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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

This Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) and Sustainable Drainage Strategy (DS) has been prepared by 
Tunstall Smith King, for The White Hills Park Trust in respect of a proposed educational facility at 
Bramcote College, Moor Lane, Bramcote, Nottingham. 

An investigation of flood risk has been carried out and has not identified any significant fluvial, 
pluvial, groundwater or sewer-based risks. 

To mitigate minor residual risks it is proposed that external levels are arranged to provide 
exceedance routes away from building thresholds to manage any residual risk associated with 
groundwater, sewer and pluvial sources. 

A surface water drainage assessment has concluded that infiltration through soakaways and 
permeable car parking bays can be adopted for the site. 

Based on this assessment and subject to the mitigation measures proposed, the development is 
considered to represent SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT from a flood risk perspective and as such is fully 
compliant with the National Planning Policy Framework. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 This Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) and Sustainable Drainage Strategy (SDS) has been 
prepared for The White Hills Park Trust in respect of a proposed 5 form entry 
secondary school approximate grid reference 450701E, 338739N. 

1.2 An application is being made to Broxtowe Borough Council for planning consent. 

1.3 This FRA has been carried out in accordance with the requirements of the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and associated Planning Practice Guidance(PPG). 

1.4 This FRA process investigates the risk posed to the site from fluvial, pluvial, sewer and 
groundwater-based sources. A section in the document provides requirements for 
mitigation and an analysis of any likely residual risks. 

Sources of Information 
1.5 The report has been based upon a variety of information sources and a full list of data 

sources is included below; 

• Severn Trent Water Sewer Records 
• Environment Agency Data 
• Topographical Survey 
• Proposed site layout drawing 
• Greater Nottinghamshire Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 
• Nottinghamshire Preliminary Flood Risk Assessment 
• River Trent Catchment Flood Management Plan 
• The Greater Nottingham Aligned Core Strategies for Broxtowe Borough, 

Gedling Borough and Nottingham City, Parts 1 & 2 
 

Existing Site 
 

1.6 The approximate site boundary is outlined in red on Figure 1.1 below. The proposed 
development site occupies an area of approximately 6.5 hectares and is located to the 
west of Moor Lane, Bramcote and centred at OSNGR 450701E 338739N. The site is 
currently an existing college. Residential areas are present to the east, and south of the 
site. Bramcote Hills Park to the west of the site. The site is accessed via Moor Lane. 
 

1.7 The existing site levels are included on a topographical survey that is included as 
Appendix B. The site falls from the north-west to the south. In the north west 
83.09mAOD, north east 77.99mAOD, South west 70.95mAOD and south east 
73.39mAOD. The existing school buildings are located at levels higher than the 
surrounding land. 

 
 
 



 

 

 

1.8 A location plan is included below as FIGURE 1.1. 

Figure 1-1 Approximate Site Location 

 

Proposed Development 
1.9 The development proposals are for the construction of education buildings, 

hardstanding play areas, private roads and SuDS drainage, parking areas and soft 
landscaping. The proposed layout is shown on the masterplan included as Appendix 
C. 
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2.0 PLANNING CONTEXT 
 

The National Planning Policy Framework 

2.1 The NPPF sets out the government's planning policies for England and the 
expectations of how these policies should be applied. It acts as guidance for local 
planning authorities and decision-takers, both in drawing up plans and making 
decisions about planning applications. 

2.2 The NPPF sets out the following aims for development: 

At the heart of the National Planning Policy Framework is a presumption in favour of 
sustainable development, which should be seen as a golden thread running through 
both plan-making and decision-taking 1. 

2.3 Section 10 of the NPPF sets out how the government intends decision-making 
authorities to meet the challenge of climate change plus flooding and coastal change. 
In particular, paragraph 100 sets out how inappropriate development in areas at risk 
of flooding should be avoided by directing development away from these areas, but 
where development is necessary, making it safe without increasing flood risk 
elsewhere. 

2.4 Paragraph 102 advises: 

If, following application of the Sequential Test, it is not possible, consistent with wider 
sustainability objectives, for the development to be located in zones with a lower 
probability of flooding, the Exception Test can be applied if appropriate. For the 
Exception Test to be passed: 

• it must be demonstrated that the development provides wider sustainability 
benefits to the community that outweigh flood risk, informed by a Strategic Flood 
Risk Assessment where one has been prepared; and 

• a site-specific Flood Risk Assessment must demonstrate that the development 
will be safe for its lifetime taking account of the vulnerability of its users, without 
increasing flood risk elsewhere, and, where possible, will reduce flood risk 
overall. Both elements of the test will have to be passed for development to be 
allocated or permitted. 

