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1. Witness Details, Role and Relevant Experience 

1.1 Chris Waterfield, I.Eng., MICE, Team Manager (Structures & Street Lighting), 

Leicestershire County Council.

1.2 I have worked for the Council for 31 years, specialising in bridge design and 

maintenance. I have extensive experience in major bridgeworks, having designed a 

number of large structures and been responsible for numerous bridge maintenance 

projects throughout the county.

1.3 For the last 15 years, I have been a Team Manager responsible for the Council’s 

highway-related structures, including inspection, assessment, maintenance and 

eventual replacement – firstly for the north of the county and latterly, since 2015, I 

have been solely responsible for the management of these assets.

1.4 My role is to consider the current condition of the asset stock and to decide what 

maintenance interventions are appropriate for each structure and with what priority. I 

am responsible for developing the annual bridge maintenance programme based on 

these priorities and for seeking the necessary funds and permissions required.

1.5 Within my team individual engineers are responsible for structures. Barry Watson-

Evans is the engineer directly responsible for the Zouch Bridge and I have worked 

closely with him during the development of the proposals

2. Introduction. 

2.1 This Proof of Evidence (“Proof”) has been prepared on behalf of Leicestershire 

County Council (the “Council”). It has been produced pursuant to an agreement 

between Leicestershire County Council and Nottinghamshire County Council under 

Section 8 of the Highways Act 1980 by which Nottinghamshire County Council has 

delegated to the Council its powers in respect of the provision of the Scheme within 

the Orders as published. The need for that arises from the fact that the boundary 

between the two authorities runs along the centre line of the watercourse over which 

the existing bridge is located and that will be replicated with the replacement bridge. 

In 1973, however an agreement between the two County Authorities did give control 

of the bridge itself to the Council to maintain, with the approach roads on either side 

being the responsibility of the individual authorities. The Council is therefore 

authorised and able to promote and pursue the Scheme as indicated within the 

Orders, including any necessary Public Inquiry in its own name on behalf of both
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County Councils. For the avoidance of doubt Nottinghamshire County Council is 

aware of the detail of the Scheme and is fully supportive of it.

2.2 This Proof is produced in the Council’s capacity as the acquiring authority pursuant to 

Compulsory Purchase (Inquiries Procedure) Rules 2007, in its capacity as Highways 

Authority pursuant to the making of a Sides Roads Order under Section 14 and 125 

of the Highways Act 1980 under the Highways (Inquiries Procedure) Rules 1994 and 

also as the promoter of the Zouch Bridge Scheme to allow for the construction of the 

bridge over the navigable River Soar under Section 106 of the Highways Act 1980. 

This Proof should be read with the Statement of Case and the three separate 

Statement of Reasons which have been produced to accompany the publication of 

the Orders themselves.

2.3 On the 10th April 2017 planning permission for the replacement of an existing bridge, 

including the redirection of the approach roads, was applied for by the Council. Given 

that the location of the site of the development crossed the boundary between the 

two Counties, the application was made to Leicestershire County Council and also to 

Rushcliffe Borough Council within Nottinghamshire. Prior to the applications being 

made the Council made a request for a scoping opinion to both planning authorities 

to determine if an Environmental Impact Assessment was required in respect of the 

works. The planning department of the Leicestershire County Council replied on the 

3rd June 2016 and Rushcliffe Borough Council on the 27th May 2016 that there was 

no requirement for any such Assessment to be carried out.

2.4 The application for planning permission has therefore been with the relevant 

authorities since that time and has been under active consideration since. There has 

been ongoing correspondence between the Council as applicant and the planning 

authorities to consider consultee responses. The Council can confirm that all matters 

relevant to the planning permission have been undertaken and that no further 

information has been requested. There are no outstanding objections to the grant of 

planning permission. The Council’s Development Control & Regulatory Board 

considered the application under Regulation 3 of the Town & Country Planning 

General Regulations 1992 on 12th July 2018 and granted permission for the scheme. 

The Council understands that Rushcliffe Borough Council will consider the 

application shortly; which I return to in paragraph 5.3 below. The Officers report and 

planning permission is contained within Document 22 on the list given in section 14 

of this Proof and the information has also been placed on the Scheme website.
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2.5 On the 6th October 2017 the Council made the Leicestershire County Council (Zouch 

Bridge Replacement) Scheme 2017, the “Scheme”, and the Leicestershire County 

Council (A6006 Zouch Bridge Replacement, Classified Road) (Side Roads) Order 

2017, the “SRO” . On 6th November 2017 the Council made the Leicestershire 

County Council ( Zouch Bridge Replacement) Compulsory Purchase Order 2017, the 

“CPO”; collectively the Scheme, the SRO and the CPO will be referred to as the 

“Orders”.

2.6 The Orders were made pursuant to the Council’s resolutions in relation to the 

Scheme. The first resolution was dated the 4th February 2014 under which authority 

was given for the scheme to replace the Zouch Bridge (the Scheme), followed by a 

resolution on 15th July 2014 under which authority was given to pursue a CPO if 

acquisition by agreement failed for the Scheme and more recently under the 

resolution dated the 5th February 2016. The latter decision authorised the activity 

required to pursue the Orders to bring forward the Scheme itself. Additionally the 

Cabinet consideration of the Council’s Medium Term Financial Strategy on 9th

February 2018 confirmed the funding for the Scheme. The various reports including 

the resolutions are listed as supporting Documents 15 and 16 in the list of documents 

of this Proof.

2.7 The Orders have been made to enable construction and operation of the Scheme 

following the grant of planning permission.

2.8 The Orders were submitted to the Secretary of State for Transport, National 

Transport Casework Team, Tyneside House, Skinnerburn Road, Newcastle Business 

Park, Newcastle upon Tyne, NE4 7AR in December 2017 for confirmation. The 

Department for Transport has issued an acknowledgement letter dated the 5th

January 2018 indicating that objections have been received to the SRO and CPO, 

although none to the Scheme, and accordingly a Public Inquiry is to be held in 

respect of them unless all statutory objections are withdrawn.

2.9 The Council considers that there is a compelling case in the public interest for the 

making and confirmation of the Orders to secure the outstanding land and property 

rights and interests (the “Order Land”) as described in the schedule to the Order and 

shown on the map referred to in the Order (the “Order Map”) and for the purposes of 

implementing the Scheme.
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2.10 The A6006 is an integral part of the road network and the bridge at Zouch provides 

the means to cross the River Soar and thereby provide a strategic connection 

between Leicestershire and Nottinghamshire. The bridge is therefore a strategically 

important piece of infrastructure in the context of the regional economy. The A6006 is 

part of the network signed to direct traffic from the south to the East Midlands Airport.

2.11 The current traffic flows recorded west of the bridge demonstrate that the road is well 

used carrying the level of flow to be expected for a road of this nature when 

assessed against flows for a new road within the Design Manual for Roads and 

Bridges. Taking into account future growth between now and the design year of 2033 

would see additional traffic seeking to use this route irrespective of whether the 

Scheme is provided or not.

2.12 The bridge itself was constructed in 1930 and is now, as shown by the Condition 

Survey (Special Bridge Inspection Report) carried out in 2013, reaching the end of its 

useful life given that the anticipated future repairs would not be economic to 

undertake. The Condition Survey (Special Bridge Inspection Report) is enclosed as 

Document 17 in the list of documents to this Proof. The bridge, following years of 

extensive and costly repairs, which are well documented (see the Schedule of 

Maintenance Works at Document 18 in the list of documents to this Proof) and will be 

described in the evidence, is in need of replacement. Given that it is not economic to 

continue to repair the structure it is inevitable that it is only a question of time before it 

fails. Options to limit traffic over the bridge would fundamentally conflict with the 

strategic nature of the road and consequently the traffic it carries and closure without 

re-provision would necessitate a lengthy and expensive diversion for such users.

2.13 The decision to seek planning permission for a replacement structure south of the 

existing bridge is recognition of the need to replace the bridge given its condition and 

anticipated life span. The decision to provide for the replacement to the south of the 

existing structure, which requires land to be acquired, avoids the inevitable and 

expensive costs of having to divert traffic away from the bridge, along a route 

described in paragraph 10.3 below, during the construction period if it was built on 

line. The anticipated construction period, given the constraints arising from the 

locality, as well as the services it carries including not only the gas main but the usual 

water main and in addition the overhead power line would mean the road being 

closed for a period assessed to be in the region of 18 months.
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2.14 As such the only realistic and cost effective option is to seek to provide the 

replacement bridge off line which enables the current bridge to be used up until the 

time that the new bridge is built and can be made available for traffic.

