water bodies. However, they are located 
within the catchment areas of other surface water bodies and are located in proximity to the 
Proposed Development (see Appendix 10A, ES Volume II).  

Pond 1 

2.1.12 The westernmost pond is the largest of the three ponds on Site measuring ~10,000m2,  
established in c.1948 for gravel extraction purposes. At the time of survey, the surface of the 
pond was covered with weeds/ algae, which impeded visibility and is indicative of eutrophic 
conditions. Towards the eastern side of the pond, a network of pipes is present on the surface 
that is understood to be inactive relics of previous aeration infrastructure when the pond was 
used for fishing. The perimeter of the pond is lined with thick shrubs and trees. 
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Plate 5: Photograph of Pond 1 on Site 

Pond 2 

2.1.13 The central pond is approximately 5,000 m2 in planform size. Some surface weeds/ algae were 
noted during the site walkover, but they covered less than a third of the water’s surface.  

Pond 3 

2.1.14 The easternmost pond is approximately 2,400 m2 in planform size with a central island that is 
densely vegetated with trees and shrubs. Macrophytes in the form of reeds are present within the 
pond and a lesser extent of algal bloom was noted compared to the other two ponds on Site.  

Floodwater flows within the Site 

2.1.15 During flood events, flood water flows around the western and northern sides of the existing 
Power Station development platform. A channel designed to accommodate these floodwater 
flows as water passes under the Power Station access road is present to the south of Pond 1. 
Floodwater flows in a general northeasterly direction beneath the Power Station access road 
before discharging into the Rundell Dyke. At the time of survey, the area was not flooded. The 
channel comprises a concrete, trapezoidal channel measuring approximately 2 m deep and 0.5 m 
wide at the bed, and approximately 3 m wide at bank top.  
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a.  b.  

c.  

Plate 6 Photographs of the floodwater drainage channel that is present in the western portion of the Site showing a. the 
channel looking upstream, b. the channel looking downstream to the crossing of the access road and c. the flood 
conveyance culverts beneath the access road 

2.1.16 The floodwater channel directs flows beneath the access road via a concrete bridge with central 
pillars within the channel. The land surrounding Pond 1 to the north of the floodwater channel is 
hydrologically connected to the land surrounding Pond 2 and 3 via a series of ~21 concrete 
culverts beneath the length of the access road, each measuring ~1.5 m in diameter. Additionally, 
the field within which Ponds 2 and 3 are located is hydrologically connected to land north of the 
Nottingham to Lincoln railway line during times of flood, via an access road culvert beneath the 
railway line. Wrack marks were present along the gates of this access road culvert at a height of 
approximately 1 m. 
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Geology and Hydrogeology 

2.1.17 The British Geological Survey (BGS) 1:50,000 scale mapping7 indicates that the Site is 
underlain by superficial deposits comprising alluvium of clay, silt, sand and gravel. The bedrock 
geology beneath the Site comprises the Gunthorpe Member of Mudstone. 

2.1.18 The aquifer of the superficial deposits underlying the Site is designated as a Secondary A 
aquifer. The bedrock aquifer underlying the Site is also designated as a Secondary B aquifer. 
These designations indicate the superficial permeable geology is capable of supporting water 
supplies at a local scale and may provide important base flow to rivers whilst the bedrock 
comprises lower permeability layers that may store and yield limited amounts of groundwater 
through characteristics like fissures and openings or eroded layers. 

2.1.19 Borehole data available from the BGS8 suggest that in the vicinity of the Site, groundwater has 
been encountered at between 0.6 m and 2.59 m below ground level (bgl). 

2.2 Proposed Development 

2.2.1 A description of the Proposed Development is provided in Chapter 3: Proposed Development 
description and alternatives (ES Volume I) and the methods anticipated for its construction are 
outlined in Chapter 4: Construction programme and management (ES Volume I). This appendix 
should be read in conjunction with these chapters which inform the assessment of impacts, 
assessed in this appendix. 

Construction Phase Mitigation 

2.2.2 An outline Construction Environmental Management Plan (oCEMP) has been developed and 
accompanies the application (see Appendix 4A, ES Volume II). The final CEMP will be 
developed during the detailed design stage prior to construction. This will outline environmental 
issues identified within the Site; provide a register of relevant legislation and consents 
requirements; define agreed mitigation measures in work method statements to assist in 
compliance with prevailing legislation, works licences and permits, planning approvals, and best 
practice guidance. The final CEMP will be adapted and updated as required during the 
construction phase by the appointed construction contractor(s).  

2.2.3 The final CEMP would include measures to avoid or minimise impacts to the water environment 
during construction of the Proposed Development, in alignment construction industry best 
practice and with EA guidance and best practice. 

  

 

 
7 British Geological Survey (2020) Geology of Britain Viewer. Available at: http://mapapps.bgs.ac.uk/geologyofbritain/home.html?. Accessed on: 

09/08/2024 

8 British Geological Survey (2025) GeoIndex Onshore. Available at: 
https://mapapps2.bgs.ac.uk/geoindex/home.html?layer=BGSBoreholes&_ga=2.266366861.2046089753.1723203910-324024838.1723203910 
Accessed on 01/09/2025 

http://mapapps.bgs.ac.uk/geologyofbritain/home.html?
https://mapapps2.bgs.ac.uk/geoindex/home.html?layer=BGSBoreholes&_ga=2.266366861.2046089753.1723203910-324024838.1723203910
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Pollution Control 

Control of sediment runoff 

2.2.4 Best practice will be adopted to minimise the risk of silt pollution to nearby watercourses during 
construction activities under the control of the CEMP. This will involve the identification of 
potential sources and pathways to watercourses and water bodies, and the application of 
appropriate measures, where necessary, to avoid or control silt runoff. For example, this may 
include: 
• seeding or covering exposed ground and sediment stockpiles, where practicable; 

• only removing vegetation from areas that need to be exposed in the near future; 

• minimising the amount of time soil stockpiles are exposed for; 

• all plant and wheel washing to be carried out in a designated area at least 10 m from any 
water body or surface drain; 

• runoff to be collected in lagoons or settlement tanks (or similar) to allow suspended solids to 
settle and be removed to appropriate levels before discharge to the nearby watercourse; and 

• any runoff water containing silt or other pollutants to be treated appropriately before 
discharge back to the water environment. 

Spillages 

2.2.5 A pollution risk assessment will be carried out for the Site ahead of construction, considering 
both the storage and transportation of materials used. This will identify potentially hazardous 
materials or activities and assess the probability and magnitude of potentially harmful effects. 
From this, a pollution incident response plan would be compiled to identify the specific 
measures needed to reduce the likelihood of a spillage happening, and to minimise the impact of 
any spills that may occur. 

Biosecurity 

2.2.6 Good biosecurity practices are vital for preventing the spread of invasive non-native species 
(INNS) and pathogens such as waterborne fish diseases. Measures will be adopted so that the 
construction activities do not lead to the spread of INNS or pathogens. See Appendix 10A (ES 
Volume II) for more detail on INNS. 

2.2.7 To avoid the spread of invasive species the following measures will be adhered to, and detailed 
within the CEMP, during construction. Mitigation measures are also identified in the Outline 
Ecological Mitigation and Enhancement Plan (oEMEP) (Appendix 10C, ES Volume II): 
• the construction contractor’s ecologist to undertake toolbox talks to inform construction 

contractors of any INNS prior to works starting; 

• ensure all site teams are briefed in EA Check Clean Dry procedure and will be made aware 
of areas on site where INNS are known to be present; and 

• avoid working in areas where INNS are present. Where this is not possible, appropriate 
biosecurity measures are to be adopted, such as implementing the Check Clean Dry 
procedures for equipment and vehicles working in areas of known INNS presence. 
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3. Baseline Assessment  

3.1.1 The Proposed Development is located within the Trent Lower and Erewash surface water 
management catchment, across the Nottingham Urban and Nottinghamshire South A operational 
catchments, and within the Trent Lower Erewash – Secondary Combined groundwater 
operational catchment. All operational catchments are located within the Humber RBD. 

3.1.2 The WFD status, status objectives and programme of measures derived by the EA for water 
bodies located within this RBD are outlined within the 2022 Cycle 3 Humber RBMP9. A 
baseline (screening) assessment has been undertaken to identify the relevant WFD surface water 
and groundwater bodies potentially affected by the Proposed Development. These water bodies 
are summarised in the sections below along with the latest available EA WFD baseline data. 

3.2 Relevant WFD Water Bodies 

3.2.1 Four WFD surface water bodies and one groundwater body are present within the vicinity of the 
Proposed Development. These are shown in Plate 7 and summarised in  

3.2.2 Table 1. 

3.2.3 The Site spans three WFD surface water body catchments (see Plate 7), namely the Greet 
Catchment (trib of Trent), Trent from Soar to The Beck and Pingley/Rundell Dyke Catch Upper 
(trib of Trent) and is hydrologically connected to the downstream Trent Bifurcation Pingley 
Dyke to Winthorpe water body. The extent of these water body catchments is shown in Plate 8. 
It should be noted that the Proposed Development site is understood to be largely within the 
Pingley/ Rundell Dyke Catch Upper catchment rather than the Greet catchment based on the 
topography and drainage experienced on Site. 
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Plate 7: Location of Proposed Development in relation to WFD surface water bodies 
 

 
Plate 8: Extent of WFD surface water body catchments 
 
Table 1: WFD water bodies present at the Site 

Water Body Name Water Body ID Water Body Type Hydromorphological 
Designation 

Catchment 
Area/length 

Greet Catchment 
(trib of Trent) 

GB104028053410 River Not designated artificial 
or heavily modified 

63.168 km2 

16.458 km 

Trent from Soar to 
The Beck 

GB104028053110 River Heavily Modified 139.732 km2 

71.256 km 

Pingley/ Rundell 
Dyke Catch Upper 
(trib of Trent) 

GB104028053420 River  Not designated artificial 
or heavily modified 

30.439 km2 

7.658 km 

Trent Bifurcation 
Pingley Dyke to 
Winthorpe 

GB104028053390 River Not designated artificial 
or heavily modified 

13.223 km2 

5.234 km 

Lower Trent 
Erewash – 
Secondary 
Combined 

GB40402G990300 Groundwater body N/A 1924.402 km2 

N/A 
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3.3 Surface Waters 

Greet Catchment (trib of Trent) 

3.3.1 The Greet Catchment water body currently has Poor Ecological status. A breakdown of the 
current status and status objectives of the water body is provided in Table 2. 

Table 2: Summary of the WFD status of the Greet Catchment from the EA Catchment Data Explorer12 
 Cycle 3 RBMP 

2019 Status 2022 Status Objective Reason 

ECOLOGICAL STATUS POOR POOR Moderate 
by 2015 

Disproportionately 
expensive/ 
Disproportionate 
burdens/ 
Unfavourable 
balance of cost 
and benefits 

Biological quality elements Poor Poor Good by 
2027 

Disproportionately 
expensive/ 
Disproportionate 
burdens 

Invertebrates Good High Good by 
2015 

 

Fish Poor Poor Good by 
2027 

Disproportionately 
expensive/ 
Disproportionate 
burdens 

Macrophytes sub-element Moderate Moderate Good by 
2015 

 

Physico-chemical quality 
elements 

Moderate Moderate Moderate 
by 2015 

Disproportionately 
expensive/ 
Unfavourable 
balance of costs 
and benefits 

Ammonia (Phys-Chem) High High Good by 
2015 

 

Biological Oxygen 
Demand 

 High   

Dissolved oxygen High High Good by 
2015 

 

Phosphate Poor Poor Moderate 
by 2015 

Disproportionately 
expensive/ 
Unfavourable 
balance of costs 
and benefits 

Temperature High Good Good by 
2015 

 

pH High High Good by 
2015 

 

Hydromorphological 
Supporting Elements 

Not high Not high Not high by 
2015 
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 Cycle 3 RBMP 

2019 Status 2022 Status Objective Reason 

Hydrological Regime Does not support 
good 

Does not support good Does not 
support 
good by 
2021 

Disproportionately 
expensive/ 
Unfavourable 
balance of costs 
and benefits 

Morphology Not high Not high   

CHEMICAL STATUS FAIL *Does not require 
assessment 

Good by 
2063 

Natural 
conditions: 
Chemical status 
recovery time/ 

Technically 
infeasible: No 
known technical 
solution is 
available 

Priority hazardous 
substances 

Fail Does not require 
assessment 

Good by 
2063 

Benzo(a)pyrene Fail  Good by 
2033 

Technically 
infeasible: No 
known technical 
solution is 
available 

Dioxins and dioxin-like 
compounds  

Good  Good by 
2015 

 

Heptachlor and cis-
Heptachlor epoxide 

Good  Good by 
2015 

 

Hexabromocyclododecane 
(HBCDD) 

Good  Good by 
2015 

 

Hexachlorobenzene Good  Good by 
2015 

 

Hexachlorobutadiene Good  Good by 
2015 

 

Mercury and Its 
Compounds 

Fail  Good by 
2040 

Natural 
conditions: 
Chemical status 
recovery time 

Perfluorooctane sulphonate 
(PFOS) 

Fail  Good by 
2039 

Technically 
infeasible: No 
known technical 
solution is 
available 

Polybrominated diphenyl 
ethers (PBDE) 

Fail  Good by 
2063 

Natural 
conditions: 
Chemical status 
recovery time 

Priority substances Good Does not require 
assessment 

Good by 
2015 
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 Cycle 3 RBMP 

2019 Status 2022 Status Objective Reason 

Other Pollutants Does not require 
assessment 

Does not require 
assessment 

Does not 
require 
assessment 
by 2015 

 

*Note: Chemical Status is assessed once per RBMP Cycle (every 6 years) and so was last assessed in 2019 (and is 
recorded as ‘does not require assessment’ within the latest interim Cycle 3 2022 status classifications) 

EA Monitoring Data 

3.3.2 There are no published EA biological monitoring10 sites or water quality monitoring11 sites in 
the Greet Catchment covering the last 5 years.  