2.5 Paragraph 103 continues to advise that: 

When determining planning applications, local planning authorities should ensure 
flood risk is not increased elsewhere and only consider development appropriate in 
areas at risk of flooding where, informed by a site-specific flood risk assessment 
following the Sequential Test, and if required the Exception Test, it can be 
demonstrated that: 

• within the site, the most vulnerable development is located in areas of lowest 
flood risk unless there are overriding reasons to prefer a different location; and  

• development is appropriately flood resilient and resistant, including safe access 
and escape routes where required, and that any residual risk can be safely 
managed, including by emergency planning; and it gives priority to the use of 
sustainable drainage systems. 

 
 

1 National Planning Policy Framework, Paragraph 14 



 

 

 

Planning Practice Guidance 

2.6 The PPG associated with the NPPF provides more detailed guidance on how the 
requirements of the NPPF can be met in practice. It includes recommended 
allowances for climate change and recommendations for applying the sequential and 
exception tests. Three critically important tables are included within the PPG that set 
the framework for discussion and analysis of site specific flood risk. 

2.7 Table 1: Flood Zones. This table defines flood zones based upon event return 
probability and is used to steer development and classify land for development. 

 
Flood Zone Definition 
Zone 1 Low Probability Land having a less than 1 in 1,000 annual probability of river or sea flooding. 

(Shown as ‘clear’ on the Flood Map – all land outside Zones 2 and 3) 
Zone 2 Medium Probability Land having between a 1 in 100 and 1 in 1,000 annual probability of river flooding; or 

Land having between a 1 in 200 and 1 in 1,000 annual probability of sea flooding. (Land 
shown in light blue on the Flood Map) 

Zone 3a High Probability Land having a 1 in 100 or greater annual probability of river flooding; or 
Land having a 1 in 200 or greater annual probability of sea flooding. (Land 
shown in dark blue on the Flood Map) 

Zone 3b The Functional 
Floodplain 

This zone comprises land where water has to flow or be stored in times of 
flood. 
Local planning authorities should identify in their Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessments areas of functional floodplain and its boundaries accordingly, 
in agreement with the Environment Agency. 
(Not separately distinguished from Zone 3a on the Flood Map) 

Table 2-1 Reproduction of Table 1 Planning Practice Guidance 

 
2.8 Table 2: Flood Risk Vulnerability Classification. This table defines development type 

by associated vulnerability to flooding. 
  



 

 

 

Flood Zone Definition 
Essential 
Infrastructure 

Essential transport infrastructure (including mass evacuation routes) which has to cross the area at risk. Essential 
utility infrastructure which has to be located in a flood risk area for operational reasons, including electricity 
generating power stations and grid and primary substations; and water treatment works that need to remain 
operational in times of flood. Wind turbines. 

Highly 
Vulnerable 

Police and ambulance stations; fire stations and command centres; telecommunications installations required to 
be operational during 
flooding. Emergency dispersal points. Basement dwellings. Caravans, mobile homes and park homes intended 
for permanent residential use. Installations requiring hazardous substances consent. (Where there is a 
demonstrable need to locate such installations for bulk storage of materials with port or other similar facilities, 
or such installations with energy infrastructure or carbon capture and storage installations, that require 
coastal or water-side locations, or need to be located in other high flood risk areas, in these instances the 
facilities should be classified as ‘Essential 
Infrastructure’). 

More Vulnerable Hospitals 
Residential institutions such as residential care homes, children’s homes, social services homes, prisons and 
hostels. 
Buildings used for dwelling houses, student halls of residence, drinking establishments, nightclubs and hotels. 
Non–residential uses for health services, nurseries and educational establishments. 
Landfill* and sites used for waste management facilities for hazardous waste. 
Sites used for holiday or short-let caravans and camping, subject to a 
specific warning and evacuation plan. 

More Vulnerable Hospitals 
Residential institutions such as residential care homes, children’s homes, social services homes, prisons and 
hostels. 
Buildings used for dwelling houses, student halls of residence, drinking establishments, nightclubs and hotels. 
Non–residential uses for health services, nurseries and educational establishments. 
Landfill* and sites used for waste management facilities for hazardous waste. 
Sites used for holiday or short-let caravans and camping, subject to a 
specific warning and evacuation plan. 

