
 

 

Please list any relevant document and or drawing numbers (including revision 
reference) to support your answers to Section 1. 

Flood Risk Assessment, Lees 
Roxburgh Ref: 6714/R1 
Drainage Layout Sheet 1 of 2, 
Dwg No. 882746/40-02-01 
Drainage Layout Sheet 2 of 2, 
Dwg No. 882746/40-02-02 
 

 

SECTI ON  2 :  IM PER MEABLE  AR EA AND EX ISTIN G DRAINAGE                                                      

 

 
 

Existing 
(E) 

Proposed 
(P) 

Change 
(P – E) 

State Impermeable Area (Ha) 
0.48 0.30 -0.18 

Evidence Required:  
Plans showing development layout of site with existing and proposed impermeable areas. ☒ 

 

Are there existing sewers, watercourses, water bodies, highway drains, soakaways or 
filter drains on the site? Yes ☒    No ☐    Don't Know ☐   

Evidence Required:  
Plan(s) showing existing layout to include all: 
 Watercourses, open and culverted  
 Water bodies – ponds, swales etc. 
 Sewers, including manholes 
 Highway drains, include manholes, gullies etc.  
 Infiltration features - soakaways, filter drains etc. 

 
☒ 

 

 
Drainage Design 
Outline planning applications should be able to demonstrate that a suitable drainage system is achievable.   
 

All other type of planning application should provide full details or reference to previous planning application where drainage 
details have been submitted or approved.  
 

Select which design approach you are taking to manage water quantity (refer to Section 3.3 SuDS Manual) 
 
Approach 1 – Volume control / Long Term Storage (Technical Standards S2/3, S4/5)  

 The attenuated runoff volume for the 1 in 100 year 6 hour event (plus climate change allowance) is limited 
to the greenfield runoff volume for the 1 in 100 year 6 hour event, with any additional runoff volume 
utilising long term storage and either infiltrated or released at 2 l/s/ha 

 The discharge rate for the critical duration 1 in 1 year event is restricted to the 1 in 1 year greenfield runoff 
rate 

 The discharge rate for the critical duration 1 in 100 year event (plus climate change allowance) is restricted 
to the 1 in 100 year greenfield runoff rate 

 
Approach 2 – Qbar (Technical Standards S6) 

 Justification has been provided that the provision of volume control/long term storage is not appropriate 
and an attenuation only approach is proposed.  All events up to the critical duration 1 in 100 year event 
(plus climate change allowance) are limited to Qbar (1 in 2 year greenfield rate) or 2 l/s/ha, whichever is 
greater. 
 

 
 
☐ 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
☒ 

Evidence Required:  
Plans showing: 
 Existing flow routes and flood risks 
 Modified flow routes 

 
☐ 

 



 

 

 Contributing and impermeable areas  
 Current (if any) and proposed ‘source control’ and ‘management train’ locations of sustainable drainage components (C753 

Chapter 7) 
 Details of drainage ownership 
 Details of exceedance routes (Technical Standards S9) 
 Topographic survey 
 Locations and number of existing and proposed discharge points  
 

Note consideration should be given to manage surface water from both impermeable and permeable surfaces (including gardens 
and verges) likely to enter the drainage system. 

 

Please list any relevant document and or drawing numbers (including revision 
reference) to support your answers to Section 2. 

Flood Risk Assessment, Lees 
Roxburgh Ref: 6714/R1 
Impermeable Areas Plan, Dwg 
No. 882746/40-04 
Drainage Layout Sheet 1 of 2, 
Dwg No. 882746/40-02-01 
Drainage Layout Sheet 2 of 2, 
Dwg No. 882746/40-02-02 
 
 
 
 

SECTI ON  3 :  PEAK RUN OFF  R ATES  –  T ECHNI CA L STANDARDS S2,  S3  AN D  S 6 
(UN LESS  S1  APPL IES)   

Rainfall Event Existing Rate 
(l/s) 

Greenfield Rate  
(l/s) 

Proposed Rate 
(l/s) 

Previously developed sites - In line 
with S3 should be equivalent to 
Greenfield runoff rates – discuss 
with LLFA if this is not achievable 

pre-application 

Qbar 
(Approach 2) 

10.3 3.5 3.5 
*See Note below 

1 in 1 Year Event 
(Approach 1) 

9.0   

1 in 30 Year Event 
14.9   

1 in 100 Year Event* 
(Approach 1) 

16.2   

* Total discharge at the 1 in 100 year rate should be restricted to the greenfield runoff volume for the 1 in 100 Year 6 hour event 
with additional volumes (long-term storage volume) released at a rate no greater than 2 l/s/ha where infiltration is not possible.  
The climate change allowance should only be applied to the proposed rate and not the existing or greenfield rate. 
 
*Note: United Utilities have agreed a discharge rate of 6 l/sec 
 
Evidence Required:  
Methodology used to calculate peak runoff rate clearly stated and justified. 
 
Impermeable areas plan, supported by topographical survey confirming positive drainage. 
 