2.15 The provision of a new bridge would serve to minimise future reactive and 

emergency maintenance work, both of which have been necessary on a frequent 

basis during recent years. These have required various levels of traffic management 

and will have had a negative impact on journey times.

2.16 The Order Land falls within two ownerships. Two objections have been received by 

the Department for Transport with both being considered to be from Statutory 

Objectors. These objections appear to relate principally to the CPO although certain 

matters are also raised in respect of the SRO. There do not appear to be any 

objections to the Bridge Scheme itself which is consistent with the response that has 

been received in respect of the planning application.

2.17 One of the objectors has raised the possibility of an alternative to the published 

scheme and the Council has spoken with the objector and is in the process of 

producing a stand-alone Alternative Assessment of the suggestion made by him. In 

the Council's view that option is not acceptable and not worthy of further 

consideration but all relevant information will be set out in that separate document.

2.18 An objection made by the occupier of a house south of the Scheme, comes from a 

relative of the owner of the land marked plot number ‘Plot 2b’ on the CPO Order 

Plan. That objection relates to the effect of the Scheme on ‘Plot 2b’ which is land 

that the objector currently occupies. The basis of his occupation is not known as to 

whether he is residing as a tenant and if so on what terms or under some other 

arrangement. The Department for Transport has indicated that he is a Statutory 

Objector.

2.19 The objections were identified in the Statement of Case and this Proof will simply 

update that information 

2.20 The Statement of Case sets out the full particulars of the Council’s case for the 

making and confirmation of the Orders. In the evidence produced by the various 

witnesses on behalf of the Council, the Council will seek to identify and address any 

outstanding issue which has been raised by the objectors. By following that course 

of action, the Council hope to avoid the need to produce additional rebuttal evidence 

to the Inquiry. That approach would not apply to any new points raised at the Inquiry 

itself then the Council reserves the right to deal with any new point.
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2.21 The following table gives the details of the witnesses and the areas of expertise that 

they will cover in their separate Proofs of Evidence:-

Witness Area of expertise

Barry Watson-Evans (The Council) Project Management

Karen Notman (AECOM)

Engineering and Project Management 
(including the assessment of the 
proposed alternative scheme and the 
effect on traffic).

Wendy Crawford (The Council) Landscape & visual impact

Fay Bull (AECOM) Flooding

Alf Maneylaws (AECOM) Noise and Vibration

Elisha Coutts (AECOM) Air Quality

3. The Enabling Powers.

3.1 The Highways Act 1980 empowers the Council to acquire land compulsorily which it 

requires to construct and improve a highway.

3.2 Section 239 of the 1980 Act enables the Council as the Highway Authority for the 

area to “acquire land required for the construction of a highway, other than a trunk 

road, which is to become maintainable at the public expense”, as well as any land 

required for the improvement of a highway.

3.3 Section 240 of the 1980 Act provides that the Council as Highway Authority may 

acquire land required for the use in connection with construction or improvement of a 

highway.

3.4 Section 246 of the 1980 Act allows the Council to acquire land for the purpose of 

mitigating any adverse effect that the existence or use of the highway may have on 

its surroundings.

3.5 Section 250 of the 1980 Act allows the Council as the acquiring authority to acquire 

rights over land, both by acquisition of those already in existence and by the creation 

of new rights.

3.6 Section 260 of the 1980 Act allows the Council to override restrictive covenants and 

third-party rights where land acquired by agreement is included in a Compulsory 

Purchase Order.
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3.7 Section 14 of the 1980 Act authorises the Council as the Highway Authority to stop 

up, divert, improve or otherwise deal with a highway that crosses or enters the route 

of the road to be provided.

3.8 Section 125 of the 1980 Act empowers the Council to deal with any private means of 

access affected by the new road including the provision of a new means of access.

3.9 Section 106(3) of the 1980 Act provides for the Council to adopt a scheme to provide 

for a bridge over a navigable river as part of the provision of a new road.

3.10 The purpose of seeking to acquire land and new rights compulsorily is to enable the 

Scheme to be constructed. These proposals would enable the Council using the 

powers it enjoys as a Highway Authority and those delegated to it by 

Nottinghamshire County Council to provide the Scheme that would meet its statutory 

purposes.

4. Location and Description of the Order Land.

4.1 Zouch is a hamlet within the parish of Sutton Bonington and is located between the 

villages of Hathern and Normanton-on-Soar. The River Soar marks the County 

boundary. The whole area sits within the floodplain of the river and it is therefore 

fairly flat but with a gradual fall from south to north.

4.2 The river, which runs through Zouch has three separate channels, consisting of the 

Zouch cut canal north of the bridge, a smaller central stream to the east and then the 

main river which flows beneath the bridge itself.

4.3 The main river and the canalised section are used to various extents by boats. 

Immediately adjacent to the northern side of the bridge is the Marina where canal 

boats are often moored, and further to the north is the Loughborough Boat Club. To 

the west of the Marina is the County Bridge Mobile Home Park and other than the 

four residential properties located to the south of the eastern approach road to the 

bridge there are no other residential properties in close proximity.

4.4 The bridge crossing the River Soar which carries the A6006 was built in 1930 and 

that replaced an earlier structure that was located to the south of the current bridge. 

In times of lower water levels, it is possible to see the remnants of the bridge 

supports for that former bridge in the river itself about 10 metres to the south of the 

bridge. The Scheme will move the bridge back to the south but will not interfere with 

that existing, albeit submerged former bridge support. In fact, both the Environment
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Agency (EA) and the Canal and River Trust (CRT) are seeking the removal of the 

former bridge support as part of the scheme.

4.5 The current road is subject to the national speed limit but with the Scheme in place 

that will be reduced down to 40 miles per hour consistent with other stretches of the 

road.

4.6 The road links the major centres of Leicester, via the A6 to the south with Nottingham 

to the north east. The road is signed from the south as a route to the East Midlands 

Airport. The Scheme is not anticipated to alter the current traffic flows or the choices 

that drivers make in route selection but will provide a new facility which will avoid the 

closures and restrictions inherent with seeking to carry out repairs to the bridge.

4.7 The areas of land required for the Scheme are all located south of the existing road. 

Those areas to the west of the river are used for agricultural purposes although the 

EA has constructed a levy along part as flood prevention measures. The area of land 

to the east of the river consists of a variety of land uses. Adjacent to the river it 

resembles semi natural woodland whereas to the east is appears to be in a more 

domestic agricultural use as pasture land. There are no buildings on any part of the 

Order Land although there are two greenhouse type structures in the pasture area.

4.8 The Statutory Undertaker’s apparatus that are carried by the bridge include a 

National Grid medium pressure gas main, STW water mains and British Telecom 

cables. A schedule is provided as Document 19 in the list of documents to this Proof.  

The scheme will require the services to be diverted on to the new bridge upon 

completion and prior to the demolition of the existing bridge.

5. The Planning Position.

5.1 The Scheme promoters made two planning applications, both dated 11th April 2017.  

The identical application for the Zouch Bridge Replacement Scheme was made to 

Leicestershire County Council Planning Authority with reference number 

2017/0878/02 and to Rushcliffe Borough Council Planning Authority with reference 

number 17/00925/FUL.

5.2 The Planning Application with reference number 2017/0878/02, validated on 11th

April 2017, was determined by Leicestershire County Council Planning Authority on 

12th July 2018. The application was granted approval subject to conditions. A copy 

of the Planning Decision Notice is attached to this proof as Document 22.
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5.3. Although the consideration of the planning application made to Rushcliffe Borough 

Council is still outstanding the applicant has received a letter dated 27th July 2018 

from the manager responsible for planning, Andrew Pegram, Service Manager 

Communities. The letter indicates that the decision will be made within a matter of a 

few days and that the officer is minded to approve the application. It is noted that the 

application will be made by officer delegated decision. A copy of the letter is 

attached to this proof as Document 23.