Less Vulnerable Police, ambulance and fire stations which are not required to be operational during flooding. 
Buildings used for shops; financial, professional and other services; restaurants, cafes and hot food takeaways; 
offices; general industry, storage and distribution; non-residential institutions not included in the ‘More 
Vulnerable’ class; and assembly and leisure. 
Land and buildings used for agriculture and forestry. 
Waste treatment (except landfill* and hazardous waste facilities). Minerals working and processing (except for 
sand and gravel working). Water treatment works which do not need to remain operational during times of 
flood. 
Sewage treatment works, if adequate measures to control pollution 
and manage sewage during flooding events are in place. 

Water 
Compatible 
Development 

Flood control infrastructure. 
Water transmission infrastructure and pumping stations. Sewage transmission infrastructure and 
pumping stations. Sand and gravel working. 
Docks, marinas and wharves. Navigation facilities. 
Ministry of Defence installations. 
Ship building, repairing and dismantling, dockside fish processing and refrigeration and compatible activities 
requiring a waterside location. Water-based recreation (excluding sleeping accommodation). 
Lifeguard and coastguard stations. 
Amenity open space, nature conservation and biodiversity, outdoor sports and recreation and essential facilities 
such as changing rooms. Essential ancillary sleeping or residential accommodation for staff required by uses in this 
category, subject to a specific warning and evacuation plan. 

Table 2-2 Reproduction of Table 2 Planning Practice Guidance 



 

 

 

2.0 Table 3: Flood Risk Vulnerability and flood zone ‘compatibility’ outlines the 
circumstances in which development may or may not be appropriate and when an 
Exception Test will be required. 

 
Flood Flood Risk Vulnerability Classification 
Zones Essential 

infrastructure 
Highly 
Vulnerable 

More 
Vulnerable 

Less 
Vulnerable 

Water Compatible 

Zone 1      
Zone 2  Exception 

Test Required 
   

Zone 
3a 

Exception Test 
Required × Exception 

Test Required 
  

Zone 
3b 

Exception Test 
Required × × ×  
Table 2-3 Reproduction of Table 3 Planning Practice Guidance 

 
Greater Nottingham Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 

2.1 The Greater Nottinghamshire Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (GNSFRA) was 
produced in June 2008 by Black and Veatch on behalf of Broxtowe Borough Council, 
Environment Agency, Erewash Borough Council, Gedling Borough Council, 
Nottingham City Council, Nottingham Regeneration Limited, Nottinghamshire County 
Council and Rushcliffe Borough Council. 

Nottinghamshire Preliminary Flood Risk Assessment 

2.2 The PFRA was adopted in June 2011 by Nottinghamshire County Council and is a ‘high 
level screening exercise to identify where flood risk is significant’. 

2.3 A number of data sources are included within the PFRA. There is a section on 
susceptibility to groundwater flooding and the site is shown to be in an area not noted 
as being at any risk from groundwater flooding. 

2.4 Overall, there is little mention of Beeston in the report. However, reference to the 
Beeston Canal in section 5.6 is quoted below. 

Many of the canals in Nottinghamshire interact with watercourses to some extent, for 
example the River Ryton and Chesterfield Canal at Worksop or the Nottingham and 
Beeston Canals and the River Trent in Nottingham. Canals that are in cut or follow 
natural contours are likely to act as conduits for flood waters and may divert 
floodwaters from one place to another. Hence the Environment Agency Flood Maps 
and surface water maps are likely to show the effect of flooding to or from canals in 
places, although such information has not been analysed in detail for the PFRA. 



 

 

 

Nottinghamshire Local Flood Risk Management Strategy 

2.5 This report was prepared by Nottinghamshire County Council as the Lead Local Flood 
Authority who have the powers and statutory duties to manage and co-ordinate 
flooding from local sources. It was adopted in June 2016 and covers the period 2016 
to 2021. It outlines how the council will manage flooding from local sources in 
Nottinghamshire. 

2.6 Groundwater is discussed in Table 3.2 of the strategy and it is suggested that 
Groundwater flooding generally occurs in low-lying areas, as a result of groundwater 
rising above the surface of the land. It also states that ‘the underlying geology has 
significant influence on the risk of groundwater flooding.’ 