Reasons for not achieving Good status (RNAG) and reasons for deterioration (RFD) 

3.3.3 The EA’s ‘reasons for not achieving good’ (RNAG) dataset suggests a variety of reasons are 
responsible for the Greet catchment not achieving its Good Ecological Potential (GEP) objective, 
as summarised in Table 3. The RNAGs comprise 2 reasons relating to physical modifications 
and pollution from rural areas, and 1 reason relating to pollution from waste water; pollution 
from towns, cities and transport; and INNS respectively. 

Table 3: The Reasons for Not Achieving Good (RNAG) status for the Greet Catchment 

Classification 
Item 

Classification 
Element 

Category Activity Significant Water 
Management Issues 
(SWMI) 

Chemical Polybrominated 
diphenyl ethers 
(PBDE) and Mercury 
and Its Compounds 

N/A N/A Measures delivered to 
address reason, 
awaiting recovery 

Benzo(a)pyrene Sector under 
investigation 

Unknown (pending 
investigation) 

Unknown (pending 
investigation) 

Perfluorooctane 
sulphonate (PFOS) 

Sector under 
investigation 

Unknown (pending 
investigation) 

Unknown (pending 
investigation) 

Phosphate Water Industry/ 
Urban and Transport/ 
Agriculture and rural 
land management 

Sewage discharge 
(continuous)/ 
Transport Drainage/ 
Poor livestock 
management/ Poor 

Point source/ Diffuse 
source 

 

 
10 Environment Agency (2025) Ecology and Fish Data Explorer. Available at: https://environment.data.gov.uk/ecology/explorer/ [Accessed 

02/09/2025].  

11 Environment Agency (2025) Water Quality Archive. Available at: https://environment.data.gov.uk/water-quality/view/explore [Accessed 
02/09/2025].  

https://environment.data.gov.uk/ecology/explorer/
https://environment.data.gov.uk/water-quality/view/explore
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Classification 
Item 

Classification 
Element 

Category Activity Significant Water 
Management Issues 
(SWMI) 

nutrient 
management 

Biological Macrophytes and 
Phytobenthos 
combined 

Sector under 
investigation 

Unknown (pending 
investigation) 

Unknown (pending 
investigation) 

Fish No sector responsible/ 
Other/ Domestic – 
General Public 

North American 
Signal Crayfish/ 
Groundwater 
abstraction/ 
Reservoir-
Impoundment – non 
flow related/ 
Barriers – 
ecological 
discontinuity 

Invasive non-native 
species/ Flow/ 
Physical modification 

Invertebrates Urban and Transport/ 
Agricultural and rural 
land management/ 
Water Industry/ No 
sector responsible 

Transport drainage/ 
Poor Livestock 
Management/ 
Sewage discharge 
(continuous)/ 
Norther American 
signal crayfish 

Diffuse source/ Point 
source/ Invasive non-
native species 

WFD Protected Areas 

3.3.4 The water body is located within the WFD Protected Areas summarised in Table 4. Where a 
WFD water body falls within or forms all or part of one of these designated Protected Areas, the 
water body is subject to additional environmental objectives (and associated monitoring regimes, 
risk assessments, and regulations) in accordance with the relevant, previous Directive(s). 

Table 4: WFD Protected Areas within the Greet catchment 

Directive Protected Area Name ID 

Nitrates Directive Nottinghamshire G40 

Nitrates Directive Hallhaughton Dumble Catchment (trib of R Greet) NVZ S328 

Nitrates Directive River Trent from Soar to Carlton-on-Trent NVZ S320 
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Mitigation Measures Data 

3.3.5 A mitigation measures assessment, a component of the RBMP, has been undertaken by the EA 
for the water body and the following measures have been identified for the water body in the 
RBMP. 

Table 5: Mitigation Measures assessment for the Greet Catchment 

Mitigation Measure 
Category Tier 1 

Mitigation Measure Category 
Tier 2 

Mitigation Measure Category Tier 3 

To control or manage 
abstractions 

Amend permit limits on 
abstractions 

Reduce abstraction rate (daily or hourly) 

To control or manage 
diffuse source inputs 

Reduce diffuse pollution at source Restrict plumbing and drainage modifications/ 
installations by unqualified people 

To control or manage 
invasive non-native 
species 

Reduce the impact and spread Investigate sustainable and cost-effective methods 
for managing established invasions of non-native 
species 

To control or manage 
point source discharges  

Improve sewerage drainage 
systems (including intermittent 
discharges) 

Improve water company intermittent discharges 

Improve sewerage drainage 
systems (including intermittent 
discharges) 

Increase maintenance of sewerage drainage 
system 

Amend permit limits at Sewage 
Treatment Works (2 measures) 

Improve Sewage Treatment Works to meet an 
amended permit limit (2 measures) 

To control or manage 
point source inputs 

Reduce point source pathways (i.e. 
control entry to water 
environment) 

Sewerage system re-design and rebuild 

To control or manage 
rural diffuse pollution 

Improve land management 
practices 

Improve arable and grassland soil management 

Manage, contain and treat runoff 
(3 measures) 

Manage and treat runoff and ditch outfalls (3 
measures) 

To control or manage 
urban diffuse pollution 

Reduce pollution from misuse of 
the drainage system 

Rectify household misconnections to the surface 
water system 

Trent from Soar to The Beck 

3.3.6 The Trent from Soar to The Beck water body is designated as a Heavily Modified Water Body 
(HMWB) with stretches of artificial retaining walls, weirs and a highway crossing present within 
the vicinity of the Proposed Development. The HMWB status is attributed to physical 
modification related to urban and transport, local and central government and navigation. 

3.3.7 The Trent from Soar to The Beck water body currently has an Overall Status of Moderate and 
Ecological Potential of Moderate. A breakdown of the current status and status objectives of the 
water body is provided in Table 6. 

Table 6: Summary of the WFD status of the Trent from Soar to The Beck from the EA Catchment Data Explorer12 
 Cycle 3 RBMP 

2019 Status 2022 Status Objective Reason 

ECOLOGICAL STATUS MODERATE MODERATE MODERATE 
by 2015 

Disproportionately 
expensive: Disproportionate 
burdens 
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 Cycle 3 RBMP 

2019 Status 2022 Status Objective Reason 

Biological quality elements Moderate Moderate Good by 2027 Disproportionately 
expensive: Disproportionate 
burdens 

Invertebrates Moderate Moderate Good by 2015  

Macrophytes sub-element Moderate Moderate Good by 2027 Disproportionately 
expensive: Disproportionate 
burdens 

Phytobenthos sub-element Moderate Moderate Good by 2027 Disproportionately 
expensive: Disproportionate 
burdens 

Physico-chemical quality 
elements 

Moderate Moderate Moderate by 
2015 

Disproportionately 
expensive: Disproportionate 
burdens 

Acid Neutralising 
Capacity 

High High Good by 2015  

Ammonia (Phys-Chem) High High Good by 2015  

Biological Oxygen 
Demand 

 Good   

Dissolved oxygen High High Good by 2015  

Phosphate Poor Poor Moderate by 
2027 

Disproportionately 
expensive: Disproportionate 
burdens 

Temperature Good Good Good by 2015  

pH High High Good by 2015  

Hydromorphological 
Supporting Elements 

Not high Not high Not high by 
2015 

 

Hydrological Regime Supports Good Supports Good  Supports Good 
by 2015 

 

Supporting elements 
(surface water) 

Moderate Moderate Good by 2027 Disproportionately 
expensive: Disproportionate 
burdens 

Mitigation Measure 
Assessment 

Moderate or 
less 

Moderate or 
less 

Good by 2027 

Specific pollutants High High High by 2015  

Arsenic High High High by 2015  

Chlorothalonil High High High by 2015  

Chromium (VI) High High High by 2015  

Copper  High High High by 2015  

Diazinon High High High by 2015  

Dimethoate High High High by 2015  

Iron High High High by 2015  
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 Cycle 3 RBMP 

2019 Status 2022 Status Objective Reason 

Manganese High High High by 2015  

Mecoprop High High High by 2015  

Pendimethalin High High High by 2015  

Phenol High High High by 2015  

Toluene High High High by 2015  

Zinc High High High by 2015  

CHEMICAL STATUS Fail *Does not 
require 
assessment 

Good by 2063  

Priority hazardous 
substances 

Fail Does not 
require 
assessment 

Good by 2063  

Anthracene Good  Good by 2015  

Benzo(a)pyrene Good  Good by 2015  

Benzo(b)fluoranthene Good  Good by 2015  

Benzo(g-h-i)perylene Good  Good by 2015  

Benzo(k)fluoranthene Good  Good by 2015  

Cadmium and Its 
Compounds 

Good  Good by 2015  

Di(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 
(Priority hazardous) 

Good  Good by 2015  

Dioxins and dioxin-like 
compounds 

Good  Good by 2015  

Heptachlor and cis-
Heptachlor epoxide 

Good  Good by 2015  

Hexabromocyclododecane 
(HBCDD) 

Good  Good by 2015  

Hexachlorobenzene Good  Good by 2015  

Hexachlorobutadiene Good  Good by 2015  

Hexachlorocyclohexane Good  Good by 2015  

Mercury and Its 
Compounds 

Fail  Good by 2040 Natural conditions: 
Chemical status recovery 
time 

Nonylphenol Good  Good by 2015  

Pentachlorobenzene Good  Good by 2015  

Perfluorooctane 
sulphonate (PFOS) 

Fail  Good by 2039 Technically infeasible: No 
known technical solution is 
available 
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 Cycle 3 RBMP 

2019 Status 2022 Status Objective Reason 

Polybrominated diphenyl 
ethers (PBDE) 

Fail  Good by 2063 Natural conditions: 
Chemical status recovery 
time 

Quinoxyfen Good  Good by 2015  

Tributyltin Compounds Good  Good by 2015  

Priority substances Good Does not 
require 
assessment 

Good by 2015  

1,2-dichloroethane Good  Good by 2015  

Aclonifen Good  Good by 2015  

Alachlor Good  Good by 2015  

Benzene Good  Good by 2015  

Bifenox Good  Good by 2015  

Chlorpyrifos Good  Good by 2015  

Cybutryne Good  Good by 2015  

Cypermethrin (Priority) Good  Good by 2015  

Dichloromethane Good  Good by 2015  

Dichlorvos (Priority) Good  Good by 2015  

Fluoranthene Good  Good by 2015  

Lead and Its Compounds Good  Good by 2015  

Nickel and Its 
Compounds 

Good  Good by 2015  

Octylephenol Good  Good by 2015  

Pentachlorophenol Good  Good by 2015  

Terbutryn Good  Good by 2015  

Trichlorobenzenes Good  Good by 2015  

Trichloromethane Good  Good by 2015  

Other Pollutants Good Does not 
require 
assessment 

Good by 2015  

Aldrin, Dieldrin, Endrin 
& Isodrin 

Good  Good by 2015  

Carbon Tetrachloride Good  Good by 2015  

DDT Total Good  Good by 2015  

Tetrachloroethylene Good  Good by 2015  

Trichloroethylene Good  Good by 2015  

Para – para DDT Good  Good by 2015  
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EA Monitoring Data 

3.3.8 There is one published EA biological monitoring10 site but no water quality monitoring11 sites in 
the Trent from Soar to The Beck within 2km of the Proposed Development covering the last five 
years. The biological monitoring comprises Fish data undertaken at Farndon Net (ID: 41974), 
approximately 1.2 km upstream of the Proposed Development, in September 2021, 2022 and 
2023. The monitoring was undertaken using the wrap around seine netting with a single catch 
sample method. The bulk counts are summarised in Table 7. 

Table 7: Summary of Fish monitoring bulk counts in the last 5 years on the Trent from Soar to the Beck 
Survey ID Event Date Species Name Latin Name Count 

160235 21/09/21 Roach Rutilus rutilus 42 

160235 21/09/21 Dace Leuciscus leuciscus 4 

161626 28/09/22 Gudgeon Gobio gobio 98 

163751 25/09/23 Dace Leuciscus leuciscus 27 

163751 25/09/23 Roach Rutilus rutilus 16 

163751 25/09/23 Gudgeon Gobio gobio 27 

Reasons for not achieving Good status (RNAG) and reasons for deterioration (RFD) 

3.3.9 The EA’s RNAG dataset suggests a variety of reasons are responsible for the Trent from Soar to 
The Beck not achieving its GEP objective, as summarised in Table 8. The RNAGs comprise 3 
reasons related to physical modification, 2 reasons owing to pollution from waste water and one 
from pollution from towns, cities and transport. 