5.4 The following paragraphs provide an overview of the various applicable planning and 

related policies as contained within the published documentation which demonstrate 

how the Zouch Bridge Replacement Scheme is consistent with and will contribute to 

meeting national and local priorities. Although the grant of planning consent by LCC 

and the anticipated action by Rushcliffe Borough Council will demonstrate the 

acceptability of the Scheme in planning terms in the public interest I have retained 

the description of the planning matters to help inform the decision. Given that 

situation, namely the likely existence of planning permission by the time the Inquiry 

opens, LCC has not thought it necessary to produce a separate planning witness. 

Should it prove necessary to have such expertise then the Council will make it 

available.

5.5 Although the consideration of the planning application made to Rushcliffe Borough 

Council is still outstanding, in the promoter’s view there are no reasons arising from a 

consideration of the planning policy position which suggest that the Scheme will not 

be successful in achieving the necessary planning consent. The promoters had 

anticipated that the consideration of the planning application would have been 

concluded by now but in any event the expectation is that the application will be 

determined in the near future. These comments in respect of the planning policy 

position have therefore been put together from the published documentation and 

without any prejudgment of the outcome of the planning application.

National Policy - The National Planning Policy Framework (the NPPF) and supporting 

documents.

5.6 The NPPF references in the Statement of Case are all taken from the 2012 version. 

The 2018 version of the NPPF was published on the 24th July 2018. The Council 

has examined the new guidance, given the requirement for the decision maker to 

take into account the most up to date policy base, and the view that has been taken 

is that the NPPF as it applies to the Scheme has not changed to any material degree. 

Given that the Scheme was brought forward under the 2012 version the references
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to that are retained but the position has been updated by reference to the 2018 

version.

5.7 The NPPF places an emphasis on supporting sustainable development, advising that 

environmental conditions are to be considered alongside economic and social 

considerations as all three elements contribute to the approach. At paragraph 11 it is 

stated that: -

“Plans and decisions should apply a presumption in favour of sustainable 

development.

For plan-making this means that:-

a) plans should positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of their 

area, and be sufficiently flexible to adapt to rapid change; 

b) strategic policies should, as a minimum, provide for objectively assessed needs 

for housing and other uses, as well as any needs that cannot be met within 

neighbouring areas, unless: 

i. the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of 

particular importance provides a strong reason for restricting the overall 

scale, type or distribution of development in the plan area; or 

ii. any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably 

outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework 

taken as a whole.

For decision-taking this means:-

c) approving development proposals that accord with an up-to-date development 

plan without delay; or 

d) where there are no relevant development plan policies, or the policies which are 

most important for determining the application are out-of-date7, granting 

permission unless; 

i. the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of 

particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the development 

proposed; or 

ii. any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably 

outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework 

taken as a whole.”

and paragraph 15 reiterates that by saying it “should be genuinely plan-led”.
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5.8 The Charnwood Local Plan 2011 to 2028 Core Strategy (2015)(Document 13) 

identifies a policy approach which seeks to maximise the efficiency of the local and 

strategic road network by 2028 and indicates the means to achieve that, including 

appropriate travel improvements; see policy CS 18 below. The provision of the 

replacement bridge on the existing network at Zouch, which thereby removes the 

disruption caused by the necessary and frequent repairs to the bridge, is an essential 

element in that process.

5.9 The NPPF recognises the role which the planning system is to play in contributing to 

the achievement of sustainable development. Paragraph 15 states that “The 

planning system must be plan-led” and Paragraph 16 sets out the requirements for 

the plans, stating that:-

“Plans should:

a. be prepared with the objective of contributing to the achievement of sustainable 

development; 

b. be prepared positively, in a way that is aspirational but deliverable; 

c. be shaped by early, proportionate and effective engagement between plan-

makers and communities, local organisations, businesses, infrastructure 

providers and operators and statutory consultees; 

d. contain policies that are clearly written and unambiguous, so it is evident how a 

decision maker should react to development proposals; 

e. be accessible through the use of digital tools to assist public involvement and 

policy presentation; and 

f. serve a clear purpose, avoiding unnecessary duplication of policies that apply to 

a particular area (including policies in this Framework, where relevant).”

5.10 The provision of the replacement bridge fulfils the aims underlying the 2012 and 2018 

versions of the NPPF as it supports the goal of sustainable development as it enables 

the provision of an efficient and appropriate road network which avoids the delays 

and expense inherent in seeking to maintain the bridge. As such it will enable the 

route and the bridge crossing of the river to cater for the existing traffic and 

accommodate the anticipated future traffic growth. In addition, the Scheme will 

provide traffic relief as the closures will be avoided which will bring forward 

environmental as well as transportation benefits as the lengthy diversion route for the 

users of the road will not be necessary.
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Creating Growth, Cutting Carbon Making Sustainable Local Transport Happen

(Department for Transport White Paper 2014)

5.11 The White Paper presented the Government’s vision for a transport system 

recognising that transportation is an engine for economic growth. On this it states that 

“Economic growth is one of our biggest challenges. Transport’s role in this is hugely 

important – getting people to work and to services such as education and healthcare 

providers, as well as to leisure activities and shops, is crucial to quality of life as well 

as to enhancing people’s spending power”.

5.12 The overall conclusion to be drawn from that assessment is that the economic case, 

taking into account a monetary value for all the potential effects of the Scheme, is 

that the Scheme offers value for money and should be pursued. It has a sound 

financial case and is affordable and the commercial case for pursuing the Scheme 

has been established to enable the conclusion to be drawn that it is commercially 

viable. 

5.13 Based on that overall assessment the Scheme will meet the policy ambitions as set 

out in the NPPF. In addition, the Scheme, given that the proposal has been promoted 

through local planning documents and is widely supported, the principles of 

“Localism” have been met.

Local Planning Policy - Relevant Development Plan Policies

Introduction 

5.14 The Application Site lies within the Borough of Charnwood and is subject to the saved 

policies of the Borough of Charnwood Local Plan (2004) and the Charnwood Local 

Plan 2011 to 2028 Core Strategy (2015) which cumulatively form the statutory 

Development Plan for the area. There is no Neighbourhood Plan in this area. 

Planning law dictates that planning decisions should be taken in accordance with the 

Development Plan, where it contains material policy, unless material considerations 

indicate otherwise. Likely material considerations in this instance include the National 

Planning Policy Framework (2018) (NPPF) and the Leicestershire Local Transport 

Plan (LTP3, 2011). The following Development Plan policies are considered to be 

relevant to the proposed development.

5.15 References to “the Council” in the policy extracts refer to Charnwood Borough 

Council.
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Saved Policies of the Borough of Charnwood Local Plan (2004)

5.16 Policy ST/2 - Limits to Development states that built development will be confined to 

the allocated sites and other land within the Limits to Development identified on the 

Proposals Map, subject to specific exceptions set out in the plan. Given that the 

Scheme is to replace a bridge on an existing road as close as possible to the location 

of the existing facility the policy is met.

5.17 Policy EV/29 Access to Watercourses for Maintenance states that planning 

permission will not be granted for development within 8 metres of the top of the bank 

or within 8 metres of the landward toe of a flood bank or other flood defence on all 

main rivers and other watercourses which would obstruct access for future 

maintenance. The Scheme as envisaged meets the ambitions of this policy.

5.18 Policy CT/1 General Principles for Areas of Countryside, Green Wedge and Local 

Separation states that land lying outside the defined Limits to Development is 

variously identified on the Proposals Map as Countryside, Green Wedge and Areas 

of Local Separation. Development within these areas of generally open land will be 

strictly controlled. Planning permission will be granted for the re-use and adaptation 

of rural buildings for uses suitable in scale and nature, and small-scale new built 

development, where there would not be a significant adverse environmental impact 

and the proposal would: (inter alia)

iv) implement strategically important schemes for mineral related uses, transport 

infrastructure, and for public services or utilities. In all cases it should be 

demonstrated that the proposed development could not reasonably be located within 

or adjacent to an existing settlement. Given that this Scheme is to provide for 

transport infrastructure in the most appropriate way the policy is met.

5.19 Policy CT/2 Development in the Countryside states that in areas defined as 

Countryside, development acceptable in principle will be permitted where it would not 

harm the character and appearance of the countryside and provided it could 

safeguard its historic, nature conservation, amenity, and other local interest. The 

Scheme does not give rise to any aspect which would infringe the elements of this 

policy and the policy is met.