2.7 The site is identified on the Risk of Flooding from Groundwater map within an area of 
between less than 25% susceptibility to groundwater flooding.  

River Trent Catchment Flood Management Plan 

2.8 The site does not constitute part of the River Trent Catchment Flood Management 
Plan (CFMP). The CFMP was produced in December 2010 by the EA and sets out the 
flood risk management policies that will deliver sustainable flood risk management 
for the catchment. 

The Greater Nottingham Aligned Core Strategies for Broxtowe Borough, Gedling Borough 
and Nottingham City, Part 1 Local Plan (September 2014) 

2.9 The policy of the 2014 local plan which is the most pertinent to the proposed 
development is Section A: Sustainable Growth Policy 1 Climate Change. 

2.10 The policy sets out with regard to sustainable Design and adaption that; 

“Development will be expected to take account of how it is located, laid out, sited and 
designed to withstand the long and short-term impacts of climate change, particularly 
the effect of rising temperatures, sustained periods of high temperatures and periods 
of intense rain and storms.” 

2.11 With regard to Flood Risk and Sustainable Drainage, the policy states that; 

“Flood risk is a significant issue in Nottingham, which is likely to be exacerbated by 
unpredictable weather associated with climate change. Development proposals that 
avoid areas of current and future flood risk and which do not increase flooding 
elsewhere, adopting the precautionary principle to development proposals will 
therefore be supported” 

The Greater Nottingham Aligned Core Strategies for Broxtowe Borough, Gedling Borough and 
Nottingham City, Part 2 Local Plan (Sustainability appraisal scoping report January 2015)) 

2.12 The report states that the Sustainability Appraisal process is a way to ensure all plans 
relating to land use issues are compatible with the aims of sustainable development. 
This plan is currently being considered. 

2.13 One of the aims of the plan is to reduce the risk of flooding by considering where 
housing and other developments are built with special consideration to the likely 
effects on climate change and allocate appropriate development sites. 



 

 

 

2.14 Overall Catchment Context and Local Watercourse Classifications 
 

Nottingham Canal: Disused navigation canal 560m to the north of the site, currently 
owned by Broxtowe Borough Council as Nottingham Canal Local Nature Reserve. 

 
 Boundary Brook: Ordinary watercourse which flows from east to west. This 

watercourse becomes Main River to the west of Trowell Road, flowing towards the 
River Erewash, 640m north-west of the site. 

 
 River Erewash: Non Tidal, Main River which flows from north to south 2.15km 

west of the site. 
 
 Erewash Canal: Non-tidal, canal situated 2.3m west of the site. 
 
 River Trent: Non Tidal, Main River which flows from west to east 4km south of 

the site. The locations of the above watercourses in relation to the site are indicated 
on Figure 2.1 above. 

 
Flood Risk Status 

2.15 The site lies entirely in Flood Zone 1. An extract from the EA Flood Map for Planning 
is included below as FIGURE 2.1. 

 
 

 
Figure 2-1 EA Flood Map Extract 
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2.16 The proposed development type is EDUCATIONAL and is therefore categorised as 
more vulnerable under the guidance given in Table 2 of the PPG. In accordance with 
Table 3 of the PPG the EDUCATIONAL development is in Flood Zone 1. Accordingly, 
the development proposal is considered appropriate for the flood risk status of the 
site. 

2.17 Sequential tests and exception tests are not required. A summary of the flood risk 
status of the proposed development is provided below in TABLE 2.4. 

 

Flood Zone Flood Zone 1 
Development Vulnerability Classification More Vulnerable 
Flood Zone Compatibility Sequential and Exception 

Test Not Required 
Table 2-4 Flood Zone Status Summary 

 

Flood History & Consultation 
 

2.18 Nottinghamshire County Council have confirmed that ‘The site is not at risk from 
fluvial or pluvial flooding and we have no record of any flooding issues.’ 



 

 

 

3.0 FLOOD RISK ASSESSMENT 
 

Existing Risks 

3.1 In accordance with the NPPF and local planning guidance, this FRA considers the risk 
posed to the development from a range of sources. This section of the report details 
the investigation of flood risk from all pertinent sources; a subsequent section 
provides recommended mitigation where the risk is deemed significant. 