Table 8: The Reasons for Not Achieving Good (RNAG) status for the Trent from Soar to The Beck Catchment 

Classification 
Item 

Classification 
Element 

Category Activity Significant Water 
Management Issues 
(SWMI) 

Chemical Mercury and Its 
Compounds 

N/A N/A Measures delivered to 
address reason, 
awaiting recovery 

Perfluorooctane 
sulphonate (PFOS) 

Sector under 
investigation 

Unknown (pending 
investigation) 

Unknown (pending 
investigation) 

Polybrominated 
diphenyl ethers 
(PBDE) 

N/A N/A Measures delivered to 
address reason, 
awaiting recovery 

Phosphate Water Industry/ 
Urban and Transport 

Sewage discharge 
(continuous)/ 
Transport Drainage 

Point source/ Diffuse 
source 

Biological Macrophytes and 
Phytobenthos 
combined 

Sector under 
investigation 

Unknown (pending 
investigation) 

Unknown (pending 
investigation) 
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Classification 
Item 

Classification 
Element 

Category Activity Significant Water 
Management Issues 
(SWMI) 

Mitigation 
Measures 
Assessment 

Mitigation Measures 
Assessment 

Urban and Transport/ 
Local and Central 
Government/ 
Navigation 

Other Physical Modification 

WFD Protected Areas 

3.3.10 The Trent from Soar to The Beck water body is located within the WFD Protected Areas 
summarised in Table 9.  

 
Table 9: WFD Protected Areas within the Trent from Soar to The Beck catchment 

Directive Protected Area Name ID 

Nitrates Directive River Trent from Soar to Carlton-on 
Trent NVZ 

S320 

Urban Waste Water Treatment 
Directive 

River Trent UKENRI130 

Nitrates Directive Causeway Dyke Catchment (trib of 
Trent) NVZ 

S327 

Urban Waste Water Treatment 
Directive 

River Erewash and Erewash Canal UKENRI37 

Urban Waste Water Treatment 
Directive 

River Soar UKENRI103 

Urban Waste Water Treatment 
Directive 

River Devon and Car Dyke UKENRI145 

Bathing Water Directive Colwick Country Park (West Lake) UK09750 

Mitigation Measures Data 

3.3.11 A mitigation measures assessment, a component of the RBMP, has been undertaken by the EA 
for the Trent from Soar to The Beck water body and the following measures have been 
identified. 

Table 10: Mitigation Measures assessment for the Trent from Soar to The Beck 

Mitigation Measure Category 
Tier 1 

Mitigation Measure 
Category Tier 2 

Mitigation Measure Category Tier 3 

To control or manage diffuse 
source inputs 

Reduce diffuse pollution at 
source (2 measures) 

Restrict plumbing and drainage 
modifications/installations by unqualified 
people (2 measures) 

To control or manage point source 
discharges  

Improve sewerage drainage 
systems (including 
intermittent discharges) 

Improve water company intermittent 
discharges 

Amend permit limits at 
Sewage Treatment Works 

Improve Sewage Treatment Works to meet an 
amended permit limit 

To control or manage rural diffuse 
pollution 

Manage, contain and treat 
runoff 

Manage and treat runoff and ditch outfalls 
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Mitigation Measure Category 
Tier 1 

Mitigation Measure 
Category Tier 2 

Mitigation Measure Category Tier 3 

To mitigate the impacts on 
ecology from physical 
modifications in modified waters 

Improve the physical form 
and function of a water body 
(5 measures) 

Preserve or restore habitats (5 measures) 

Remove or enhance existing 
structures (9 measures) 

Reduce fish entrainment 

Enhance existing structures to improve 
ecology (5 measures) 

Implement changes to locks etc. 

Install fish passes (2 measures) 

Pingley/ Rundell Dyke Catch Upper (trib of Trent) 

3.3.12 The Pingley/ Rundell Dyke water body currently has a Good Ecological status. A breakdown of 
the current status and status objectives of the water body is provided in Table 11. 

Table 11: Summary of the WFD status of the Pingley/ Rundell Dyke from the EA Catchment Data Explorer12 
 Cycle 3 RBMP 

2019 Status 2022 Status Objective Reason 

ECOLOGICAL STATUS GOOD GOOD GOOD by 2021 Disproportionately 
expensive: 
Disproportionate 
burdens 

Biological quality 
elements 

Good Good Good by 2021 

Invertebrates Good Good Good by 2015  

Fish Good Good   

Macrophytes and 
Phytobenthos combined 

Good Good Good by 2021 Disproportionately 
expensive: 
Disproportionate 
burdens 

Macrophytes sub-
element 

Good Good   

Physico-chemical quality 
elements 

Good Good Good by 2021  

Ammonia (Phys-Chem) High High Good by 2015  

Dissolved oxygen Good Good Good by 2015  

Phosphate Good Good Good by 2021 Disproportionately 
expensive: 
Disproportionate 
burdens 

Temperature High High Good by 2015  

pH High High Good by 2015  

Hydromorphological 
Supporting Elements 

Not high Not high Not high by 2015  

Hydrological Regime High High Supports Good 
by 2015 

 

Morphology Not high Not high   
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 Cycle 3 RBMP 

2019 Status 2022 Status Objective Reason 

Specific pollutants High High High by 2015  

Arsenic High High High by 2015  

Chromium (VI) High High High by 2015  

Copper  High High High by 2015  

CHEMICAL STATUS Fail *Does not require 
assessment 

Good by 2063 Natural conditions: 
Chemical status 
recovery time 

Priority hazardous 
substances 

Fail Does not require 
assessment 

Good by 2063 

Benzo(a)pyrene Good  Good by 2015  

Dioxins and dioxin-like 
compounds  

Good  Good by 2015  

Heptachlor and cis-
Heptachlor epoxide 

Good  Good by 2015  

Hexabromocyclododeca
ne (HBCDD) 

Good  Good by 2015  

Hexachlorobenzene Good  Good by 2015  

Hexachlorobutadiene Good  Good by 2015  

Mercury and its 
Compounds 

Fail  Good by 2040 Natural conditions: 
Chemical status 
recovery time 

Perfluorooctane 
sulphonate (PFOS) 

Good  Good by 2015  

Polybrominated diphenyl 
ethers (PBDE) 

Fail  Good by 2063 Natural conditions: 
Chemical status 
recovery time 

Priority substances Good Does not require 
assessment 

Good by 2015  

Other Pollutants Does not 
require 
assessment 

Does not require 
assessment 

Does not require 
assessment 2015 
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EA Monitoring Data 

3.3.13 There are no published EA biological monitoring10 sites or water quality monitoring11 sites in 
the Pingley/ Rundell Dyke catchment covering the last five years.  

Reasons for not achieving Good status (RNAG) and reasons for deterioration (RFD) 

3.3.14 The EA’s ‘reasons for not achieving good’ (RNAG) dataset suggests a variety of reasons are 
responsible for the Pingley/ Rundell Dyke not achieving its Good Ecological Potential (GEP) 
objective, as summarised in Table 12.  

Table 12: The Reasons for Not Achieving Good (RNAG) status for the Pingley/ Rundell Dyke Catchment 

Classification 
Item 

Classification 
Element 

Category Activity Significant Water 
Management Issues 
(SWMI) 

Chemical Mercury and Its 
Compounds 

N/A N/A Measures delivered to 
address reason, 
awaiting recovery 

Polybrominated 
diphenyl ethers 
(PBDE) 

N/A N/A Measures delivered to 
address reason, 
awaiting recovery 

Phosphate Domestic – general 
public/ Urban and 
Transport/ Water 
Industry/ Agriculture 
and rural land 
management 

Private sewage 
treatment/ Transport 
drainage/ Sewage 
discharge 
(continuous)/ Poor 
nutrient 
management 

Point source/ Diffuse 
source 

Biological Macrophytes and 
Phytobenthos 
combined 

Agriculture and rural 
land management 

Poor nutrient 
management 

Diffuse source 

WFD Protected Areas 

3.3.15 The Pingley/ Rundell Dyke water body is located within the WFD Protected Areas summarised 
in Table 13.  

Table 13: WFD Protected Areas within the Pingley/Rundell Dyke catchment 

Directive Protected Area Name ID 

Nitrates Directive River Trent bifurcation pingley dyke to 
winthorpe NVZ 

S330 
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Mitigation Measures Data 

3.3.16 A mitigation measures assessment has been undertaken by the EA for the Pingley/ Rundell Dyke 
water body and the following measures have been identified for the water body. This is shown in 
Table 14. 

Table 14: Mitigation Measures assessment for the Pingley/ Rundell Dyke catchment 

Mitigation Measure 
Category Tier 1 

Mitigation Measure Category Tier 2 Mitigation Measure Category Tier 3 

To control or manage point 
source discharges  

Improve sewerage drainage systems 
(including intermittent discharges) 

Increase maintenance of sewerage 
drainage system 

Amend permit limits at Sewage Treatment 
Works 

Improve Sewage Treatment Works to 
meet an amended permit limit 

To control or manage point 
source inputs 

Reduce point source pathways (i.e. control 
entry to water environment) 

Sewerage system re-design and rebuild 

To control or manage rural 
diffuse pollution 

Improve land management practices Improve arable and grassland soil 
management 

Manage, contain and treat runoff Manage and treat runoff and ditch 
outfalls 

Trent Bifurcation Pingley Dyke to Winthorpe 

3.3.17 The Trent Bifurcation Pingley Dyke to Winthorpe water body currently has a Moderate 
Ecological status. A breakdown of the current status and status objectives of the water body is 
provided in Table 15. 

 
Table 15: Summary of the WFD status of the Trent Bifurcation Pingley Dyke to Winthorpe from the EA Catchment Data 
Explorer12 

 Cycle 3 RBMP 

2019 Status 2022 Status Objective Reason 

ECOLOGICAL STATUS MODERATE MODERATE MODERATE by 
2015 

Disproportionately 
expensive: 
Disproportionate 
burdens/ 
Disproportionately 
expensive: 
Unfavourable 
balance of costs and 
benefits 

Biological quality 
elements 

Moderate Moderate Moderate by 2015 

Invertebrates Moderate Moderate Good by 2027 Disproportionately 
expensive: 
Disproportionate 
burdens 

Macrophytes and 
Phytobenthos Combined 

Moderate Moderate Moderate by 2015 Disproportionately 
expensive: 
Unfavourable 
balance of costs and 
benefits 

Macrophytes sub-
element 

Moderate Moderate   

Phytobenthos sub-
element 

Moderate Moderate   
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 Cycle 3 RBMP 

2019 Status 2022 Status Objective Reason 

Physico-chemical quality 
elements 

Moderate Moderate Moderate by 2015 Disproportionately 
expensive: 
Unfavourable 
balance of costs and 
benefits 

Ammonia (Phys-Chem) High High Good by 2015  

Dissolved oxygen High High Good by 2015  

Phosphate Poor Poor Poor by 2015 Disproportionately 
expensive: 
Unfavourable 
balance of costs and 
benefits 

Temperature Good Good Good by 2015  

pH High High Good by 2015  

Hydromorphological 
Supporting Elements 

Not high Not high Not high by 2015  

Hydrological Regime High High Supports Good by 
2015 

 

Morphology Not high Not high   

CHEMICAL STATUS Fail *Does not require 
assessment 

Good by 2063 Natural conditions: 
Chemical status 
recovery time/ 
Technically 
infeasible: No 
known technical 
solution is available 

Priority hazardous 
substances 

Fail Does not require 
assessment 

Good by 2063 

Benzo(a)pyrene Good  Good by 2015  

Dioxins and dioxin-like 
compounds 

Good  Good by 2015  

Heptachlor and cis-
Heptachlor epoxide 

Good  Good by 2015  

Hexabromocyclododecan
e (HBCDD) 

Good  Good by 2015  

Hexachlorobenzene Good  Good by 2015  

Hexachlorobutadiene Good  Good by 2015  

Mercury and Its 
Compounds 

Fail  Good by 2040 Natural conditions: 
Chemical status 
recovery time 

Perfluorooctane 
sulphonate (PFOS) 

Fail  Good by 2039 Technically 
infeasible: No 
known technical 
solution is available 

Polybrominated diphenyl 
ethers (PBDE) 

Fail  Good by 2063 Natural conditions: 
Chemical status 
recovery time 
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 Cycle 3 RBMP 

2019 Status 2022 Status Objective Reason 

Priority substances Good Does not require 
assessment 

Good by 2015  

Cypermethrin (Priority) Good  Good by 2015  

Fluoranthene Good  Good by 2015  

Other Pollutants Does not require 
assessment 

Does not require 
assessment 

Does not require 
assessment by 
2015 

 

EA Monitoring Data 

3.3.18 There are no published EA biological monitoring10 sites or water quality monitoring11 sites 
within 2km of the Proposed Development in the Trent Bifurcation Pingley Dyke to Winthorpe 
covering the last five years.  

Reasons for not achieving Good status (RNAG) and reasons for deterioration (RFD) 

3.3.19 The EA’s RNAG dataset suggests a variety of reasons are responsible for the Trent Bifurcation 
Pingley Dyke to Winthorpe not achieving its GEP objective, as summarised in Table 16. The 
RNAGs comprise 3 reasons related to pollution from towns, cities and transport. 

Table 16: The Reasons for Not Achieving Good (RNAG) status for the Trent Bifurcation from Pingley Dyke to Winthorpe 
catchment 

Classification 
Item 

Classification 
Element 

Category Activity Significant Water 
Management Issues 
(SWMI) 

Chemical Mercury and Its 
Compounds 

N/A N/A Measures delivered to 
address reason, 
awaiting recovery 

Perfluorooctane 
sulphonate (PFOS) 

Sector under 
investigation 

Unknown (pending 
investigation) 

Unknown (pending 
investigation) 

Polybrominated 
diphenyl ethers 
(PBDE) 

N/A N/A Measures delivered to 
address reason, 
awaiting recovery 

Phosphate Urban and Transport Transport Drainage Diffuse source 

Biological Macrophytes and 
Phytobenthos 
combined 

Urban and Transport Transport Drainage Diffuse source 

Invertebrates Urban and Transport Transport Drainage Diffuse source 
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WFD Protected Areas 

3.3.20 The Trent Bifurcation Pingley Dyke to Winthorpe water body is located within the WFD 
Protected Areas summarised in Table 17.  