5.20 Policy EV/1 – Design – states that the Borough Council will seek to ensure a high 

standard of design in all new developments. Planning permission will be granted for 

new development which:
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i) respects and enhances the local environment including the scale, location, 

character, form and function of existing settlements and the open and 

undeveloped nature of the countryside;

ii) is of a design, layout, scale and mass compatible with the locality and any 

neighbouring buildings and spaces; 

iii) utilises materials appropriate to the locality; 

iv) provides positive and attractive built frontages to existing or proposed public 

spaces including roads, footpaths, waterways and areas of public open space;

v) safeguards important viewpoints, landmarks and skylines;

vi) uses the landform and existing features in and around the site, such as 

woodlands, trees, hedges, ponds, important buildings and structures 

imaginatively as the focus around which the new development is designed;

vii) safeguards the amenities of adjoining properties, particularly the privacy and 

light enjoyed by adjoining residential areas; 

viii) meets the needs of all groups, including the disabled; and 

ix) minimises the opportunity for crime to create a safe and secure environment. 

The Scheme does not infringe any element of this policy. 

Charnwood Local Plan 2011 to 2028 Core Strategy (2015)

5.21 Policy CS 2 – Design states that [the Council] will require new developments to make 

a positive contribution to Charnwood resulting in places where people would wish to 

live through high quality, inclusive design and, where appropriate, architectural 

excellence. Proposals should respond positively to their context and reinforce a 

sense of place. The Council will require new developments to: respect and enhance 

the character of the area, having regard to scale, density, massing, height, 

landscape, layout, materials and access arrangements; protect the amenity of people 

who live or work nearby and those who will live in the new development; function well 

and add to the quality of an area, not just in the short term, but over the lifetime of the 

development; provide attractive, well managed and safe public and private spaces; 

provide well defined and legible streets and spaces that are easy to get around for all, 

including those with disabilities; and reduce their impacts upon and be resilient to the 

effects of climate change in accordance with Policy CS 16. The Council will do this by 

requiring independent design reviews for major or sensitive developments and using
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national design assessments to determine quality of new developments. The Scheme 

meets the requirements of this policy.

5.22 Policy CS 11 - Landscape and Countryside states that the Council will support and 

protect the character of our landscape and countryside by:

• requiring new developments to protect landscape character and to reinforce 

sense of place and local distinctiveness by taking account of relevant local 

Landscape Character Assessments;

• requiring new development to take into account and mitigate its impact on 

tranquillity;

• requiring new development to maintain the separate identities of our towns and 

villages;

• supporting rural economic development, or residential development which has a 

strong relationship with the operational requirements of agriculture, horticulture, 

forestry and other land based industries and contributes to a low carbon 

economy, in accordance with Policy CS 10;

• supporting the provision of community services and facilities that meet proven 

local needs as identified by a Neighbourhood Plan or other community-led plan; 

and

• supporting rural communities by allowing housing development for local needs in 

accordance with Policy CS 3.

The Council will protect the predominantly open and undeveloped character of Areas 

of Local Separation unless new development clearly maintains the separation 

between the built-up areas of these settlements. The Scheme meets the ambitions 

within this policy.

5.23 Policy CS 12 - Green Infrastructure states that we will protect and enhance our green 

infrastructure assets for their community, economic and environmental values. We 

will work with our partners to define, protect and enhance the Charnwood Forest 

Regional Park and support the aims of the National Forest Strategy by: (inter alia)

We will support proposals that relate to the River Soar and Grand Union Canal 

Corridor which:

• provide high quality walking and cycling links between the corridor and our towns 

and villages;
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• deliver hubs and other high quality tourism opportunities linked to the River Soar 

at Loughborough, Barrow upon Soar and Thurmaston; and 

• protect and enhance water bodies and resources. 

The Scheme meets these requirements and the enhancement of the cycling provision 

through the Scheme is a particular benefit.

5.24 Policy CS 13 - Biodiversity and Geodiversity states that the Council will conserve and 

enhance our natural environment for its own value and the contribution it makes to 

our community and economy. This will be done by:

Supporting developments that protect biodiversity and geodiversity and those that 

enhance, restore or re-create biodiversity. We will expect development proposals to 

consider and take account of the impacts on biodiversity and geodiversity, particularly 

with regard to:

• Sites of Special Scientific Interest 

• Local Wildlife Sites 

• Regionally Important Geological Sites 

• UK and Local Biodiversity Action Plans 

• priority habitats and species protected species, and  

• ecological networks.

The Council will only support development that results in the loss of ecological or 

geological features in exceptional circumstances where the benefit of development 

clearly outweighs the impact on ecology and geodiversity. Where there are impacts 

on biodiversity we will require adequate mitigation; or as a last resort, compensation 

which results in replacement provision that is of equal or greater value and potential 

than that which will be lost and is likely to result in a net gain in biodiversity. The 

Council will consider this by requiring development proposals to be accompanied by 

ecological surveys and an assessment of the impacts on biodiversity and 

geodiversity. We will also work with our partners to secure long term management 

and investment plans for biodiversity and geodiversity. There are no such 

requirements in respect of the Scheme, in fact the removal of the existing bridge may 

provide benefits in that respect.
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5.25 Policy CS 16 Sustainable Construction and Energy states (inter alia) that the Council 

will adapt to and mitigate against the effects of climate change by encouraging 

sustainable design and construction and the provision of renewable energy, where it 

does not make development unviable. Such an approach will be followed in respect 

of the Scheme.

5.26 Policy CS 18 - The Local and Strategic Road Network states that we will maximise 

the efficiency of the local and strategic road network by 2028. We will do this by:

• delivering sustainable travel improvements in accordance with policy CS 17;

• requiring our strategic developments to deliver an appropriate and comprehensive 

package of transport improvements in accordance with Policies CS 19, CS 20, 

CS 21, CS 22 and CS 23; and

• requiring other network improvements as identified by appropriate Transport 

Assessments.

The Scheme will meet this policy requirement.

5.27 Policy CS 25 - Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development states that when 

considering development proposals, the Council will take a positive approach that 

reflects the presumption in favour of sustainable development contained in the 

National Planning Policy Framework. It will always work proactively with applicants 

jointly to find solutions which mean that proposals can be approved wherever 

possible, and to secure development that improves the economic, social and 

environmental conditions in the area. Planning applications that accord with the 

policies in this Local Plan will be approved without delay, unless material 

considerations indicate otherwise. Where there are no policies relevant to the 

application or relevant policies are out of date at the time of making the decision then 

the Council will grant permission unless material considerations indicate otherwise – 

taking into account whether:

• any adverse impacts of granting permission would significantly and demonstrably 

outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the National 

Planning Policy Framework taken as a whole; or

• specific policies in that Framework indicate that development should be restricted.

5.28 The Scheme, albeit promoted by Leicestershire County Council, crosses the 

boundary between Leicestershire and Nottinghamshire. The application for planning 

permission has therefore been made to both Leicestershire County Council, who
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apply the policy position set out above and also to Rushcliffe Borough Council 

(“RBC”). RBC has its own planning policy document, namely the Local Plan Part 1: 

Core Strategy 2014. Given that the application for planning permission is still pending 

before that authority the Council does not intend to address the planning policy in 

detail in this Proof.

5.29 The Council is of the view however, based on the fact that it has been in contact with 

RBC regularly since the time the application for planning permission was made and 

further that the application is supported by Nottinghamshire County Council as 

Highway Authority, that there is no policy objection to the Scheme. The relevant 

planning policy for RBC will be referred to in more detail if required following the 

consideration of the planning application. As presently advised the Council has not 

been notified of any breach of any planning policy but rather the indication has been 

given that the Scheme meets the relevant approach.

Leicestershire LTP3.

5.30 Within the Leicestershire Local Transport Plan (LTP 3 2011)(Document 6, which 

follows from the LTP 1 and 2 produced in 2000 and 2006 respectively (Documents 4 

and 5), the A6006 is identified as being an important route linking the market towns of 

Loughborough and Melton Mowbray. Strategically it also, due to the bridge crossing 

of the River Soar, goes beyond that and provides a connection between Leicester 

and Nottingham including being part of the signed route to the East Midlands Airport.

5.31 The LTP3 includes the goal that Leicestershire will have “an efficient, resilient and 

sustainable transport system that is well managed and maintained.” As part of that as 

far back as the LTP1 a condition survey of all the bridges in the County was 

undertaken in order to identify bridges in need of works of maintenance and repair. 