3.2 The flood risks that may be posed to any site are summarised below in TABLE 3.1. The 
degree of risk posed to the study site is indicated in the table and specifics relating to 
the site are outlined and described in greater detail within the forthcoming sections. 

 

Flood Type Degree 
of Risk 

Source of Risk 

Fluvial None The River Erewash is the main river in the locality. This river is 2.4km to 
the west of the site at a lower level. This watercourse can therefore be 
discounted as a significant source of flood risk to the site. 

Tidal None 
The development is not in a tidally influenced 
area. 

Canals None The corridor of the disused Nottingham Canal lies 560m to the north-
west of the site. Should the canal ever be restored in the future it is 
noted that an overflow from the canal to the Boundary Brook is 
indicated on Ordnance Survey mapping; this would manage any excess 
water within the canal in a controlled manner. 

 

Groundwater 

 

Low 

Within the site boundary it appears to be formed from sandstone 
formation, which suggests that the site has a low probability of having 
groundwater flooding. The EA have also have been consulted which 
also shows no groundwater flooding in this area. Also the site is 
located at a high point in the local topography. 

Sewers Low No adopted sewers are noted to pass through the site however there 
are private surface and foul drains indicated within the site. The foul 
drain flows from north-east of the site to the south-east connecting 
into STW MH 7501. A surface water sewer also flows from the north-
east to the south- east connecting into STW MH 7502. The cover levels 
of the adopted manholes are lower than the existing site levels at 
68.870mAOD and 68.900mAOD. From a CCTV survey these sewers 
have been shown to connect into STW sewers draining from the school 
areas. After development they will be obsolete and pose no risk to the 
proposed development. See appendix G for CCTV report. 

Pluvial 
Runoff 

Low The site is not at risk from surface water flooding. However due to the 
gradients found within the site the development will need to be 
planned to ensure it does not create trapped low points which would 
be prone to surface water flooding. 

Reservoirs 
and 
Waterbodies 

 
None 

The Boundary Brook is the closest watercourse to the site at only 
640m to the north-west however this watercourse is at a lower level 
than the site. 

Table 3-1 Pre-Mitigation Flood Risks 



 

 

 

Fluvial Risk 
 

3.3 The River Erewash is the main river in the locality. This river is 2.4km to the west of 
the site at a lower level. This watercourse can therefore be discounted as a significant 
source of flood risk to the site. 

 
3.4 The Boundary Brook is the closest watercourse to the site at only 640m to the north-

west however this watercourse is at a lower level than the site. Figure 3.1 below 
indicates the indicative floodplain associated with the local watercourses. The site 
can be seen to lie outside of the area at risk of flooding in an extreme flood. 
 

3.5 All watercourses identified in section 2.24 and shown in figure 2.1, as shown on the 
flood mapping, cause no flooding to the proposed site. The site is in flood zone 1 
therefore is not at risk from flooding via fluvial source. 
 

3.6 The corridor of the disused Nottingham Canal lies 560m to the north-west of the site. 
Should the canal ever be restored in the future it is noted that an overflow from the 
canal to the Boundary Brook is indicated on Ordnance Survey mapping; this would 
manage any excess water within the canal in a controlled manner. 

 
Probability 

 
3.7 The EA website indicative flood mapping confirms that the site would not be at risk 

of flooding in a 0.1% (1:1000 year) probability flood event due to flooding from any 
local watercourses. This map shows the indicative extent of the natural floodplain, if 
there were no flood defences or certain other manmade structures, such as surface 
water sewers, and channel improvements. This mapping is reproduced above as 
Figure 3.1. 

 
3.8 Probability of flooding as a result of flooding from infrastructure is directly affected 

by maintenance and design detail, as such, no probability is given. 
 

3.9 Probability of flooding as a result of flooding from infrastructure is directly affected 
by maintenance and design detail, as such, no probability is given. 

 
Climate Change 

 
Determining the Allowance Category 
 

3.10 Site is within flood zone 1 therefore not applicable. 
 
Tidal 
 

3.11 No impact to site due to remoteness of source. 
 
Fluvial 
 

3.12 No impact to site due to remoteness of source. 
 



 

 

 

Pluvial 
 

3.13 Referring to EA “Table 2 peak rainfall intensity allowance in small and urban 
catchments (use 1961 to 1990 baseline)” released by the Environment Agency on the 
19th February 2016 the peak rainfall intensity should be considered for both 40% and 
20% in the Upper end and Central allowance category. 
 