Table 17: WFD Protected Areas within the Trent bifurcation Pingley Dyke to Winthorpe catchment 

Directive Protected Area Name ID 

Nitrates Directive River Trent from River Soar to Carlton-
on-Trent NVZ 

S320 

Urban Waste Water Treatment 
Directive 

River Trent UKENRI130 

Nitrates Directive River Trent bifurcation Pingley Dyke to 
Winthorpe NVZ 

S330 

Mitigation Measures Data 

3.3.21 The Trent Bifurcation Pingley Dyke to Winthorpe water body does not have any mitigation 
measures directly associated with it. 

Consultation 

3.3.22 The EA has been consulted in relation to this assessment. Consultation was undertaken via email 
on 09/08/2024 requesting any information in relation to WFD baseline conditions of the four 
surface water bodies, including any mitigation measures assessments, extended water body 
reports and any other information which is not publicly available on the EA Catchment Explorer 
website12. A response was received on 20/08/2024 which provided mitigation measures data for 
three of the four surface water bodies assessed and stated that all other data are available on the 
website. The mitigation measure data has been summarised for each water body above.  

3.4 Groundwater 

Lower Trent Erewash – Secondary Combined  

3.4.1 The Lower Trent Erewash – Secondary Combined water body currently has Good Overall status, 
as shown in Table 18. 

Table 18: Summary of the Lower Trent Erewash - Secondary Combined groundwater body from the EA Catchment Data 
Explorer12 

 Cycle 3 RBMP 

2019 Status Objective Reason 

OVERALL STATUS GOOD GOOD by 2021  

Quantitative Good Good by 2015  

Quantitative Status Element Good Good by 2015  

Quantitative Dependent Surface 
Water body Status 

Good Good by 2015 Disproportionately 
expensive: 
Unfavourable balance 
of costs and benefits 

 

 
12 Environment Agency (2025) Catchment Data Explorer. Available at: https://environment.data.gov.uk/catchment-planning/ [Accessed 02/09/2025].  

https://environment.data.gov.uk/catchment-planning/
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 Cycle 3 RBMP 

2019 Status Objective Reason 

Quantitative GWDTEs test Good Good by 2015  

Quantitative Saline intrusion Good Good by 2015  

Quantitative Water Balance Good Good by 2015  

Chemical Good Good by 2021 Disproportionately 
expensive: 
Disproportionate 
burdens 

Chemical Status Element Good Good by 2021 

Chemical Dependent Surface 
Water body status 

Good Good by 2021 

Chemical Drinking Water 
Protected Area 

Good Good by 2015  

Chemical GWDTEs test Good Good by 2015  

Chemical Saline Intrusion Good Good by 2015  

General Chemical test  Good Good by 2015  

Supporting Elements 
(Groundwater) 

   

Prevent and Limit Objective Active   

Trend Assessment No Trend   

 

Reasons for not achieving Good status (RNAG) and reasons for deterioration (RFD) 

3.4.2 The EA’s RNAG dataset suggests that an abandoned mine (categorised as mining and quarrying) 
has affected the Chemical Dependent Surface Water Body status of the Lower Trent Erewash – 
Secondary Combined groundwater body. 

WFD Protected Areas 

3.4.3 The Lower Trent Erewash – Secondary Combined water body is located within the WFD 
Protected Areas summarised in Table 19, as well as 48 Nitrate Vulnerable Zones under the 
Nitrates Directive.  

Table 19: WFD Protected Areas within the Lower Trent Erewash – Secondary Combined catchment 

Directive Protected Area ID 

Special Protection Area Humber Estuary UK9006111 

Ramsar Site Humber Estuary UK11031 

Special Area of Conservation Humber Estuary UK0030170 

Drinking Water Protected Area Lower Trent Erewash – Secondary 
Combined 

UKGB40402G990300 

Special Area of Conservation Thorne Moor UK0012915 
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4. Preliminary Impact Assessment (Scoping) 

4.1.1 The Power Station including the Proposed Development fall within the Lower Trent Erewash – 
Secondary Combined groundwater body. There are no significant below ground workings (i.e. 
substantial subsurface activities that can alter ground conditions or stability) associated with the 
Proposed Development and therefore no impacts are anticipated on this groundwater body. 
Consequently, the groundwater body has been scoped out of further assessment. The potential 
impacts of the Proposed Development on surface water WFD water bodies are discussed below. 

4.1.2 The Proposed Development is partially located across the EA’s mapped WFD catchment areas 
of the Greet Catchment, Pingley/ Rundell Dyke Catch Upper and Trent from Soar to The Beck 
water bodies. Further, the Proposed Development is located in close proximity to Trent 
Bifurcation Pingley Dyke to Winthorpe water body and is a receiving water body (located 
downstream) of Pingley/ Rundell Dyke Catch Upper and Trent from Soar to The Beck water 
bodies and therefore also has the potential to be impacted. However, review of the Site 
topography and drainage indicates that the Site is located within the watersheds of the latter three 
water bodies only. Therefore, the Greet Catchment water body has been scoped out for further 
assessment.  

4.2 Overview 

4.2.1 A preliminary (scoping) assessment has been undertaken to establish the likely impacts of the 
Proposed Development on the WFD status elements of the surface water bodies present at, and 
hydrologically connected, to the Site. This has taken into account the relevant mitigation 
measures embedded within the construction strategy for the Proposed Development, highlighted 
in section 2.2, that form part of the oCEMP that accompanies the application.  

4.2.2 Impacts have been considered with regard to the risk of the Proposed Development, these are: 
• causing a deterioration in current status of the water body; and/or 

• preventing the future achievement of water body status objectives. 

4.2.3 The assessment process for determining the potential risk of status deterioration uses the 
following traffic light rating system to assign the magnitude of the likely effect anticipated on 
each of the quality elements of the affected water bodies: 
• Dark Blue: beneficial effect of a scale sufficient to increase status class for the quality 

element at water body scale; 
• Light Blue: minor/ localised beneficial effect resulting in a localised improvement but 

insufficient to increase status class for the quality element at water body scale; 
• Green: no measurable change to (or effect on) status class for the quality element at water 

body scale; 
• Yellow: minor localised adverse effect when balanced against mitigation included in the 

design – insufficient to affect status class for the quality element at water body scale; 
• Amber: an adverse effect is possible when balanced against mitigation included in the 

design – the extent of effect is uncertain, and there remains a potential to affect status class 
for the quality element at water body scale. Additional mitigation and residual effects need to 
be considered; and 

• Red: adverse effect of sufficient scale to impact on status class for the quality element at a 
water body scale (certain). Additional mitigation or redesign required to avoid non-
compliance. 
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4.2.4 In the event that adverse (amber or red) effects on quality elements with a risk of causing 
deterioration of status or preventing future attainment of the objectives are identified, the 
assessment will identify additional mitigation requirements and assess the resultant residual 
effect. In the event that any residual adverse (amber or red) effects remain following 
consideration of additional mitigation, Regulation 19 derogation assessment requirements would 
need to be considered in consultation with the EA. 

4.3 Relevant Components of the Proposed Development 

4.3.1 The assessment has considered the key components of the Proposed Development that have the 
potential to impact upon the current status of the water body. These include:  

• construction activities affecting the water body (water quality);  

• construction activities affecting the water body (physical disturbance / damage);  

• permanent physical modifications to the water body;  

• permanent changes to surface water quantities in a water body; 

• a change in annual abstractions from the Trent from Soar to The Beck water body; and 

• increased runoff and altered drainage patterns due to an increase in hardstanding and altered 
topography of the Proposed Development Site potentially affecting the receiving water body 
of Pingley/ Rundell Dyke Catch Upper water body and the downstream Trent Bifurcation 
Pingley Dyke to Winthorpe water body.  

4.3.2 At this stage, the preliminary assessment of the magnitude of effects of the construction phase 
activities has assumed that best practice control and mitigation measures summarised in Section 
2.2 will be developed and implemented throughout the construction phase to avoid and reduce 
the impact of construction phase activities on the water environment. 
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4.4 Potential Impacts on Current Status 

Construction Activities Affecting the Water Body (Water Quality) 

4.4.1 There is potential for pollutant spills and/or the release of sediments (and any associated 
contaminants) to the Pingley/ Rundell Dyke water body and the Trent Bifurcation Pingley Dyke 
to Winthorpe water body located downstream during the construction phase. This could 
adversely impact upon aquatic biota, physicochemical parameters, and the concentrations of 
specific pollutant and/or priority substances within the water body. The release of fine sediments 
may lead to elevated levels of suspended sediment within the water bodies and impact upon 
benthic habits by covering gravel substrates at and downstream of the Site. However, these 
impacts would be mitigated by best practice construction techniques outlined within the final 
CEMP and be temporary in nature; any depositions of fine sediment resulting from construction 
works are likely to be transported downstream and dispersed and diluted during high flow events 
following construction.  

4.4.2 The development of the final CEMP and the implementation of pollution prevention and silt 
control measures during the construction phase (as outlined in Section 2.2) are expected to 
minimise inputs of sediment or pollution spillages to nearby watercourses. The measures in the 
final CEMP will be developed in consultation with the EA. Taking these measures into account, 
the risk to the status of both water bodies from any residual temporary impacts is considered 
negligible. 

Construction Activities Affecting the Water Body (Physical Disturbance/Damage) 

4.4.3 The Proposed Development will not comprise any in-channel works and, whilst in close 
proximity to the left bank of the Trent from Soar to The Beck water body, no works to the banks 
of any water body are proposed. The construction of the Proposed Development is not 
anticipated to cause any physical disturbance and damage to the channel of any water body 
catchments present on Site. There is the potential for indirect disturbance of fish and other biota 
during the construction phase as a result of noise, vibration (from any piling activities in the 
terrestrial environment) and the use of artificial lighting for construction. However, these 
impacts would be temporary in nature and with the development and implementation of  best 
practice mitigation measures (such as timing restrictions to avoid sensitive periods such as fish 
spawning seasons or using low-impact techniques to reduce vibrations during piling) detailed in 
the final CEMP to minimise disturbance (see Section 2.2), the risk to the status of both water 
bodies is considered to be negligible.  

Permanent (Operational) Physical Modifications to Water Bodies 

4.4.4 The permanent structures of the Proposed Development to be located within the Site will be set-
back from the water’s edge of the Trent from Soar to The Beck water body. No physical 
modification of any surface water body at Site is proposed.  

4.4.5 However, there will be topographic changes within the catchment. The Proposed Development 
requires earthworks to develop a platform level of 14 m AOD to accommodate the CCP, 
requiring localised areas of cut and fill equating to approximately 37,000 m3 and 36,250 m3 
respectively. Notably, this includes raising the ground-level of the northern portion of the CCP 
area which is known to flood (most recently during the winter of 2023-2024 and 2024-2025). In 
addition, there will be an increase in the area of impermeable hardstanding which may affect 
runoff, resulting in an additional 14.3 ha of drained area. The changes in topography and 
impermeable area may therefore affect flood storage capacity and conveyance within the Site.  
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4.4.6 A Main Stage Level 2 FRA and hydraulic modelling report has been undertaken for the 
Proposed Development to ensure that the Proposed Development has appropriate flood risk 
management and mitigation measures and will not increase flood risk elsewhere13 (presented as 
Appendix 17C: Flood Risk Assessment, ES Volume II). Further, the Drainage Statement of 
Intent (Appendix 17D, ES Volume II) considers these changes and the Drainage Strategy will be 
designed to accommodate increases in surface water runoff resulting from increases of 
impermeable area across the Site. The area of catchment affected by the proposed changes in 
Site topography and impermeable area are considered to be negligible in consideration of the 
water body catchment scale and any effects on flood storage capacity would be short-term and 
temporary during times of flood. Therefore, any effects on the hydromorphological status 
elements are considered to be negligible.  

Permanent (Operational) Changes to Surface Water Quantities in a Water Body  

4.4.7 The Proposed Development may require an increase in the volume of water abstracted from the 
Trent from Soar to The Beck water body to produce demineralised  water for the CCP. Some of 
the cooling demand for the CCP will be provided by the existing Power Station’s hybrid cooling 
towers and existing cooling water, this is as a due to the de-loading the CCGT condenser, which 
results in cooling water becoming available for the CCP. The additional cooling for the CCP will 
be provided by air cooled heat exchangers and therefore there will not require a change to 
abstractions for non-evaporative or evaporative cooling purposes. 

4.4.8  The additional water required for demineralisation purposes is estimated to be 1,700 m3 per day, 
but the final volume will not be known until detailed design. It is considered likely that this 
quantity will come from the existing abstraction licence, which has a maximum allowance for 
process water abstraction of 4,800 m3 per day. If the current licence is insufficient to provide for 
the additional water abstraction requirements, then an increase from the current hourly licensed 
abstraction for process water will be required to be permitted by the Environment Agency.  

4.4.9 The additional water abstraction has the potential to affect the hydrological regime, impacting 
the hydromorphological quality elements, and physico-chemical quality elements through a 
reduced volume of water potentially being more susceptible to physico-chemical change (e.g. 
temperature). The impacts on hydromorphological and physico-chemical quality elements also 
have the potential to affect biological quality elements through habitat changes. However, no 
increase in the annual limit of the existing abstraction licence is proposed. The Lower Trent and 
Erewash Abstraction Licensing Strategy14 indicates that water is available for abstraction during 
high to medium flow rates but has restricted availability during low flows (Q95 where flow rate 
is exceeded 95% of the time). In considering a potential application to vary the abstraction 
licence, the EA would consider the need for including a hands-off flow condition (HoF) to 
ensure water quantity and quality within the River Trent is not affected and sufficient water 
continues to be available for the environment.  