Given that the A6006 bridge had been subject to a significant and substantial 

programme of repairs at that time it did not appear in the list. A full list of the repairs 

which has been carried out is contained within Document 18. The LTP1 reference 

indicated the Council’s continuing intention in respect of the network.

5.32 The Council has published the Highway Asset Management Policy (Document 7), the 

Highway Asset Management Strategy (Document 8) and the Highway Infrastructure 

Asset Management Plan (Document 9) designed to drive continuous improvement in 

the way that the highway network is maintained to ensure that it continues to be safe, 

serviceable and sustainable.
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5.33 In addition the Council has a continuing duty of care under the Highways Act 1980 to 

respond to defects within the network and to take action to remove or otherwise deal 

with such defects where appropriate. Taken together the Council has both a duty and 

a desire to ensure that the network operates safely and efficiently. The Scheme will 

bring significant benefits in respect of both aspects and as such meets the policy 

ambitions.

5.34 Nottinghamshire County Council has delegated its functions in respect of the Scheme 

to the Council under the agreement referred to earlier. As such the Scheme has been 

supported by Nottinghamshire County Council and complies with all relevant policy 

requirements contained within the LTP for that authority. LTP3 for Nottinghamshire 

follows essentially the same approach towards the Scheme as is set out above for 

Leicestershire LTP3.

Conclusion on Policy.

5.35 The need for the Scheme and the benefits it will bring are widely recognised. The 

proposal fits well within the applicable policy and is supported at both local and 

national level.

6. Purpose of the Orders. 

6.1 The publication of the Orders was supported by three separate albeit complementary 

Statement of Reasons with each one relating to one of the three individual Orders. 

Within those Statement of Reasons it was explained that the Order Land was defined 

as being the four plots of land shown on the CPO, namely ‘Plots 1a, 2a and 2b’ 

relating to land coloured pink and ‘Plot 1b’ which was shown blue. The pink land is 

land to be acquired whereas the blue land is the area where rights and interests are 

to be acquired. The same approach is followed throughout this Proof.

6.2 The CPO has been made to enable construction of the Scheme. The SRO has been 

made to enable construction and operation of the Scheme by dealing with all 

necessary access points, rights of way and highways that interact with the Scheme. 

The Bridge Scheme has been made to permit the construction of the bridge over the 

navigable river.

6.3 The only parts of the Order Land currently owned by the Council are limited to those 

areas forming part of existing highways. The Council made early contact with the 

land owners and have sought to acquire the land by agreement. This has not been 

possible to date.
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6.4 Accordingly the CPO is necessary to enable the Scheme to be built and it satisfies 

the statutory requirements for use of CPO powers pursuant to the 1980 Act. In order 

to implement the Scheme, the Council needs to ensure that it has acquired all and 

any outstanding interests in the land currently owned by the third parties. The use of 

the CPO will ensure that happens.

6.5 The purpose of the CPO is therefore to ensure that the Council has all the land it 

requires and has acquired all the interests necessary to guarantee that the Scheme 

can proceed.

6.6 The areas of land between the existing and the proposed Highway are to be used to 

carry out essential landscaping in order to ameliorate the impact of the Scheme.

6.7 The detailed provision to be made in respect of each of the access points affected by 

the Scheme is set out in the SRO. The SRO will need to be made as drafted to deal 

with all affected areas. These can be summarised as follows.

6.8 The existing private means of access (PMA) and the public footpath from the existing 

road to the west of the bridge to the point approximately 31 metres from where it is 

gated south of the bridge will both be stopped up. Both the PMA and the footpath will 

be re-provided along the line of the new embankment from the gates to connect with 

the new road west of the bridge. The point of connection with the new road will be in 

virtually the same location as where the current PMA connects with the existing road. 

The visibility for users of that PMA will be improved as part of the Scheme.

6.9 There are no other PMA’s or public rights of way affected by the Scheme although 

the opportunity presented by the Scheme to enhance the existing access to the car 

park east of the bridge and the access into the County Bridge Mobile Home Park and 

Marina will be taken as visibility will be improved in both locations.

6.10 In respect of the Bridge Scheme the old bridge will be removed in its entirety 

including those parts within the river itself. It will be replaced by a three span bridge 

with adequate clearance and of a suitable design to ensure there are no adverse 

flooding implications arising from the proposals.

6.11 The environmental, hydrological and flooding effects of the proposal have been fully 

assessed and all have been found to be acceptable. A detailed flooding assessment 

has been undertaken including the use of a suitable hydrological model and the 

resultant proposals have been designed, including an element of overtopping of the 

access road to ensure that the flooding situation is not adversely affected. As 
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indicated below the relevant and responsible authorities are fully aware of what has 

been carried out and do not raise any objection to the proposals.

6.12 All three Orders and all the land contained within the CPO are required to enable the 

Scheme to proceed. The objective of the Scheme is to replace the bridge and the 

approach roads in a way which minimises the potential disruption to the travelling 

public including the possible imposition of lengthy traffic diversions. The only way to 

achieve that is to acquire sufficient land to the south of the bridge to enable the 

existing A6006 to be diverted off the current alignment and to build the replacement 

bridge which can then be opened to traffic prior to the old bridge being removed 

along with the unnecessary elements of the approach roads. Those former roads will 

then be stripped and contoured in an appropriate way prior to being used as 

landscape mitigation areas.

7. Description of the Scheme.

7.1 The existing bridge carries the single carriageway road between Hathern and 

Normanton-on-Soar. As it crosses the bridge there are wide footways on either side 

and the bridge has solid concrete parapets. It has had the aggregates exposed to 

provide some relief but it is otherwise a solid concrete structure common of its type 

for the year it was built. The approach roads have some pedestrian facility with it 

being south of the road on the western side and on the northern side to the east. 

That provision although being adequate for users does not provide a continuous 

facility without crossing the road on the bridge. There is limited cycle provision and 

no separate surface.

7.2 The new bridge is to be constructed at a minimum lateral clearance of 2.5 metres to 

the south of the existing structure and the approach roads will be diverted to access 

it. Given the existing landfall in the area that will require the approach roads to be 

raised above existing carriageway level. It is to provide a single carriageway of 6.6 

metres width. In addition the Scheme will provide a continuous facility for pedestrians 

and cyclists on a shared surface on the south side of the carriageway for the entire 

length of the Scheme. The treatment on the north side has been determined by the 

need to provide suitable visibility for those users accessing the Marina, 

Loughborough Boat Club and the County Bridge Mobile Home Park. This enables 

the Council to achieve a 2 metres wide footway on the north side, which provides a 

continuous facility for pedestrians along the length of the bridge.
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7.3 The Scheme will provide a similar size of road in terms of its width and capacity, but 

in so doing it will meet modern design standards and thereby enhance the safety for 

users of the road not only by replacing a defective structure but also in providing 

adequate and appropriate visibility in accordance with the requirements applicable to 

the speed of the road users. The opportunity is being taken to reduce the speed limit 

across the bridge as part of the Scheme to ensure its safe usage.

7.4 The environmental impact arising from the Scheme as well as the mitigation 

measures built into its design are set out in the Statement of Reasons published to 

support the Scheme. These are summarised under the headings of Traffic Noise, 

Visual Impact, Community Severance, Cultural Heritage and Tourism, Pedestrians 

and Cyclists, Street Lighting and Ecological Impacts. The conclusion to be drawn is 

that if the Scheme is provided as intended there will be no unacceptable ongoing 

impacts arising.

8. The Need for and Justification of the Zouch Bridge Replacement Scheme.

8.1 The underlying purpose in carrying out the Scheme is to seek to replace the existing 

worn out bridge with a new structure and to do so in a way which minimises the 

disruption to road users which will otherwise arise. The existing bridge is beyond 

economic repair and needs to be replaced. If that was to be carried out on the same 

line as it currently occupies that would entail closing the road for the entire duration of 

the works and imposing a diversion for all the traffic which currently uses it. The 

current traffic flow is in the region of 12,000 vehicles per day, which would need to be 

diverted, and the diversion would last for the whole of the construction period 

calculated to be in the region of 18 months. Such a disruption is not acceptable given 

the significance of the route and the length, nature and quality of the potential 

diversion routes which would have to be used, including routes through villages.