Hydraulic calculations and details of software used. 

☒ 
 

☒ 
 

☒ 
 



 

 

State the hydraulic method used in your calculations  
(Refer to Table 24.1 of The SuDS Manual)  Calculations included 

 

Please list any relevant document and or drawing numbers (including revision 
reference) to support your answers to Section 3. 

Flood Risk Assessment, Lees 
Roxburgh Ref: 6714/R1 
Impermeable Areas Plan, Dwg 
No. 882746/40-04 
Drainage Layout Sheet 1 of 2, 
Dwg No. 882746/40-02-01 
Drainage Layout Sheet 2 of 2, 
Dwg No. 882746/40-02-02 
 

 

 

  



 

 

SECTI ON  4 :  D IS CHARGE VO LUM E – TECHN ICAL  STANDARDS  S 4 ,  S5  A ND  S6  
(UN LESS  S1  APPL IES)  

Rainfall Event Existing Volume  
(m3) 

Greenfield Volume 
(m3) 

Proposed Volume 
(m3) 

1 in 100 Year 6 Hour Event 
(Approach 1) 

  196.00 

Does the below statement apply to your development proposal? 
Long term storage is not achievable on this site and, in accordance with S6 of the Non 
Statutory Technical Standards for SuDS, the surface water discharge rates for events up to 
and including the 1 in 100 year critical event are limited to Qbar (Approach 2) 

Yes ☒         No ☐ 

Evidence Required:  
Approach to managing the quantity of surface water leaving the site clearly stated and justified 
 
Methodology used to calculate discharge volume clearly stated and justified. 
 
Hydraulic calculations and details of software used. 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

Please list any relevant document and or drawing numbers (including revision reference) 
to support your answers to Section 4. 

Flood Risk Assessment, Lees 
Roxburgh Ref: 6714/R1 

 

 

  



 

 

SECTI ON  5 :  STORAG E –  T ECHN ICAL  STAN DARDS S7  AND  S8 

State climate change allowance used (%) 
45% 

State housing density (houses per ha) 
N/A  

State urban creep allowance used (%) 
N/A 

Evidence Required:  
State / used in appropriate industry standard surface water management design software.    ☒ 

 

State storage volume required (m3) (excluding non-void spaces) 
 

Must include an allowance for climate change and urban creep 
 

160m3 

Have you incorporated interception into your design?  
(Refer to Chapter 24 of The SuDS Manual C753) 
 

Where possible, infiltration or other techniques are to be used to try and achieve zero discharge to 
receiving waters for rainfall depths up to 5mm. 
 

Yes ☒          No ☐ 

Evidence Required:  
Drainage plans showing location of attenuation and all flow control devices and supporting 
calculations. 

☒ 

 

Summarise how storage will be provided for 1 in 30 year event on site.  
 

Storage must be designed to ensure that at no flooding occurs onsite in a 1 in 30 year event except in 
designed areas and no flooding occurs offsite in a 1 in 100 year (plus climate change allowance) 
event.  
 

Below ground in cellular 
storage crate system. 

Summarise how storage will be provided for 1 in 100 year (plus climate change) event 
on site.  
 

Where storage above the 1 in 30 year rainfall event is provided in designated areas designed to 
accommodate excess surface water volumes, plans showing storage locations and surface water depths 
and supported by calculations used in appropriate industry standard surface water management design 
software.  It is important to run a range of duration events to ensure the worst case condition is found 
for each drainage element on the site 
 

Below ground in cellular 
storage crate system. 

Evidence Required:  
Plans showing size and location of storage and supporting calculations. Where there is controlled 
flooding, extents and depths must be indicated. 

☒ 

 

Please list any relevant document and or drawing numbers (including revision 
reference) to support your answers to Section 5. 

Drainage Layout Sheet 1 of 2, 
Dwg No. 882746/40-02-01 
Drainage Layout Sheet 2 of 2, 
Dwg No. 882746/40-02-02 
Drainage calculations 

 

 

  



 

 

SECTI ON  6 :  WATER Q UALIT Y  PR OT ECTI ON 
 

Contaminated surface water run-off can have negative impacts on the quality of receiving water bodies. The 
potential level of contamination will influence final the design of an appropriate treatment train as part of your 
sustainable drainage system. 
 

Is the proposal site known to be or potentially contaminated?  Yes ☒           No☐ 

 If the site is contaminated, it should be demonstrated that the sustainable drainage system will not increase the risk of 
pollution to controlled waters though the mobilisation of contaminants and/or creation of new pollution pathways.  

 

 

Confirm the Pollution Hazard Level of the proposed development - Tick ALL that apply 
 

Refer to Pollution Hazard Indices for different Land Use Classifications in Table 26.2 of The SuDS Manual C753 for further 
guidance. 
 