4.4.10 The hydrological regime, impacting the hydromorphological quality elements, and physico-
chemical quality elements may also be affected by discharges to the Trent from Soar to The 
Beck water body. Discharges from the Site to the waterbody primarily relate to surface water 
drainage, the direct contact cooler and the water treatment plant.  

4.4.11 Similarly, the Proposed Development has the potential to alter the surface water runoff patterns, 
particularly in the northern part of the Site where the existing land-use is grassland. The 

 

 
13 Arup (2025) Staythorpe Power Station Carbon Capture Project – Flood Risk Assessment. P1.0 DRAFT WIP. February 2025. 

14 Environment Agency (2020) Lower Trent and Erewash Abstraction Licensing Strategy – A strategy to manage water resources sustainably. LIT 
3309. September 2020. 
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Proposed Development comprises an increase of drained area of approximately 14.3 ha as well 
as topographic changes associated with cut and fill activities to develop the platform level to 
accommodate the CCP. These works are located in an area of land which is understood to drain 
to the Pingley/Rundell Dyke water body, and subsequently into the Trent bifurcation. The 
Drainage Strategy Statement of Intent (Appendix 17D, ES Volume II) considers these changes 
and the Drainage Strategy will be designed to accommodate increases in surface water runoff 
resulting from increases of impermeable area across the Site. The Drainage Statement of Intent 
provides that the detailed design will consider the use of SuDS methods into the surface water 
drainage design where appropriate. The drainage design would aim to utilise the existing outfall 
and matching the current off-site surface water discharge rates. If a new outfall to the River 
Trent is required, the discharge rates would be limited to that of Qbar greenfield runoff. Any 
discharges to the water body will meet relevant Environmental Quality Standards and permit 
limits.  

4.4.12 In consideration of the proposals outlined in the Drainage Statement of Intent in relation to 
discharges, the potential change in discharge from the Proposed Development is considered to 
have a negligible effect on physico-chemical and hydromorphological quality elements of the 
receiving water body. In consideration of the size of the water body, and assuming the annual 
limit of abstraction does not change and appropriate consideration is made in relation to 
preserving water quantity/ quality in the River Trent as part of any variation to the licence (if 
required), the potential change in abstraction for the Proposed Development is considered to 
have a negligible effect on physico-chemical quality element and minor adverse effect on the 
hydromorphological quality element of the Trent from Soar to The Beck at the water body scale. 

Summary of Effects on Current Status 

4.4.13 The anticipated effects of each of the components of the Proposed Development on the WFD 
quality elements of the Pingley/Rundell Dyke Catch Upper, Trent from Soar to The Beck and 
Trent Bifurcation Pingley Dyke to Winthorpe water bodies are summarised in Table 20. 

4.4.14 Overall, the Proposed Development is not anticipated to cause a deterioration in the current 
status of these surface water bodies present at the Site.  

4.4.15 The potential impacts relating to the construction activities at the Site will be temporary in nature 
and are considered to be negligible at the water body scale; on the basis that appropriate best 
practice measures to avoid and minimise the risk of impacts to the water environment will be 
developed within the final CEMP (and associated construction method statements) for the 
Proposed Development in consultation with the EA, and implemented during the construction 
phase.  

4.4.16 The permanent components of the Proposed Development are anticipated to have a negligible 
effect on the Pingley/ Rundell Dyke Catch Upper and Trent Bifurcation Pingley Dyke to 
Winthorpe water bodies and a minor adverse effect on the Trent from Soar to The Beck water 
body at the water body scale. This relates to the potential increases in runoff and altered drainage 
patterns into the Pingley/ Rundell Dyke Catch Upper and Trent Bifurcation Pingley Dyke to 
Winthorpe water bodies and potential changes in abstraction from the Trent from Soar to The 
Beck water body. The potential changes in abstraction will not affect the annual abstraction limit 
and appropriate restrictions should be put in place to avoid likely significant effects on water 
quantity of the Trent from Soar to The Beck. Further, the design of the surface water drainage 
strategy for the Site, including the use of oil/ petrol interceptors and opportunities for integrating 
SuDS features (to be developed further at detailed design), will avoid likely significant effects on 
the quantity and water quality of the Pingley/ Rundell Dyke Catch Upper and Trent Bifurcation 
Pingley Dyke to Winthorpe water bodies. 
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Table 20: Summary of the likely effects of the Proposed Development on surface water bodies 
Water body Status Element Likely effects of the Proposed Development Overall Effect Additional 

mitigation 
requirements Construction 

activities affecting 
the water body 
(water quality) 

Construction 
activities affecting 
the water body 
(physical 
disturbance) 

Permanent physical 
modification to a 
water body 

Permanent 
changes to surface 
water quantities in 
a water body 

T
re

nt
 fr

om
 S

oa
r 

to
 th

e 
B

ec
k 

Biological status Negligible Negligible No impact 
anticipated 

Negligible Negligible None required 

Hydromorphological 
status  

Negligible No impact 
anticipated 

Negligible Minor adverse Minor adverse None required 

Physicochemical status Negligible No impact 
anticipated 

No impact 
anticipated 

Negligible Negligible None required 

Specific pollutants Negligible No impact 
anticipated 

No impact 
anticipated 

No impact 
anticipated 

Negligible None required 

Chemical status Negligible No impact 
anticipated 

No impact 
anticipated 

No impact 
anticipated 

Negligible None required 

Pi
ng

le
y/

 R
un

de
ll 

D
yk

e 
C

at
ch

 U
pp

er
 

Biological status Negligible Negligible No impact 
anticipated 

No impact 
anticipated 

Negligible None required 

Hydromorphological 
status  

Negligible No impact 
anticipated 

Negligible Negligible Negligible None required 

Physicochemical status Negligible No impact 
anticipated 

No impact 
anticipated 

No impact 
anticipated 

Negligible None required 

Specific pollutants Negligible No impact 
anticipated 

No impact 
anticipated 

No impact 
anticipated 

Negligible None required 

Chemical status Negligible No impact 
anticipated 

No impact 
anticipated 

No impact 
anticipated 

 

 

Negligible None required 
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Water body Status Element Likely effects of the Proposed Development Overall Effect Additional 
mitigation 
requirements Construction 

activities affecting 
the water body 
(water quality) 

Construction 
activities affecting 
the water body 
(physical 
disturbance) 

Permanent physical 
modification to a 
water body 

Permanent 
changes to surface 
water quantities in 
a water body 

T
re

nt
 B

ifu
rc

at
io

n 
Pi

ng
le

y 
D

yk
e 

to
 

W
in

th
or

pe
 

Biological status No impact 
anticipated 

No impact 
anticipated 

No impact 
anticipated 

No impact 
anticipated 

No impact 
anticipated 

None required 

Hydromorphological 
status  

No impact 
anticipated 

No impact 
anticipated 

Negligible Negligible Negligible None required 

Physicochemical status No impact 
anticipated 

No impact 
anticipated 

No impact 
anticipated 

No impact 
anticipated 

No impact 
anticipated 

None required 

Specific pollutants No impact 
anticipated 

No impact 
anticipated 

No impact 
anticipated 

No impact 
anticipated 

No impact 
anticipated 

None required 

Chemical status No impact 
anticipated 

No impact 
anticipated 

No impact 
anticipated 

No impact 
anticipated 

No impact 
anticipated 

None required 
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4.5 Potential Impacts on Status Objectives 

4.5.1 Based on this scoping assessment, the Proposed Development is not anticipated to prevent the 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in the Humber RBMP15. Details of the 
latest Cycle 3 RBMP measures/ actions for specific water bodies are not publicly available and 
have been provided from the EA for Trent from Soar to The Beck and Pingley/ Rundell Dyke 
Catch Upper water bodies whilst there are no measures data for the Trent Bifurcation Pingley 
Dyke to Winthorpe water body. These measures have been reviewed, and the Proposed 
Development is not anticipated to prevent the implementation of any of the measures identified. 
Consultation with the EA did not provide any further data or information on any of the water 
bodies in this assessment which could be impacted by Proposed Development now or in the 
future.  

4.5.2 As discussed in Section 4.4, the potential permanent impacts of the Proposed Development relate 
to the changes in surface water quantities (associated with abstractions for demineralisation). 
The potential change in abstractions from the Trent from Soar to The Beck has the potential to 
affect hydromorphological quality elements and biological quality elements through impacts on 
habitat. However, the annual abstraction limit will not change and the RNAG status affecting 
those quality elements relate to physical modification and unknown (pending investigation) 
reasons. It can be assumed that the EA will apply the relevant tests within the abstraction 
licensing regime including HOF, to prevent a potential deterioration in status.  

4.5.3 The potential for increased runoff and altered drainage patterns due to an increase in 
hardstanding and altered topography of the CCP Area has the potential to affect the receiving 
water body of Pingley/ Rundell Dyke Catch Upper water body and the downstream Trent 
Bifurcation Pingley Dyke to Winthorpe water body. However, the Drainage Strategy will 
accommodate increases in surface water runoff resulting from increases of impermeable area 
across the Site and will consider inclusion of SuDS measures (such as bioretention features) and 
oil/ petrol interceptors in the design to help remove pollutants prior to discharge downstream. It 
is therefore not anticipated that this will contribute to the RNAG status in relation to phosphate 
from diffuse source pollution affecting both water bodies. 

4.5.4 The Proposed Development will not prevent the successful implementation of measures to 
address the RNAG status at the water body scale. The Proposed Development is therefore not 
expected to inhibit the future achievement of the status objectives of any waterbody. 

4.6 Compliance Summary 

4.6.1 The Proposed Development is considered to be compliant with the following overarching 
assessment objectives identified by the EA:  

• the Proposed Development does not cause deterioration in the status of the relevant water 
bodies;  

• the Proposed Development does not compromise the ability of the relevant water bodies to 
achieve their WFD status objectives; and 

• the Proposed Development does not cause a permanent exclusion or compromised 
achievement of the WFD objectives in other water bodies within the same RBD. 

 

 
15 Environment Agency (2025) Catchment Data Explorer. Available at: https://environment.data.gov.uk/catchment-planning/v/c3-

plan/England/measures [Accessed 02/09/2025].  

https://environment.data.gov.uk/catchment-planning/v/c3-plan/England/measures
https://environment.data.gov.uk/catchment-planning/v/c3-plan/England/measures
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4.6.2 Whilst the Proposed Development will not directly contribute towards the delivery of the WFD 
status objectives of the Trent from Soar to The Beck, Pingley/ Rundell Dyke Catch Upper or the 
Trent Bifurcation Pingley Dyke to Winthorpe water bodies at or near the Site, there is the 
potential for improved management of surface water runoff as part of the Drainage Strategy to 
improve water quality entering the water bodies. There is the potential for the integration of 
SuDS features at the Site through the detailed design stage (such as bioretention features and 
incorporation of oil/petrol interceptors), which could help attenuate and improve the water 
quality of surface water runoff from the Site to the Rundell Dyke and downstream Trent 
Bifurcation. It is recommended that this, together with further enhancement opportunities, are 
reviewed in more detail at the detailed design stage in consultation with the EA and Local 
Authority. 
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5. Conclusion 

5.1.1 The Proposed Development was identified as having the potential to affect the Greet Catchment, 
Trent from Soar to The Beck, Pingley/ Rundell Dyke Catch Upper and Trent Bifuraction Pingley 
Dyke to Winthorpe WFD surface water bodies present at, adjacent to or hydrologically 
connected to the Site. A preliminary scoping assessment of the compliance of the Proposed 
Development with the objectives of the WFD has therefore been undertaken, in order to identify 
potential effects on the current status and/or status objectives of the water bodies and any related 
mitigation requirements. 

5.1.2 The assessment is based on the currently available Site and design information and assumptions 
regarding best practice and mitigation measures to be developed in the final CEMP for the 
Proposed Development prior to construction. This scoping assessment is based on a desk study 
of publicly available EA data and data sourced from the EA via additional technical engagement.  

5.1.3 Based on the available information, the Proposed Development is not anticipated to cause a 
deterioration in the current status of any of the water bodies, nor is it expected to prevent the 
future achievement of the status objectives of the water bodies.  

5.1.4 The Proposed Development is therefore considered to be compliant with the objectives of the 
WFD, at this stage of the design.  
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6. Recommendations 

6.1.1 This scoping assessment provides an indication of the likely compliance of the Proposed 
Development at the time of writing. It is recommended that this assessment is reviewed and 
updated as a ‘living document’ at subsequent design and construction stages of the project to 
account for any:  

a) acquisition of further, relevant Site information (such as additional ground investigation data);  

b) provision of any further EA WFD datasets/information for the relevant water bodies present at 
the Site; and/or  

c) any subsequent detailed design changes or development of any construction methodology 
documentation.  

6.1.2 In particular, it is recommended that WFD considerations are incorporated into the detailed 
design of the Proposed Development. 

6.1.3 This assessment, including any subsequent updates, should be used to inform any subsequent 
design works and the development of construction phase mitigation requirements, in 
consultation with the local EA area team staff.  
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Annex A - WFD Background Information 
 

A.1 Determination of WFD Status 

A.1.1 Introduction 

Surface water bodies and groundwater bodies are defined within WFD legislation (Water Environment 
Regulations, 2017). There are three types of surface water body, as follows: 

• natural water bodies; 

• heavily modified water bodies (HMWBs); and 

• artificial water bodies (AWBs). 