3.14 Calculations should be prepared at detailed design stage to confirm that the drainage 
systems are designed such that they can accommodate that additional 40% inflow as 
a result of the anticipated effects of climate change. 

 

Proposed Mitigation 

3.15 The risk of flooding to the site from a variety of sources has been investigated and 
there is no direct risk posed to the site from any sources. The site is located entirely 
in Flood Zone 1. 

3.16 The investigation carried out has confirmed that the site is at no risk from fluvial 
sources and risk to the site posed by groundwater, pluvial and sewer-based sources 
is negligible. 



 

 

 

4.0 SURFACE WATER DRAINAGE STRATEGY 
 

Existing Discharge Rate 
 

4.1 The existing site is brownfield in terms of its rainfall runoff response. The site 
currently drains using positive drainage such as gullies and rainwater pipes into a 
private surface water system eventually connecting into STW manhole on Moor Lane. 

4.2 A full Phase II site investigation has been undertaken for this site. The local geology 
has been assessed and found to be Sherwood Sandstone of a granular nature 
conducive to infiltration techniques being adopted for the surface water discharge. 

4.3 Testing in general accordance with BRE Digest DG 365 (2016) has been undertaken 
and the results are attached within Appendix D of this report. 

4.4 A model of the existing network has been used to calculate the maximum rate the 
existing site discharges surface water into the STW network in the 1:2 year event. The 
following rates were calculated for the northern area of the site discharging into STW 
MH 7502 and the southern area discharging upstream of STW MH 7406.  

Table 4-1 Existing Surface Water Runoff 
 

MH Ref Existing 
Brownfield  

MH 7502 144.9l/s 
MH 7406 255.6l/s 

 
 

Discharge Options 

4.5 In accordance with the Building Regulations, the newly published Non-Statutory 
Technical Standards for SuDS and prevailing best practice, surface water should be 
discharged according to the following preferential hierarchy; 

• Infiltration 
• Watercourse, River, Ditch 
• Surface Water Sewer 
• Combined Sewer 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 

 

Proposed Discharge Rate 

4.6 The Non-Statutory Technical Standards for Sustainable Drainage requires that 
discharge from proposed development is limited such that the proposed 1:1,1:30 and 
1:100 discharge rates do not exceed that of the existing discharge rates. 

4.7 A staged approach to discharge such as that described above requires consideration 
of the long-term storage volume requirements. The long-term storage requirement 
is stated as follows: - 

Where reasonably practicable, for developments which have been previously 
developed, the runoff volume from the development to any highway drain, sewer or 
surface water body in the 1 in 100 year, 6-hour rainfall event must be constrained to 
a value as close as is reasonably practicable to the greenfield runoff volume for the 
same event but should never exceed the runoff volume from the development site 
prior to redevelopment for that event. 

4.8 A surface water attenuation design has been undertaken, with the proposal to 
infiltrate, to ensure the feasibility and deliverability of the proposed development. It 
had shown that the site requires 376m³ of infiltration storage in the 100 year plus 
30% climate change event. A combination of permeable surfacing, and infiltration 
have been proposed as the site control SuDS features balancing the surface water 
runoff from the proposed impermeable development areas. Refer to drawing 30068-
TSK-CM-EX-D-C-00001 in Appendix E. 

 
Sustainable Drainage Assessment 
 

4.9 Drawing 30068-TSK-CM-EX-D-C-00001 in Appendix E demonstrates that the site can 
accommodate infiltration methods with sufficient capacity to attenuate the 1 in 100 
year plus 30% climate change flood event. Thus, the soakaways can safely attenuate 
the design flows over the 100 year lifetime of the proposed development. An 
overflow pipe will be included at the bottom of the soakaways, above the design 1 in 
100 year plus 30% climate change water level, to offer an additional safety measure 
against an exceptional rainfall event and an exceedance flood flow route. 

4.10 Any such development can give rise to pollution during both the construction and 
occupation phases in relation to hydrocarbons, suspended solids and general waste. 
Careful consideration of the treatment of surface water runoff should provide 
confidence that the proposed development will not result in any detriment to the 
receiving waters. 

Maintenance and Adoption 

4.11 The proposed soakaway systems are entirely contained within the proposed site and 
maintenance of the drainage system will be the responsibility of the owner of the 
building and management company employed. 