8.2 It is therefore necessary for the replacement proposal to cross the River Soar and for 

that to be undertaken as close to the existing location as it can consistent with the 

need to provide a proper design to meet standards whilst ensuring the road is not 

closed for any longer than is absolutely necessary. It is therefore necessary to 

construct a bridge across the River Soar, which is designated as a navigable river, in 

a way that ensures that the river can continue to be used. The Council has ensured 

that the soffit height of the bridge will be higher than the existing bridge, in line with 

EA requirements. The Council is therefore promoting the Scheme under Section
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106(3) of the Highways Act 1980 to provide the statutory authority for the 

construction of the bridge across the river.

8.3 The River Soar bridge will be formed as a three-span bridge crossing the river at a 

height which will permit boats to use. It will replace the current ten span bridge which 

will have benefits in terms of flooding considerations.

8.4 The technical details of the bridge are as follows: -

POINTS OF COMMENCEMENT AND TERMINATION 

Commencing from a point to the west of the River Soar - 18.1 metres south of the 

middle of the existing highway. 

The overall bridge length, including wing walls, is 81.7m. 

Terminating at a point on the east side of the River Soar - 15.4 metres to the south of 

the middle of the existing highway. 

SPANS

A three span structure comprising the main 31.5 metre span over the River Soar, an 

18.0 metre flood span to the west and a 24.0 metre flood span to the east. The 

overall length of the structure is 81.7 metres, including wing walls.

HEADWAY AND WATERWAY

The Headway required by CRT shall not be less than 2.7 metres above normal water 

level of 32.77 metres Above Ordnance Datum. This Headway shall be maintained at 

100 percent of the River Soar width at normal water level.

The minimum soffit level of the bridge is actually determined by the EA’s requirement 

for 0.6 metres clearance above the maximum 1 in 100 year flood level (34.92m 

Above Ordnance Datum) over two-thirds of the overall bridge length.

OVERALL DIMENSIONS

The overall bridge width will be 12.65 metres. The bridge will carry a single 6.6 

metre wide single carriageway bordered either side by hard surfacing of 3.0 metre in 

width on the south side of the bridge and 2.05 metre width on the north side. The 3.0 

metre width shall accommodate a footway/cycleway along the length of the bridge. 

The bridge will be bounded by 1.0 metre high parapet on the north side of the bridge 

and a 1.4 metre high parapet on the south.
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8.5 The bridge structure has been designed at the appropriate standard for the road 

provision required. The land take is required to allow the bridge to be built and 

maintained.

8.6 The Scheme proposals have been submitted to the Environment Agency and the 

Canal and River Trust as responsible authorities and no objections have been raised 

to the Scheme.

8.7 In addition as part of the consideration of the Planning Application a full and detailed 

flood assessment has been undertaken, which has been shared with the relevant 

authorities and no objection has been raised to the Scheme in respect of that aspect.

9. Justification for the use of compulsory purchase powers and the SRO.

9.1 The basis for seeking to acquire land using compulsory purchase powers is set out in 

the Statement of Reasons applicable to the CPO. The Council has to be able to 

guarantee that the land that is needed to provide for the Scheme is available to 

ensure that the proposal can be built. The land shown in the CPO is the minimum 

required for that purpose.

9.2 The proposal to provide for the replacement of the Zouch Bridge is within the 

statutory purpose of the Council and the use of CPO powers is the only realistic 

option to pursue to ensure that it can meet its statutory function within the shortest 

possible timescale. Without the CPO the Council will not be able to meet its 

Programme. In doing so the Council is meeting its ambitions as set out in the LTP3 

taken together with the supporting policy documents.

9.3 Guidance on the use of CPO procedures as referred to in some of the original 

Council documents was set out in the now superseded Circular 06/2004. In that 

document it was stated that Ministers believe that “compulsory purchase powers are 

an important tool for local authorities and other public bodies to use as a means of 

assembling the land needed to help deliver social and economic change” and that 

they “can contribute towards effective and efficient urban and rural regeneration, the 

revitalisation of communities and the promotion of business leading to improvements 

in quality of life”.

9.4 That Circular continued to identify the factors which the Secretary of State can be 

expected to consider, in deciding whether or not to confirm a compulsory purchase 

order, which included:
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- Whether the purpose for which the land is being acquired fits in with the adopted 

planning framework;

- The extent to which the proposed purpose will contribute to the achievement of the 

promotion or improvement of the economic, social or environmental well-being of the 

area;

- The potential financial viability of the Scheme for which the land is being acquired;

- Whether the purpose for which the acquiring authority is proposing to acquire the 

land could be achieved by any other means.

9.5 That Circular has been superseded by the publication of the Compulsory Purchase 

and Crichel Down Rules; published originally in 2015 and updated as recently as 

September 2017. Although the previous guidance has been superseded the 

approach remains very similar in respect of the matters that need to be assessed.

9.6 The matters now required to be identified appear in paragraphs 16 to 19 inclusive of 

the 2017 guidance and appear under the heading “Justification for making a 

compulsory purchase order”; see the guidance attached as Document 10.

9.7 In addition extant Circular 2/97 Department of Transport Circular provides guidance 

on the use of compulsory purchase powers. It states that the Secretary of State will 

not confirm a CPO until he is satisfied that planning permission for the scheme has 

been granted. As set out above that process is well under way with an expectation 

that planning permission will be forthcoming; in fact it has now been obtained from 

LCC and its grant from RBC is anticipated very shortly.

9.8 The Council considers that the tests described above are satisfied and that there is a

compelling case in the public interest for the confirmation of the CPO.

10. Transport implications of the scheme.

10.1 It is not intended that the Scheme will alter the transport situation in the context of the 

existing road or the fact that it is a crossing point of the River Soar. The Scheme will 

not provide any additional capacity onto the network and it is not anticipated that it 

will lead to any change to the traffic flows beyond that which can be expected with 

traffic growth. The purpose of the Scheme is to replace the worn out bridge in the 

most appropriate location in the least harmful way in traffic and environmental terms.
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There is no option of continuing to carry out repairs to the bridge in order to extend its 

life.

10.2 The choice is therefore to replace the bridge in the same location or to provide a 

replacement as close to the existing bridge as possible to minimise the effect of it. 

The option of replacing it on line is unrealistic, will be highly disruptive and costly to 

diverted traffic and will give rise to effects which can be avoided by constructing the 

Scheme off line as intended.

10.3 The most appropriate diversion route, taking into consideration the nature and extent 

of the traffic, would be via the A6006, A46 and A6 as shown in Document 20. This 

route is approximately 28 miles (46 km). This route has been selected to avoid 

unsuitable roads and villages.

10.4 In the absence of the Scheme and the proposed construction of it all that traffic would 

have to follow the indicative diversion route.

10.5 The Scheme, in contrast, can be constructed in its entirety without causing anything 

more than minimal disruption to the existing road and can be opened to traffic once 

complete. This would enable the existing road to continue to be used during 

construction and once built the traffic could be diverted onto the new road prior to the 

old bridge being demolished and removed. The approach roads to the old bridge 

would then be contoured to provide appropriate finishes to enable it to be 

landscaped. The whole approach has been adopted to minimise the disruption to 

local residents and road users throughout the process. Construction is anticipated to 

take approximately 18 months from starting on site.

10.5 The extent and makeup of the traffic currently using the road is set out in the 

Transport Statement which accompanied the planning application and also in the 

traffic assessment data enclosed as Document 21.

11. Human Rights and Other Special Considerations.

11.1 The Council has addressed the implications arising from the Scheme in respect of 

the Human Rights Act 1998 within section 9 of the Statement of Reasons published 

in relation to the CPO which related to and accompanied the Orders and the Council 

relies on the contents of that section as part of this Proof.
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11.2 The Human Rights Act 1998 incorporated the European Convention on Human 

Rights (the “Convention”) into domestic law. The Convention includes provisions in 

the form of Articles, the aim of which is to protect the rights of the individual.

11.3 In resolving to make the Orders, the Council has carefully considered the rights of 

property owners under the Convention against the wider public interest.

Article 1 of the First Protocol to the Convention.

11.4 This protects the right of everyone to the peaceful enjoyment of possessions. No one 

can be deprived of possessions except in the interest and subject to the relevant 

national and international laws.

Article 6.