The Overall Status of natural surface water bodies is determined on the basis of their Ecological Status and 
Chemical Status. The overall status of HMWB and AWB is classified based on their ecological potential and 
chemical status. The overall status of groundwater bodies is determined on the basis of their Quantitative 
Status and Chemical Status.  

Groundwater bodies are defined within WFD legislation as Groundwater Management Units (GWMU) and 
Water Resource Management Units (WRMU) and their status is determined on the basis of quantitative and 
chemical sub-elements. 

The means by which these determinations are made for both surface water and ground water bodies is 
described in this section. 

A.1.1.1 Surface water bodies 

Ecological status 

Ecological Status is defined by the overall quality of the structure and functioning of aquatic ecosystems 
associated with surface waters, i.e. the condition of the watercourse. This is assigned on a scale of high, 
good, moderate, poor or bad, and on the basis of four classification elements or ‘tests’, as follows: 

• biological - this test is designed to assess the status indicated by a biological quality element such as fish, 
invertebrates, macrophytes or phytobenthos (diatoms). The biological quality elements can influence an 
overall water body status from bad through to high. It is also important to note that the presence of 
invasive species prevents a water body from achieving high status when all other elements attain high; 

• physicochemical - this test is designed to assess the status indicated by physicochemical quality elements 
such as dissolved oxygen, phosphorus and ammonia, against environmental standards. The 
physicochemical quality elements can only influence an overall water body status from moderate through 
to high; 

• specific pollutants - this test is designed to assess compliance with environmental standards for 
concentrations of specific pollutants, such as zinc, cypermethrin or arsenic. As with the physicochemical 
test, the specific pollutant assessment can only influence an overall water body status from moderate 
through to high; and 

• hydromorphology - for natural surface water bodies this test is undertaken by the EA during 
classification when the biological and physicochemical tests indicate that a water body may be of high 
Overall Status. It specifically assesses hydromorphological quality elements such as water flow, 
sediment composition and movement, continuity, and structure of the habitat against reference or 
‘largely undisturbed’ conditions. If the hydromorphological quality elements do not support high 
Ecological Status, then the status of the water body is limited to good Overall Status. 
Hydromorphological assessments are used to determine ‘high’ Overall Status only and are not used to 
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drive a water body status class below good. The ‘does not support good’ classification should be reported 
for the purposes of identifying water bodies which fail the flow test.  

The worst-case classification is assigned as the overall surface water body status, in a ‘one-out all-out’ 
system. This system is summarised in Plate 9. 

Plate 9: Ecological status classification process (Source: Environment Agency (2015)16 

Chemical status 

Chemical Status is defined by compliance with environmental standards for chemicals that are priority 
substances and/or priority hazardous substances, in accordance with the Environmental Quality Standards 
Directive (2008/105/EC)17. This is assigned on a scale of good or fail. 

Surface water bodies are only monitored for priority substances where there are known discharges of these 
pollutants; otherwise surface water bodies are reported as being of good Chemical Status.  

 

 
16 Environment Agency (2015), Rules for assessing Surface Water Body Status and Potential, V2.0 

17 Directive 2008/105/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 16 December 2008; on environmental quality standards 
in the field of water policy, amending and subsequently repealing Council Directives 82/176/EEC, 83/513/EEC, 84/156/EEC, 
84/491/EEC, 86/280/EEC and amending Directive 2000/60/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council. Strasbourg, 
European Parliament and European Council 
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Ecological potential for heavily modified (and artificial) water bodies 

Ecological Potential is assigned to AWB (such as reservoirs and canals), or natural water bodies which, as a 
result of physical alterations by human activity, are substantially changed in character. The latter are termed 
HMWB. The term ‘ecological potential’ is used to classify AWBs and HMWBs as it may be impossible for 
these water bodies to achieve good Ecological Status (GES) because of their creation or modification for a 
specific use, such as navigation, water supply or flood protection. The Ecological Potential of an AWB or 
HMWB represents the degree to which the quality of the water body approaches the optimum condition it 
could achieve given its artificial or heavily modified state. 

AWB and HMWB are subject to an additional set of rules that need to be implemented prior to running the 
‘one-out-all-out’ process. These rules determine which biological quality elements should be used in the 
water body Ecological Potential classification. Under normal circumstances, AWB and HMWB are 
classified according to an assessment of mitigation measures, which defines good Ecological Potential (GEP) 
in water bodies where all applicable mitigation is in place, and moderate ecological potential in water bodies 
where some or all relevant mitigation is missing. However, to prevent AWB and HMWB being incorrectly 
classified as good potential in situations where all mitigation is in place, but other pressures are causing an 
impact (e.g. nutrient enrichment or pollution from toxic substances), the methodology adopted in the UK 
additionally considers biological indicators providing they are not sensitive to the heavily modified nature of 
the water body.  

AWB and HMWB hydromorphological elements are assessed using a three-stage process, firstly looking at 
flow, then mitigation measures and biological quality elements. 

Flow conditions are assessed initially on a fail or pass basis to determine which of the biological and 
physicochemical quality elements should be used in the classification of Ecological Potential.  

Where the flow conditions are unaffected by the physical modification (flow conditions pass), the water 
body Ecological Potential is determined by the worst of either the mitigation measures assessment, or any 
element that is not sensitive to the modified nature of the water body. 

Where the flow conditions are significantly impacted by the physical modification (flow conditions fail), the 
water body Ecological Potential is determined by the worst of any of the mitigation measures assessments or 
the assessment of biological quality elements, physicochemical quality elements or specific pollutants.  

Where a water body is designated as artificial or heavily modified for water resources usage, either solely or 
jointly with other uses, the flow condition is assumed to be good (pass).  

A.1.1.2 Groundwater bodies 

Under the WFD, groundwater body Overall Status is classified on the basis of Quantitative Status and 
Chemical Status. The groundwater bodies are separated into GWMU and WRMU. GWMU are sub-divisions 
of the groundwater to aid the resource assessment process. WRMU are sub-divisions according to the water 
resource availability and the management of water. 

The worst-case classification dictates the Overall Status, via a ‘one-out all-out’ system. This system is 
summarised below in Plate 10. 
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Plate 10: Groundwater body status classification (Source: UKTAG (2012)18) 

A.1.1.3 Quantitative status 

Quantitative Status is defined by the quantity of groundwater available as base flow to watercourses and 
water-dependent ecosystems and as ‘resource’ available for use as drinking water and other consumptive 
purposes. It is assigned on a scale of good or poor, and on the basis of four classification elements or ‘tests’ 
as follows: 

• saline or other intrusions - this test is designed to identify groundwater bodies where the intrusion of 
poor quality water, such as saline water or water of different chemical composition, as a result of 
groundwater abstraction is leading to sustained upward trends in pollutant concentrations or significant 
impact on one or more groundwater abstractions; 

• surface water - this test is designed to identify groundwater bodies where groundwater abstraction is 
leading to a significant diminution of the Ecological Status of associated surface water bodies; 

 

 
18 UKTAG (2012), Paper 11b(ii): Groundwater Quantitative Classification for purposes of the Water Framework Directive, V3.1 
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• Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems (GWDTE) - this test is designed to identify groundwater 
bodies where groundwater abstraction is leading to significant damage to associated GWDTE; and 

• water balance - this test is designed to identify groundwater bodies where groundwater abstraction 
exceeds the ‘available groundwater resource’, defined as the rate of overall recharge to the groundwater 
body itself less the rate of flow required to meet the ecological needs of associated surface water bodies 
and GWDTE. 

A.1.1.4 Chemical status 

Chemical Status is defined by the concentrations of a range of key pollutants, by the quality of groundwater 
feeding into watercourses and water-dependent ecosystems and by the quality of groundwater available for 
drinking water purposes. This is assigned on a scale of good or poor, and on the basis of five classifications 
elements or ‘tests’, as follows: 

• saline or other intrusions - this test is designed to identify groundwater bodies where the intrusion of 
poor quality water, such as saline water or water of different chemical composition, as a result of 
groundwater abstraction is leading to sustained upward trends in pollutant concentrations or significant 
impact on one or more groundwater abstractions; 

• surface water - this test is designed to identify groundwater bodies where groundwater is leading to a 
significant diminution of the Chemical Status of associated surface water bodies; 

• GWDTE - this test is designed to identify groundwater bodies where groundwater is leading to 
significant damage to associated GWDTE; 

• Drinking Water Protected Areas (DrWPA) - this test is designed to identify groundwater bodies failing to 
meet the DrWPA objectives defined in Article 7 of the WFD or at risk of failing in the future. The aim is 
no deterioration in quality of waters for human consumption; and 

• general quality assessment - this test is designed to identify groundwater bodies where widespread 
deterioration in quality has, or will, compromise the strategic use of groundwater. The aim is no 
significant impairment of human use of groundwater and no significant environmental risk from 
pollutants across a groundwater body. Status is assessed primarily using data collected from the EA 
monitoring network; therefore, the scale of assessment means that groundwater status is mainly 
influenced by larger scale effects such as significant abstraction or widespread diffuse pollution.  

A.1.1.5 Environmental standards 

Under the WFD, a range of environmental standards and condition limits are applied in order to help the 
classification of water body status and the setting of status objectives via the RBMP process. These 
environmental standards define the range of environmental conditions that support “healthy” aquatic life. For 
instance, standards are set for the composition of biological communities, the physicochemical water quality 
parameters, the concentration of pollutants, and the level of flows in rivers (as described above).  

These standards19 inform the EA on the implementation of the RBMP process, including the identification of 
measures required to support the achievement of the GES / GEP objectives, as well as underpinning efforts 
to protect the water environment by helping to regulate activities that could cause adverse impacts. 

A.1.2 WFD Assessment requirements for new developments 
To enable compliance with the WFD, decision makers must consider whether proposals for new 
developments have the potential to: 

 

 
19 The Water Framework Directive (Standards and Classification) Directions (England and Wales) 2015 
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• cause a deterioration of a water body from its current status or potential; 

• prevent future attainment of good status or potential where not already achieved; 

• impact on protected or priority species and habitats; and/or 

• provide opportunities to improve the water environment. 

A ruling by the European Union Court of Justice on 1 July 201520 has significant implications for projects 
that may impact water bodies, namely: 

• consent for development must not be granted by an authorising authority – unless a derogation is granted 
- where the project may cause a deterioration in the status of a body of surface water or where it 
jeopardises the attainment of good Ecological Status or of GEP and good Chemical Status by the date 
laid down in the Directive; 

• that deterioration of the status of the relevant body of surface water includes a fall by one class of any 
element of the quality elements within the meaning of Annex V of the WFD even if the fall does not 
result in a fall of the classification of the body of surface water as a whole; and 

• if the quality element is already in the lowest class, any deterioration of that element represents 
deterioration of status within the meaning of Article 4(1)(a)(i). 

A.1.2.1 Guidance 

Whilst there is no established methodology for assessing compliance with WFD legislation, the WFD 
Compliance Assessment is based upon professional judgement, established best practice and consultation 
with the EA and undertaken in accordance with relevant EA guidance21 and the advisory guidance provided 
by The Planning Inspectorate22. 

 

A.2 WFD Assessment Process 

A.2.1 Overview 

WFD Compliance Assessment is undertaken as an iterative, stepped process, which typically includes the 
following: 

• Step 1: Baseline assessment (screening); 

• Step 2: Preliminary assessment (scoping); 

• Step 3: Detailed impact assessment (where required); and 

• Step 4: Application of Regulation 19 (where applicable). 

These key process steps are described in further detail in the following sections. Consultation with regulatory 
authority should be undertaken to share the findings of each step, where necessary/applicable. 

A.2.2 Baseline assessment (screening) 

 

 
20 Case 461/13 Bund für – Umwelt Und Naturschutz Deutschland v Bundesrepublik Deutschland (‘the Bund case’) concerning the 

interpretation of Article 4(1)(a)(i) to (iii) of the Water Framework Directive 2000/60/EC (WFD) 

21 Environment Agency, (2010), Assessing new modifications for compliance with WFD: detailed supplementary guidance. 

22 The Planning Inspectorate (2017), Advice note eighteen: The Water Framework Directive. 
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The key objective of the baseline (screening) assessment is to identify the relevant WFD surface water and 
groundwater bodies (including any undesignated tributary watercourses) potentially affected by the Proposed 
Development and to establish their baseline condition. 

The baseline condition of relevant water bodies has been identified via desk-top assessment, utilising readily 
available information and environmental, asset and operations data obtained from the EA. 

WFD baseline datasets have been obtained from the EA’s Catchment Data Explorer website23. This includes: 

• RBMP Cycle 3 current status and status objectives data; 

• WFD Protected Areas data; 

• RNAG data; and 

• Measures data. 

The 2019 and 2022 EA WFD water body status data has been used to inform the assessment. These data are 
considered to provide the current best estimate of status and the formal baseline against which the EA will 
assess compliance with the ‘no deterioration’ objective. Where baseline data is limited, professional 
judgement has been used in the assessment and a precautionary approach taken with regard to screening. 

The relevant WFD water bodies present within the potential zone of influence of the Proposed Development 
are taken through to the subsequent preliminary assessment (scoping) stage. 