4.12 The maintenance of the features proposed is expected to be dictated by the general 
maintenance associated with the externals and drainage facilities of such a building. 

4.13 TABLE 4.5 has been prepared from the recommendations contained in the SuDS 



 

 

 

Manual and should set minimum standards for inspection and maintenance. 
 

Drainage Component Maintenance Task Frequency 

Below Ground 
Drainage Pipes 

Inspect for blockages 
ensure free running 

Every 3 months and after 
any significant storm event 

Surface water gullies 
and linear drainage 

features 

Inspect for blockages 
ensure free running 
jet/vacuum as 
appropriate 

Every 3 months and after 
any significant storm event 

 

Permeable Paving 
Surface 

Permeable paving to be 
swept/vacuumed in 
accordance with 
manufacturer’s 
instructions 

Once a year 

 
Catch Pits 

Inspection for and 
Removal of Silt from 
catchpits 

Every 6 months and after any 
significant storm 

 
 
 
Attenuation Crates 

Inspect all areas for litter 
build up and remove 
litter as required 

Every month and after any 
significant storm 

Cut grass/vegetation 
Every 6 month and more 
frequently near outfalls 

Inspect inlets, outlets for 
blockages and remove as 
necessary 

Every month and after any 
significant storm 

Discharge Control 
Inspect for blockage and 
correct operation 

Every 3 months and after 
any significant storm 

Table 4-2 Suds Drainage Systems Inspection & Maintenance Regimes 



 

 

 

5.0 FOUL DRAINAGE 
 

5.1 The site is currently an educational site therefore existing private foul water drains 
from the site to the adopted STW manholes FW 7501 and upstream of manhole FW 
7401 in Moor Lane from north to south. 
 

5.2 We have obtained copies of the Severn Trent Water (STW) adopted sewer records for 
the local area. A copy of the sewer records is included in Appendix F. 

 
5.3 Ongoing discussions with STW have been made to assess the STW network in relation 

to our drainage proposals. Confirmation of allowable discharge to the STW sewer will 
be required before development. However with the identified pipe sizes it is unlikely 
that there will be any restriction placed on the foul discharge. 

 
5.4 A gravity discharge to adopted manhole FW 7501 in Moor Lane to the east of the site 

has been proposed. See appendix E for copy of drainage strategy. 

5.5 Severn Trent Water have been consulted and they have confirmed that they have 
capacity in their system to accept foul loads from the proposed development. 

5.6 The proposed development can be drained to the public system via gravity and 
connected at manhole MH0702. 
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6.0 CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS 

Off Site Impacts 
 

6.1 At this stage it is anticipated that the proposed development will be drained by a 
combination of permeable surfacing and infiltration methods. The development 
proposals would provide very significant betterment to the existing brownfield rate. In 
the brownfield restriction scenario there will be a lesser betterment. In both scenarios 
the proposals will not increase or exacerbate any flooding problems adjacent to or 
downstream of the site. 

Residual Risks 

 
6.2 The investigations carried out as part of this flood risk assessment and flood risk 

management measures proposed have demonstrated that the development will be safe, 
without increasing flood risk elsewhere. 

 

Recommendations 
 

6.3 The following recommendations are made to reduce flood risk and promote a 
sustainable surface water drainage strategy at the proposed development: 

6.4 Floor levels of the proposed buildings should be set a minimum of 150mm above the 
surrounding external levels in line with general good practice. 

6.5 Levels and drainage proposals will need to ensure that exceedance flood flow routes are 
assessed as part of the detailed design. 

6.6 The detailed design of the proposed SuDS drainage features will need to be undertaken 
in accordance with CIRA design guidance. 

6.7 A design exceedance flood overflow pipe is to be included at the infiltration soakaways, 
above the design 1 in 100 year plus 30% climate change flood level, to offer an additional 
safety measure against an exceptional rainfall event. 

6.8 Confirmation of discharge to the STW sewer will be required before development takes 
place. 

6.9 The site has not been found to be at any direct risk from flooding associated with fluvial, 
pluvial, sewer, or groundwater-based sources. The site is entirely within Flood Zone 1 and 
there are no established flood risks. 

6.10 Providing the recommendations of this report are followed, the development can 
proceed without being at any significant flood risk and without increasing flood risk 
elsewhere. The development proposals are considered SUSTAINABLE from a flood risk 
perspective. 
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