11.5 This entitles those affected by the Scheme to a fair and public hearing. This includes 

property rights and can include opportunities to be heard in the consultation process.

Article 8.

11.6 This protects private and family life, home and correspondence. No public authority 

can interfere with these interests except if it is in accordance with the law and is 

necessary in the interests of national security, public safety or the economic well-

being of the country.

Article 14.

11.7 This protects the right to enjoy rights and freedoms in the Convention free from 

discrimination on any ground such as sex, race, colour, language, religion, political or 

other opinion, or national or social origin.

Assessment under the Articles.

11.8 The European Court of Human Rights has recognised that “regard must be had to 

the fair balance that has to be struck between competing interests of the individual 

and of the community as a whole”. Both public and private interests are to be taken 

into account in the exercise of the Council’s powers and duties as a local authority. 

Any interference with a Convention right must be necessary and proportionate.

11.9 In light of the significant public benefit which would arise from the implementation of 

the Scheme, the Council has concluded that it would be appropriate to make the 

Orders. It does not regard the Orders as constituting any unlawful interference with 

individual property rights.



30

11.10 In addition to the publicity and consultation on the planning application for the 

Scheme, all known owners and occupiers of land within the Order Land have been 

contacted regarding the Scheme. Further representations can be made by way of 

objections to the Orders in the context of any Public Inquiry that the Secretary of 

State decides to hold in connection with the Orders. Those parties, whose interests 

are acquired under the CPO, will be able to claim compensation under the relevant 

provisions of the Compensation Code.

Other Special Considerations.

11.11 Part of the Order Land at the points where the Scheme will tie in with the existing 

highway is in the ownership of either the Leicestershire County Council or 

Nottinghamshire County Council, both of which are statutory bodies charged with the 

provision of highway facilities in the area. Both County Councils support the Scheme 

and the statutory obligations, rights and powers of each County Council has been 

taken into account in the development proposals.

11.12 Equipment and structures of the Statutory Undertakers will be protected, diverted, 

extended or improved as required by the Scheme. Access rights for the Environment 

Agency will be maintained as necessary within the Scheme.

11.13 There are no ancient monuments or listed buildings affected by the Scheme. There 

are no Conservation Areas affected by the Scheme.

12. Implementation of the Scheme.

12.1 The Scheme will be implemented by the Council. The current intention, subject to 

completing the relevant procedures to acquire the land, is to start work on site in the 

Spring/Summer 2019. The works are currently programmed to take approximately 18 

months from starting on site to completion.

12.2 The Council is of the view that Spring/Summer 2019 is the earliest possible start date 

allowing for an Inquiry into the Orders.

12.3 The Council is satisfied that there are no foreseeable barriers to the implementation 

of the Scheme and that funds will be available to secure the Scheme. The funding 

has been confirmed in the Council’s Medium Term Financial Strategy (Cabinet 

reports enclosed as Document 15) and in the commentary to the graph at page 31 of 

the Highways Infrastructure Asset Management Plan (Document 9) showing bridges 

in need of replacement. All relevant considerations are in place to achieve a
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Spring/Summer 2019 start date subject to the successful outcome of the 

consideration of the Orders.

13. Response to Objectors.

13.1 Two objections have been received by the Department for Transport in respect of the 

Orders. The Council has considered the letters of objection and remains satisfied as 

to the justification of the Orders and the need for the extent of the Order Land. The 

Council, however, in examining the objections is considering whether any alterations 

to the Scheme could be brought forward.

13.2 The points of objection are set out below together with the Council’s summary 

response in respect of each. The Council will be presenting evidence at the Public 

Inquiry to substantiate its responses as indicated. The Council reserves the right to 

add to or alter the response given if additional information is brought forward in 

support of the objection.

Mr. and Mrs. Mee – Objections received from Fox Bennett as Agents.

13.3 Grounds of Objection. 

(i). The owners access requirements along with the Environment Agency 

requirements have not been taken into account. 

(ii). Provision for the escape of livestock in times of flood have not been addressed. 

(iii). Access gates have not been provided at the correct position to allow for safe 

road access. 

(iv). Footpath access has not been properly addressed. 

(v). Fences and gates need to be of a standard suitable for flood plain usage not the 

usual Council fencing. 

13.4 The Council’s Response

(i). The owners access requirements along with the Environment Agency 

requirements have not been taken into account.

The Council has consulted with the Environment Agency in respect of the proposals 

and the EA is satisfied with the Scheme. The EA does not require anything further 

from the Council in terms of its access requirements.



32

As for the requirements of Mr. and Mrs. Mee, the Scheme includes a new access to 

replace that which will be removed with the proposals. The new access comprises a 

realigned track together with field gates and fencing which meet the applicable 

standards and which will replace the existing facility which would be regarded as 

being below appropriate standards.

The suggestion raised by Mr. and Mrs. Mee that an alternative access provision be 

made, extending some 200 metres to the west to the end of the Scheme proposals at 

a level which would remove it from the floodplain, has been considered but is not a 

requirement that arises from the Scheme proposals. In addition as that additional 

track length would fall within the operational floodplain it was discussed with the EA 

and the Agency indicated that it would be opposed as it could not be considered to 

be essential infrastructure in the floodplain itself. The raising of the level of that track 

would remove some flood plain storage and would have to be approved by the EA 

before it could be built.

(ii). Provision for the escape of livestock in times of flood have not been addressed.

The Flood Risk Assessment which has been undertaken for the Scheme does not 

indicate that the proposals would adversely affect the flood levels. That assessment 

has been accepted by the EA. As such no additional measures are required.

(iii). Access gates have not been provided at the correct position to allow for safe 

road access.

New gates have been included in the Scheme and have been positioned at a 

minimum 10 metre set-back from the new channel line in order to enable farm 

vehicles, as well as any EA vehicle to be situated clear of the carriageway whilst the 

gates are opened or closed. No additional provision is required.

(iv). Footpath access has not been properly addressed.

The re-alignment of the public rights of way has been discussed with and considered 

by the Council’s Rights of Way Officer who has confirmed the acceptability of the 

proposals. The route, the means of gating the footpath and all relevant matters have 

been found to be acceptable by the Officer including the element relating to stock 

proofing the proposal.

(v). Fences and gates need to be of a standard suitable for flood plain usage not the 

usual Council fencing.
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The proposals comply with the relevant standards for such facilities and there is no 

known requirement to provide for additional facilities in the flood plain. The Council is 

however willing to discuss such matters with the owners if there are specific items 

that the owner has in mind.

As a general note, the Council would point out that having issued the landowner and 

his agent with a plan of the Scheme in September 2017 with the request that it be 

marked up with any relevant matters that either the owner or the agent wished to 

raise, the Council had not received a reply by the time the Orders were submitted in 

December 2017.

13.5 Update 

Mr. and Mrs. Mee have accepted the design changes and subsequently wrote to the 

Department for Transport on 20th July 2018 withdrawing their objections. 

Mr. R. Farrow – Objections received. 

13.6 Grounds of Objection 

(i). Increased traffic noise as the Scheme will move traffic closer to the house. 

(ii). The Scheme will remove trees and a large area of land.

(iii). An alternative is suggested that the bridge be replaced on its existing line with 

temporary diversions of traffic.

(iv). The alternative suggestion will be cheaper. 

13.7 The Council’s Response. 

(i). Increased traffic noise as the Scheme will move traffic closer to the house.

Although the realignment of the road will move the road and therefore the traffic on it 

closer to the property the Noise and Vibration assessment which has been carried 

out for the Scheme does not suggest that there will be any meaningful change to the 

current situation. Due to the nature of such considerations a simple movement of the 

noise source does not cause a direct consequence for the noise being felt at the 

property.

The Noise Assessment does not advocate any mitigation measures when comparing 

the current and future situations. The Council is however willing to consider the detail 

of its proposals given that the side slope of the proposal at the point that it passes the 

property is to be fenced and landscaped.
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(ii). The Scheme will remove trees and a large area of land.

The movement of the road to the south will require the removal of the trees and 

bushes, which are currently located in the highway verge, in order to provide for the 

Scheme. In addition land will be required to enable the diverted road to be built at 

that point. Approximately half of the small area of paddock will be required to enable 

the road to be provided including the side slopes and planting. The intention is that 

part of that land will be used to replace the current hedgerow, which is within the 

highway verge in any event, with suitable landscaping. There is a tree within the 

paddock, which is in poor health, that will need to be removed.