A.2.3 Preliminary assessment (scoping) 

The objective of the preliminary (scoping) assessment is to establish the relevant likely effects of the 
Proposed Development on the WFD status elements of the relevant WFD surface water and groundwater 
bodies. This includes identification of potential impact types and any relevant mitigation measures embedded 
within the design of Proposed Development at this stage. 

The preliminary assessment considers both the beneficial and adverse effects of the relevant elements of the 
Proposed Development and applies a risk-based method in line with existing EA and NRW guidance. 

Effects are considered with regard to the risk of the Proposed Development causing a deterioration in current 
status and/or a failure to achieve status objectives. The assessment identifies those components / impacts 
associated with the Proposed Development that pose a risk current status or status objectives and thus may 
require more detailed impact assessment. 

The preliminary assessment therefore comprises two parts, as follows: 

• likely effects on current status or potential, involving: 

o identification of relevant scheme components with potential to impact upon water body status; 

o identification of likely potential impact and magnitude of effects of the relevant scheme components 
on the current status of the water body (taking account of any ‘embedded’ mitigation; and 

o identification of potential risks of deterioration in current status and associated requirements for 
additional mitigation and/or further detailed assessment.  

• likely effects on status objectives, involving: 

o scoping of the relevant scheme components to identify where the Proposed Development may pose a 
risk of worsening existing pressures responsible for current status failures (RNAGs) and/or prevent 
the implementation of measures identified by the EA to address existing status failures; and 

 

 
23 Environment Agency (2025) Available at: http://environment.data.gov.uk/catchment-planning/ [Accessed 02/09/2025].    

http://environment.data.gov.uk/catchment-planning/
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o scoping of relevant scheme components against any available EA HMWB/ AWB ‘mitigation 
measure assessment’ outputs, in order to identify where the Proposed Development may pose a 
potential risk of inhibiting the implementation of measures derived to mitigate the impacts of 
existing physical modifications and operational regimes to support the achievement of GEP 
objectives. 

A.2.4 Detailed impact assessment 

Where deemed required, the objective of the detailed impact assessment is to establish the nature and 
anticipated magnitude of the effects of relevant elements of the Proposed Development on the WFD quality 
elements of the surface water and groundwater bodies affected. These effects are considered in terms of the 
potential for deterioration of current status and/or the prevention of status objectives. This detailed 
assessment may be based on targeted baseline surveys, monitoring or modelling assessments completed at 
the impact sites. 

As with the preliminary assessment stage, the detailed impact assessment is therefore comprised of two key 
parts, as follows: 

• assessment of effects on current status of quality element; and 

• assessment of effects on status objectives, with regards to any water body RNAG or measures/actions 
identified as potentially being at risk from the Proposed Development under the preceding preliminary 
(scoping) assessment. This is done via professional judgement and consultation with the EA, based on 
the currently available information. 

Where likely significant effects are identified with regard to the risk of status deterioration and/or the 
prevention of status objectives, the assessment should identify ‘further mitigation’ required in order to avoid 
and/or minimise risks and the residual effects on quality elements at the water body scale. 

The detailed impact assessment will also identify if Regulation 19 tests need to be prepared for affected 
water bodies, where a residual risk to status deterioration and/or prevention of future status objectives has 
been identified. 

A detailed impact assessment has not been deemed required for the Proposed Development, based on the 
information available at this stage. 

A.2.5 Regulation 19 Derogation 

Regulation 19 of the Water Environment Regulations states that water bodies will not be in breach of the 
Directive when failure to meet its environmental objectives is the result of either new modifications to the 
physical characteristics of a water body or as a result of new human sustainable development, on the proviso 
that the modifications or new development proposed are compliant with the four key conditions listed below. 
In doing so, Regulation 19 provides a means whereby a derogation for a proposed modification or 
sustainable development may be granted where it meets these four conditions. 

1. all practicable steps have been taken to mitigate the adverse impact on the status of the water body; 

2. the reasons for the modifications or alterations are of overriding public interest and/or the benefits to 
the environment and to society of achieving the objectives are outweighed by the benefits of the new 
modifications or alterations to human health, to the maintenance of human safety or to sustainable 
development;  

3. the beneficial objectives served by the modifications or alterations of the water body cannot for 
reasons of technical feasibility or disproportionate cost be achieved by other means, which are a 
significantly better environmental option; and 

4. the reasons for the modifications or alterations are clearly identified to the EA, so that they can be 
specifically set out and explained in the relevant RBMP. 
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Regulation 19 tests are not deemed required for the Proposed Development, based on the information 
available at this stage. 

 


	Tables
	Plates
	Annexes
	1. Introduction
	1.1 Overview
	1.1.1 Arup has been commissioned by RWE (hereafter referred to as ‘the Applicant’) to prepare an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) to support a section 36C variation application under the Electricity Act 1989 (‘the application’) for a proposed car...
	1.1.2 This Water Framework Directive (Water Environment (England and Wales) Regulations Regulations) assessment forms a technical appendix to the Water Environment and Flood Risk chapter of the Environmental Statement (ES) for the Staythorpe Carbon Ca...

	1.2 Objectives and Methodology
	1.2.1 The Water Environment (Water Framework Directive) (England and Wales) Regulations3 (WER) transposed the European Water Framework Directive (WFD)0F  into UK law in 2017. WFD Compliance Assessments typically comprise a stepped process undertaken i...
	1.2.2 This assessment comprises the screening and scoping assessment of this process. This assessment aims to determine if there are any activities associated with the Proposed Development that do not require further consideration, for example activit...
	1.2.3 The scoping assessment determines any likely permanent impacts of the Proposed Development. Temporary impacts (considered as those which would last less than three years, which is equivalent to half a RBMP cycle) are not considered to result in ...
	1.2.4 The spatial scope of the assessment includes all WFD designated surface water and groundwater bodies potentially affected by the Proposed Development. This considers the potential impacts of the Proposed Development on all of the relevant qualit...
	1.2.5 This report aims to identify the potential effects of the Proposed Development on the current status and status objectives of water bodies present at the Site. The key objectives are:

	1.3 WFD Legislation
	1.3.1 The WFD2F  has been in force since 2000 and is currently the most influential piece of EU legislation relating to the water environment. The Directive was transposed into UK law by The Water Environment (Water Framework Directive) (England and W...
	1.3.2 The WFD Regulations aim to protect and enhance the quality of the water environment across England and Wales. It takes a holistic approach to the sustainable management of water by considering the interactions between surface water, groundwater ...
	1.3.3 Under the WFD, ‘water bodies’ are the basic management units and are defined as all or part of a river system or aquifer. These water bodies form part of a larger River Basin District (RBD), for which RBMPs are developed by the EA and environmen...
	1.3.4 The WFD requires the current condition or ‘status or potential’ of surface water and groundwater bodies to be classified and to set a series of objectives for maintaining or improving conditions so that water bodies reach and/or maintain ‘good s...
	1.3.5 All proposed developments with the potential to interact with the water environment must be assessed to ensure that the aims of the WFD are being met. Where a scheme is shown to contravene the WFD, a Regulation 19 derogation must be sought from ...
	1.3.6 The assessment has been undertaken in accordance with relevant guidance from the EA3F  and advisory note provided by The Planning Inspectorate4F . This assessment identifies the activities related to the Proposed Development that may cause deter...
	1.3.7 Further details regarding the water body status classification process that applies under the WFD, the requirements of WFD Compliance Assessments, and relevant guidance is provided in Annex A of this report.


	2. Proposed Development Site
	2.1 Location
	2.1.1 The Site is located approximately 1.5 km west of the town of Newark-on-Trent, on the left bank of the River Trent. The Site location is shown in Figure 2.1: Site Location (ES Volume III) and in Plate 1 below.
	2.1.2 The Site’s location is described in Chapter 2: Site and Site Surroundings (ES Volume I).
	Watercourses
	2.1.3 The water bodies and notable water-related infrastructure at, or hydrologically connected to, the Proposed Development are shown in Plate 2 and described below based on a site walkover undertaken in July 2024. It is considered that water environ...
	River Trent

	2.1.4 The River Trent flows in a northeasterly direction along the southeastern boundary of the Site and can be characterised as:
	2.1.5 The River Trent bifurcates (divides into two channels) into a navigable and a non-navigable section to the east of the Site. The non-navigable section (labelled as Trent bifurcation in Plate 2 above) runs northwards while the navigable section c...
	2.1.6 During the site walkover, it was noted that the Trent had generally low turbidity at the edge of the channel, making the bed visible and macrophytes (lily pads) and freshwater mussels or clams (unidentified) were present.
	Rundell Dyke

	2.1.7 The Rundell Dyke flows in a northeasterly direction through the northern part of Site before discharging to the Trent bifurcation which flows adjacent to east of the Proposed Development. Within the Site, the Rundell Dyke has the following chara...
	2.1.8 Downstream of the Proposed Development, near the confluence with the bifurcated Trent, the Rundell Dyke can be characterised as:
	2.1.9 It is understood that the Internal Drainage Board (IDB) ‘maintains’ this watercourse, including mowing activities.
	2.1.10 During the site walkover, wrack marks (line of debris deposited in flood waters, indicative of flood extent) were identified both in-channel, approximately 2 m higher than current water level, and on the floodplain indicative of recent flooding...
	Ponds on Site

	2.1.11 There are three ponds present on Site, which are in addition to the watercourses. The ponds are not classified as WFD surface water bodies or lake water bodies. However, they are located within the catchment areas of other surface water bodies ...
	Pond 1

	2.1.12 The westernmost pond is the largest of the three ponds on Site measuring ~10,000m2,  established in c.1948 for gravel extraction purposes. At the time of survey, the surface of the pond was covered with weeds/ algae, which impeded visibility an...
	Pond 2

	2.1.13 The central pond is approximately 5,000 m2 in planform size. Some surface weeds/ algae were noted during the site walkover, but they covered less than a third of the water’s surface.
	Pond 3

	2.1.14 The easternmost pond is approximately 2,400 m2 in planform size with a central island that is densely vegetated with trees and shrubs. Macrophytes in the form of reeds are present within the pond and a lesser extent of algal bloom was noted com...
	Floodwater flows within the Site

	2.1.15 During flood events, flood water flows around the western and northern sides of the existing Power Station development platform. A channel designed to accommodate these floodwater flows as water passes under the Power Station access road is pre...
	2.1.16 The floodwater channel directs flows beneath the access road via a concrete bridge with central pillars within the channel. The land surrounding Pond 1 to the north of the floodwater channel is hydrologically connected to the land surrounding P...
	Geology and Hydrogeology
	2.1.17 The British Geological Survey (BGS) 1:50,000 scale mapping6F  indicates that the Site is underlain by superficial deposits comprising alluvium of clay, silt, sand and gravel. The bedrock geology beneath the Site comprises the Gunthorpe Member o...
	2.1.18 The aquifer of the superficial deposits underlying the Site is designated as a Secondary A aquifer. The bedrock aquifer underlying the Site is also designated as a Secondary B aquifer. These designations indicate the superficial permeable geolo...
	2.1.19 Borehole data available from the BGS7F  suggest that in the vicinity of the Site, groundwater has been encountered at between 0.6 m and 2.59 m below ground level (bgl).

	2.2 Proposed Development
	2.2.1 A description of the Proposed Development is provided in Chapter 3: Proposed Development description and alternatives (ES Volume I) and the methods anticipated for its construction are outlined in Chapter 4: Construction programme and management...
	Construction Phase Mitigation
	2.2.2 An outline Construction Environmental Management Plan (oCEMP) has been developed and accompanies the application (see Appendix 4A, ES Volume II). The final CEMP will be developed during the detailed design stage prior to construction. This will ...
	2.2.3 The final CEMP would include measures to avoid or minimise impacts to the water environment during construction of the Proposed Development, in alignment construction industry best practice and with EA guidance and best practice.
	Pollution Control
	Control of sediment runoff


	2.2.4 Best practice will be adopted to minimise the risk of silt pollution to nearby watercourses during construction activities under the control of the CEMP. This will involve the identification of potential sources and pathways to watercourses and ...
	Spillages

	2.2.5 A pollution risk assessment will be carried out for the Site ahead of construction, considering both the storage and transportation of materials used. This will identify potentially hazardous materials or activities and assess the probability an...
	Biosecurity

	2.2.6 Good biosecurity practices are vital for preventing the spread of invasive non-native species (INNS) and pathogens such as waterborne fish diseases. Measures will be adopted so that the construction activities do not lead to the spread of INNS o...
	2.2.7 To avoid the spread of invasive species the following measures will be adhered to, and detailed within the CEMP, during construction. Mitigation measures are also identified in the Outline Ecological Mitigation and Enhancement Plan (oEMEP) (Appe...


	3. Baseline Assessment
	3.1.1 The Proposed Development is located within the Trent Lower and Erewash surface water management catchment, across the Nottingham Urban and Nottinghamshire South A operational catchments, and within the Trent Lower Erewash – Secondary Combined gr...
	3.1.2 The WFD status, status objectives and programme of measures derived by the EA for water bodies located within this RBD are outlined within the 2022 Cycle 3 Humber RBMP8F . A baseline (screening) assessment has been undertaken to identify the rel...
	3.2 Relevant WFD Water Bodies
	3.2.1 Four WFD surface water bodies and one groundwater body are present within the vicinity of the Proposed Development. These are shown in Plate 7 and summarised in
	3.2.2 Table 1.
	3.2.3 The Site spans three WFD surface water body catchments (see Plate 7), namely the Greet Catchment (trib of Trent), Trent from Soar to The Beck and Pingley/Rundell Dyke Catch Upper (trib of Trent) and is hydrologically connected to the downstream ...