(iii). An alternative is suggested that the bridge be replaced on its existing line with 

temporary diversions of traffic.

The suggestion made by Mr. Farrow is taken by the Council to be an alternative to 

the Scheme proposals and the Council has spoken with Mr. Farrow to ensure that he 

wants to promote it. The alternative put forward by Mr. Farrow has been developed in 

more detail than was previously thought appropriate at the time. It is the subject of 

an assessment to indicate why it is not thought worthy of detailed consideration as an 

alternative to the published Scheme.

The Council has indicated in this Proof that one of the major factors driving its 

approach is to seek to replace the worn out bridge whilst minimising the effects and 

costs on the travelling public using the road and for those on any diversion route. In 

the Council’s view there is an overriding advantage in pursuing the Scheme when 

compared with the disruption, inconvenience and additional costs associated with the 

alternative. To close the road to carry out the alternative would entail a closure for an 

extensive period of time, currently calculated at about 18 months, during which all 

road users would have to follow a lengthy and inconvenient diversion route along 

roads that are not suitable for the purpose.

(iv). The Alternative suggestion will be cheaper.

It is hard to conclude that the alternative would be cheaper. The Council accepts that 

the new bridge could fall within the parameters of the existing structure, however the 

increase in vertical alignment to meet current design standards would mean that the 

side slopes of the approach roads would be likely to be outside of the existing 

boundary which would require permanent acquisition of land. In addition, the raising 

of the level of the side slopes to support the carriageway will require the removal of 

all existing vegetation within the highway boundary. Additionally, land would need to
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be obtained, either through compulsion or by agreement to permit a temporary 

crossing for some users to be provided. Such land acquisition would entail the 

payment of some compensation although the extent of it cannot be assessed at 

present. In addition the proposal would entail additional transport costs for all users 

having to follow the diversion route and an unquantifiable effect on the residents 

along that route. Furthermore, the Statutory Undertaker’s apparatus would not only 

need to be diverted on to the temporary crossing but would also need to be re-

diverted on to the replacement bridge, all of which would present additional costs to 

the Scheme.

13.8 Update 

Officers have met Mr. Farrow on a number of occasions to understand the scope of 

his proposed alternative and, once drawn up, to show him the proposal in detail. The 

practical, financial and disruptive problems relating to the alternative were set out to 

Mr. Farrow, but he continues to prefer this alternative to the published scheme.

14. List of Documents, Maps or Plans for the Public Inquiry.

14.1 The Council may refer to some or all of the documents set out below. Copies of these 

documents (or relevant extracts therefrom) will be available for inspection by 

members of the public and can be inspected during normal office hours at the 

Offices of Leicestershire County Council at County Hall, Glenfield, Leicester, 

LE3 8RA. Please contact Legal Services and ask for Case Officer Ruth Lea or by 

email to ruth.lea@leics.gov.uk. The Council reserves the right to introduce such 

additional documents as may be relevant to any Public Inquiry in respect of the 

Orders and will endeavour to notify the Public Inquiry and any statutory third parties 

of any such documents as soon as possible prior to the opening of the Public Inquiry.

14.2 In addition the Council will place all such Inquiry Documents onto the following 

website for access purposes: 

www.leicestershire.gov.uk/A6006-zouch-bridge-replacement

15. Statement of Truth.

15.1 The evidence prepared by me and provided for this Inquiry in this Proof of Evidence 

is true and has been prepared by me in accordance with the standards and 

requirements of my professional institute. I confirm that the opinions expressed are 

my true professional opinions.
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LIST OF DOCUMENTS 

Policy Documents

1. Highways Act 1980 (web link: https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1980/66/contents) 

2. Acquisition of Land Act 1981 

(web link: https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1981/67/contents);

3. National Planning Policy Framework (web link: 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/6077/2

116950.pdf);

4. First Local Transport Plan (2000)

5. Second Local Transport Plan (2006)

6. Third Local Transport Plan (2011-2028) (web link: 

https://www.leicestershire.gov.uk/roads-and-travel/road-maintenance/local-transport-

plan);

7. Highways Asset Management Policy (approved by Cabinet 23rd June 2017); 

8. Highways Asset Management Strategy (approved by Cabinet 23rd June 2017); 

9. Highways Infrastructure Asset Management Plan (approved by Cabinet 15th

September 2017);

10. Guidance on Compulsory Purchase and the Crichel Down Rules - Published 29 

October 2015; Last updated 22 September 2017 (web link: 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/compulsory-purchase-process-and-the-

crichel-down-rules-guidance);

Planning Application Documents

11. Planning Application Reference 2017/0878/02 dated 11th April 2017 to Leicestershire 

County Council comprising the application form and supporting documents (website 

link: http://leicestershire.planning-

register.co.uk/Planning/Display?applicationNumber=2017%2F0878%2F02) ;

12. Planning Application Reference 17/00935/FUL dated 11th April 2017 to Rushcliffe 

Borough Council comprising the application form and supporting documents (website 

link: https://planningon-line.rushcliffe.gov.uk/online-

applications/simpleSearchResults.do?action=firstPage);
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13. Borough of Charnwood Local Plan (2004)(saved policies) and the Charnwood Local 

Plan 2011 to 2028 Core Strategy (2015) which cumulatively form the Development 

Plan for the area (website link: https://www.charnwood.gov.uk/pages/planningpolicy)

14. Rushcliffe Borough Council Local Plan including Core Strategy and Land and 

Planning Policies (website link: http://www.rushcliffe.gov.uk/planningpolicy/localplan/)

Funding Documents 

15. Medium Term Financial Strategy – 

Reports of Leicestershire County Council Cabinet and Minutes dated:

- 4th February 2014; (web link to minutes of the meeting: 

http://politics.leics.gov.uk/mgAi.aspx?ID=36934#mgDocuments);

(web link to report “Medium Term Financial Strategy” paragraph 131 at page 33 

refers to Zouch Bridge Replacement: 

http://politics.leics.gov.uk/documents/s90003/MTFS%20Cabinet%20Report%204%2

0Feb%202014.pdf);

and

- 9th February 2018. (web link to record of decisions of the meeting Item 4 refers–

http://politics.leics.gov.uk/documents/g5177/Decisions%20Friday%2009-Feb-

2018%2011.00%20Cabinet.pdf?T=2);

(web link to report “Medium Term Financial Strategy” – Agenda Item 4 at page 42 

refers: 

http://politics.leics.gov.uk/documents/g4599/Public%20reports%20pack%20Friday%2

005-Feb-2016%2014.00%20Cabinet.pdf?T=10).

Supporting Documents

16. Reports of Leicestershire County Council Cabinet and Minutes dated:

- 15th July 2014; (web link to minutes of the meeting – minute 180 refers: 

http://politics.leics.gov.uk/documents/g3992/Printed%20minutes%20Tuesday%2015-

Jul-2014%2011.00%20Cabinet.pdf?T=1);

(web link to report “Zouch Bridge Replacement” – Agenda Item 14 at page 319 

refers:
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http://politics.leics.gov.uk/documents/g3992/Public%20reports%20pack%20Tuesday

%2015-Jul-2014%2011.00%20Cabinet.pdf?T=10);

- 5th February 2016; (web link to minutes of the meeting – minute 391 refers: 

http://politics.leics.gov.uk/documents/g4599/Printed%20minutes%20Friday%2005-

Feb-2016%2014.00%20Cabinet.pdf?T=1);

(web link to report “Zouch Bridge Replacement – Compulsory Purchase Order (and 

Associated Statutory Orders) For Land Required For Replacement Bridge” Agenda 

Item 7 at page 159 refers: 

http://politics.leics.gov.uk/documents/g4599/Public%20reports%20pack%20Friday%2

005-Feb-2016%2014.00%20Cabinet.pdf?T=10);

17. Condition Survey (Special Bridge Inspection Report) 9th February 2013; 

18. Schedule of Maintenance Works; 

19. Schedule of Statutory Undertakers’ Apparatus; 

20. Indicative Diversion Route; 

21. Extract From Traffic Assessment Data. 

22. Planning Decision Notice dated 12th July 2018 in respect of application reference  

2017/0878/02, from Leicestershire County Council 

23. Letter dated 27th July 2018 from Rushcliffe Borough Council