	3.3 Surface Waters
	Greet Catchment (trib of Trent)
	3.3.1 The Greet Catchment water body currently has Poor Ecological status. A breakdown of the current status and status objectives of the water body is provided in Table 2.
	EA Monitoring Data

	3.3.2 There are no published EA biological monitoring9F  sites or water quality monitoring10F  sites in the Greet Catchment covering the last 5 years.
	Reasons for not achieving Good status (RNAG) and reasons for deterioration (RFD)

	3.3.3 The EA’s ‘reasons for not achieving good’ (RNAG) dataset suggests a variety of reasons are responsible for the Greet catchment not achieving its Good Ecological Potential (GEP) objective, as summarised in Table 3. The RNAGs comprise 2 reasons re...
	WFD Protected Areas

	3.3.4 The water body is located within the WFD Protected Areas summarised in Table 4. Where a WFD water body falls within or forms all or part of one of these designated Protected Areas, the water body is subject to additional environmental objectives...
	Mitigation Measures Data

	3.3.5 A mitigation measures assessment, a component of the RBMP, has been undertaken by the EA for the water body and the following measures have been identified for the water body in the RBMP.
	Trent from Soar to The Beck
	3.3.6 The Trent from Soar to The Beck water body is designated as a Heavily Modified Water Body (HMWB) with stretches of artificial retaining walls, weirs and a highway crossing present within the vicinity of the Proposed Development. The HMWB status ...
	3.3.7 The Trent from Soar to The Beck water body currently has an Overall Status of Moderate and Ecological Potential of Moderate. A breakdown of the current status and status objectives of the water body is provided in Table 6.
	EA Monitoring Data

	3.3.8 There is one published EA biological monitoring10 site but no water quality monitoring11 sites in the Trent from Soar to The Beck within 2km of the Proposed Development covering the last five years. The biological monitoring comprises Fish data ...
	Reasons for not achieving Good status (RNAG) and reasons for deterioration (RFD)

	3.3.9 The EA’s RNAG dataset suggests a variety of reasons are responsible for the Trent from Soar to The Beck not achieving its GEP objective, as summarised in Table 8. The RNAGs comprise 3 reasons related to physical modification, 2 reasons owing to ...
	WFD Protected Areas

	3.3.10 The Trent from Soar to The Beck water body is located within the WFD Protected Areas summarised in Table 9.
	Mitigation Measures Data

	3.3.11 A mitigation measures assessment, a component of the RBMP, has been undertaken by the EA for the Trent from Soar to The Beck water body and the following measures have been identified.
	Pingley/ Rundell Dyke Catch Upper (trib of Trent)
	3.3.12 The Pingley/ Rundell Dyke water body currently has a Good Ecological status. A breakdown of the current status and status objectives of the water body is provided in Table 11.
	EA Monitoring Data

	3.3.13 There are no published EA biological monitoring10 sites or water quality monitoring11 sites in the Pingley/ Rundell Dyke catchment covering the last five years.
	Reasons for not achieving Good status (RNAG) and reasons for deterioration (RFD)

	3.3.14 The EA’s ‘reasons for not achieving good’ (RNAG) dataset suggests a variety of reasons are responsible for the Pingley/ Rundell Dyke not achieving its Good Ecological Potential (GEP) objective, as summarised in Table 12.
	WFD Protected Areas

	3.3.15 The Pingley/ Rundell Dyke water body is located within the WFD Protected Areas summarised in Table 13.
	Mitigation Measures Data

	3.3.16 A mitigation measures assessment has been undertaken by the EA for the Pingley/ Rundell Dyke water body and the following measures have been identified for the water body. This is shown in Table 14.
	Trent Bifurcation Pingley Dyke to Winthorpe
	3.3.17 The Trent Bifurcation Pingley Dyke to Winthorpe water body currently has a Moderate Ecological status. A breakdown of the current status and status objectives of the water body is provided in Table 15.
	EA Monitoring Data

	3.3.18 There are no published EA biological monitoring10 sites or water quality monitoring11 sites within 2km of the Proposed Development in the Trent Bifurcation Pingley Dyke to Winthorpe covering the last five years.
	Reasons for not achieving Good status (RNAG) and reasons for deterioration (RFD)

	3.3.19 The EA’s RNAG dataset suggests a variety of reasons are responsible for the Trent Bifurcation Pingley Dyke to Winthorpe not achieving its GEP objective, as summarised in Table 16. The RNAGs comprise 3 reasons related to pollution from towns, ci...
	WFD Protected Areas

	3.3.20 The Trent Bifurcation Pingley Dyke to Winthorpe water body is located within the WFD Protected Areas summarised in Table 17.
	Mitigation Measures Data

	3.3.21 The Trent Bifurcation Pingley Dyke to Winthorpe water body does not have any mitigation measures directly associated with it.
	Consultation
	3.3.22 The EA has been consulted in relation to this assessment. Consultation was undertaken via email on 09/08/2024 requesting any information in relation to WFD baseline conditions of the four surface water bodies, including any mitigation measures ...

	3.4 Groundwater
	Lower Trent Erewash – Secondary Combined
	3.4.1 The Lower Trent Erewash – Secondary Combined water body currently has Good Overall status, as shown in Table 18.
	Reasons for not achieving Good status (RNAG) and reasons for deterioration (RFD)

	3.4.2 The EA’s RNAG dataset suggests that an abandoned mine (categorised as mining and quarrying) has affected the Chemical Dependent Surface Water Body status of the Lower Trent Erewash – Secondary Combined groundwater body.
	WFD Protected Areas

	3.4.3 The Lower Trent Erewash – Secondary Combined water body is located within the WFD Protected Areas summarised in Table 19, as well as 48 Nitrate Vulnerable Zones under the Nitrates Directive.


	4. Preliminary Impact Assessment (Scoping)
	4.1.1 The Power Station including the Proposed Development fall within the Lower Trent Erewash – Secondary Combined groundwater body. There are no significant below ground workings (i.e. substantial subsurface activities that can alter ground conditio...
	4.1.2 The Proposed Development is partially located across the EA’s mapped WFD catchment areas of the Greet Catchment, Pingley/ Rundell Dyke Catch Upper and Trent from Soar to The Beck water bodies. Further, the Proposed Development is located in clos...
	4.2 Overview
	4.2.1 A preliminary (scoping) assessment has been undertaken to establish the likely impacts of the Proposed Development on the WFD status elements of the surface water bodies present at, and hydrologically connected, to the Site. This has taken into ...
	4.2.2 Impacts have been considered with regard to the risk of the Proposed Development, these are:
	4.2.3 The assessment process for determining the potential risk of status deterioration uses the following traffic light rating system to assign the magnitude of the likely effect anticipated on each of the quality elements of the affected water bodies:
	4.2.4 In the event that adverse (amber or red) effects on quality elements with a risk of causing deterioration of status or preventing future attainment of the objectives are identified, the assessment will identify additional mitigation requirements...

	4.3 Relevant Components of the Proposed Development
	4.3.1 The assessment has considered the key components of the Proposed Development that have the potential to impact upon the current status of the water body. These include:
	4.3.2 At this stage, the preliminary assessment of the magnitude of effects of the construction phase activities has assumed that best practice control and mitigation measures summarised in Section 2.2 will be developed and implemented throughout the ...

	4.4 Potential Impacts on Current Status
	Construction Activities Affecting the Water Body (Water Quality)
	4.4.1 There is potential for pollutant spills and/or the release of sediments (and any associated contaminants) to the Pingley/ Rundell Dyke water body and the Trent Bifurcation Pingley Dyke to Winthorpe water body located downstream during the constr...
	4.4.2 The development of the final CEMP and the implementation of pollution prevention and silt control measures during the construction phase (as outlined in Section 2.2) are expected to minimise inputs of sediment or pollution spillages to nearby wa...
	Construction Activities Affecting the Water Body (Physical Disturbance/Damage)
	4.4.3 The Proposed Development will not comprise any in-channel works and, whilst in close proximity to the left bank of the Trent from Soar to The Beck water body, no works to the banks of any water body are proposed. The construction of the Proposed...
	Permanent (Operational) Physical Modifications to Water Bodies
	4.4.4 The permanent structures of the Proposed Development to be located within the Site will be set-back from the water’s edge of the Trent from Soar to The Beck water body. No physical modification of any surface water body at Site is proposed.
	4.4.5 However, there will be topographic changes within the catchment. The Proposed Development requires earthworks to develop a platform level of 14 m AOD to accommodate the CCP, requiring localised areas of cut and fill equating to approximately 37,...
	4.4.6 A Main Stage Level 2 FRA and hydraulic modelling report has been undertaken for the Proposed Development to ensure that the Proposed Development has appropriate flood risk management and mitigation measures and will not increase flood risk elsew...
	Permanent (Operational) Changes to Surface Water Quantities in a Water Body
	4.4.7 The Proposed Development may require an increase in the volume of water abstracted from the Trent from Soar to The Beck water body to produce demineralised  water for the CCP. Some of the cooling demand for the CCP will be provided by the existi...
	4.4.8  The additional water required for demineralisation purposes is estimated to be 1,700 m3 per day, but the final volume will not be known until detailed design. It is considered likely that this quantity will come from the existing abstraction li...
	4.4.9 The additional water abstraction has the potential to affect the hydrological regime, impacting the hydromorphological quality elements, and physico-chemical quality elements through a reduced volume of water potentially being more susceptible t...
	4.4.10 The hydrological regime, impacting the hydromorphological quality elements, and physico-chemical quality elements may also be affected by discharges to the Trent from Soar to The Beck water body. Discharges from the Site to the waterbody primar...
	4.4.11 Similarly, the Proposed Development has the potential to alter the surface water runoff patterns, particularly in the northern part of the Site where the existing land-use is grassland. The Proposed Development comprises an increase of drained ...
	4.4.12 In consideration of the proposals outlined in the Drainage Statement of Intent in relation to discharges, the potential change in discharge from the Proposed Development is considered to have a negligible effect on physico-chemical and hydromor...
	Summary of Effects on Current Status
	4.4.13 The anticipated effects of each of the components of the Proposed Development on the WFD quality elements of the Pingley/Rundell Dyke Catch Upper, Trent from Soar to The Beck and Trent Bifurcation Pingley Dyke to Winthorpe water bodies are summ...
	4.4.14 Overall, the Proposed Development is not anticipated to cause a deterioration in the current status of these surface water bodies present at the Site.
	4.4.15 The potential impacts relating to the construction activities at the Site will be temporary in nature and are considered to be negligible at the water body scale; on the basis that appropriate best practice measures to avoid and minimise the ri...
	4.4.16 The permanent components of the Proposed Development are anticipated to have a negligible effect on the Pingley/ Rundell Dyke Catch Upper and Trent Bifurcation Pingley Dyke to Winthorpe water bodies and a minor adverse effect on the Trent from ...

	4.5 Potential Impacts on Status Objectives
	4.5.1 Based on this scoping assessment, the Proposed Development is not anticipated to prevent the implementation of the mitigation measures identified in the Humber RBMP14F . Details of the latest Cycle 3 RBMP measures/ actions for specific water bod...
	4.5.2 As discussed in Section 4.4, the potential permanent impacts of the Proposed Development relate to the changes in surface water quantities (associated with abstractions for demineralisation). The potential change in abstractions from the Trent f...
	4.5.3 The potential for increased runoff and altered drainage patterns due to an increase in hardstanding and altered topography of the CCP Area has the potential to affect the receiving water body of Pingley/ Rundell Dyke Catch Upper water body and t...
	4.5.4 The Proposed Development will not prevent the successful implementation of measures to address the RNAG status at the water body scale. The Proposed Development is therefore not expected to inhibit the future achievement of the status objectives...

	4.6 Compliance Summary
	4.6.1 The Proposed Development is considered to be compliant with the following overarching assessment objectives identified by the EA:
	4.6.2 Whilst the Proposed Development will not directly contribute towards the delivery of the WFD status objectives of the Trent from Soar to The Beck, Pingley/ Rundell Dyke Catch Upper or the Trent Bifurcation Pingley Dyke to Winthorpe water bodies ...


	5. Conclusion
	5.1.1 The Proposed Development was identified as having the potential to affect the Greet Catchment, Trent from Soar to The Beck, Pingley/ Rundell Dyke Catch Upper and Trent Bifuraction Pingley Dyke to Winthorpe WFD surface water bodies present at, ad...
	5.1.2 The assessment is based on the currently available Site and design information and assumptions regarding best practice and mitigation measures to be developed in the final CEMP for the Proposed Development prior to construction. This scoping ass...
	5.1.3 Based on the available information, the Proposed Development is not anticipated to cause a deterioration in the current status of any of the water bodies, nor is it expected to prevent the future achievement of the status objectives of the water...
	5.1.4 The Proposed Development is therefore considered to be compliant with the objectives of the WFD, at this stage of the design.

	6. Recommendations
	6.1.1 This scoping assessment provides an indication of the likely compliance of the Proposed Development at the time of writing. It is recommended that this assessment is reviewed and updated as a ‘living document’ at subsequent design and constructi...
	a) acquisition of further, relevant Site information (such as additional ground investigation data);
	b) provision of any further EA WFD datasets/information for the relevant water bodies present at the Site; and/or
	c) any subsequent detailed design changes or development of any construction methodology documentation.
	6.1.2 In particular, it is recommended that WFD considerations are incorporated into the detailed design of the Proposed Development.
	6.1.3 This assessment, including any subsequent updates, should be used to inform any subsequent design works and the development of construction phase mitigation requirements, in consultation with the local EA area team staff. 
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