Pollution Hazard Level 
Tick ALL that apply Surface water run-off from the proposed development will drain from: 

VERY LOW ☐  Residential roofs 

LOW ☒ 

 Other roofs (typically commercial/industrial roofs) 
 Individual property driveways, residential car parks, low traffic roads (e.g. cul de sacs, 

home-zones and general access roads) 
 Non-residential car parking with infrequent change (e.g. schools, offices) i.e. < 300 traffic 

movements/day 

MEDIUM ☐ 
 Commercial yard and delivery areas 
 Non-residential car parking with frequent change (e.g. hospitals, retail) 
 All roads except low traffic roads and trunk roads/motorways2 

HIGH ☐ 

 Sites with heavy pollution (e.g. haulage yards, lorry parks, highly frequented lorry 
approaches to industrial estates, waste sites) 

 Sites where chemicals and fuels (other than domestic fuel oil) are to be delivered, handled, 
stored, used or manufactured 

 Industrial sites 
 Trunk roads and motorways1 

 

If the development’s Pollution Hazard Level is ‘Very Low’ or ‘Low’, has the sustainable 
drainage design been risk assessed and appropriate mitigation measures included? Yes ☒           No☐ 

 If the proposed development has a very low or low polluting potential, you should design your sustainable drainage 
system to include an appropriate treatment train in accordance with The SuDS Manual (C753).  

 

If the development’s Pollution Hazard Level is ‘Medium’ or ‘High’, is the application 
supported by a detailed water quality risk assessment?        Yes ☐           No☐ 

 If the proposed development has a high polluting potential, a detailed risk assessment will be required to identify an 
appropriate SuDS treatment train and ensure compliance with Paragraph 170 of the National Planning Policy Framework.   

 If the proposed development has a medium polluting potential, a detailed risk assessment may be required depending on 
the nature, scale and location of the development.     

 

Has pre-application advice on water quality been obtained from the Environment Agency?  Yes ☐           No☒  

If YES, provide details:  

 

 
2 Motorways and trunk roads should follow the guidance and risk assessment process set out in Highways Agency (2009). 



 

 

Please list any relevant document and or drawing numbers (including revision 
reference) to support your answers to Section 6. 

Flood Risk Assessment, Lees 
Roxburgh Ref: 6714/R1 & E3P 
Geoenvironmental  Site 
Assessment 17-206—R2-1. 

SECTI ON  7 :  D ETAIL S  OF  YOUR SUSTAIN AB LE  DR AI NAGE SYSTEM  

a) Function of your Sustainable Drainage System 

Do your proposals store rainwater for later use (as a resource)? Yes ☐       No ☒ 

Evidence Required:  
Please provide a brief sentence in the adjacent white box to describe how this function has 
been achieved. 

 

 

Do your proposals promote source control to manage rainfall close to where it falls? 
(e.g. promoting natural losses through soakage, infiltration and evapotranspiration) Yes ☒       No ☐ 

Evidence Required:  
Please provide a brief sentence in the adjacent white box to describe how this function has 
been achieved. 

Parking areas are to be 
drained via a Type 2 
permeable paving system to 
promoted storm interception 
and water quality. 

 

Please list any relevant document and or drawing numbers (including revision 
reference) to support your answers to Section 7a. 

Drainage Layout Sheet 1 of 2, 
Dwg No. 882746/40-02-01 
Drainage Layout Sheet 2 of 2, 
Dwg No. 882746/40-02-02 
 

 

b) Hierarchy of Drainage Options – Planning Practice Guidance  

The proposed method of discharge are set out within order of priority. Generally, the aim should be to discharge surface 
run off as high up the following hierarchy of drainage options as reasonably practicable. 
 

Proposed method of surface water discharge  Is this proposed?  

Hierarchy Level 1: Into the ground (via infiltration)  Yes ☐       No ☒ 

If YES - Evidence Required If NO – Evidence Required 
Tick ALL that apply  

☐ 
 

A. Completed Infiltration Checklist from 
The SuDS Manual (C753) Appendix B  
 

An editable version of this form is available 
on SusDrain website. 

☐ 
 

A. Site investigation to demonstrate that the ground is not free 
draining.  
Test results to be provided in accordance with: 

 The methodology within BRE 365 (2016), OR  
 Falling head permeability tests BS EN ISO 22282-2: 

2012 
☐ 

 
B. British Geological Survey (BGS) 

Infiltration SuDS Map  
 

☐ 
 

B. NOTE: where an applicant is unable to access a site to 
undertake testing, e.g. where unable to access a site for an 
outline application, they can submit a SuDS GeoReport or 
similar.  



 

 

☐ 
 

C. Infiltration testing to BRE 365 (2016) 
or falling head permeability tests to BS 
EN ISO 2228-2: 2012 (optional for 
outline)  

☐ 
 

C. Evidence to confirm that infiltration to ground would result in 
a risk of deterioration to ground water quality. 

☐ 
 

‘Plan B’ sustainable drainage plan and 
statement of approach with an alternative 
discharge method, in case infiltration 
proposals are proven not feasible upon 
further site specific ground investigation 
e.g. to consider seasonal variations to 
groundwater. 

☒ 
 

D. Geotechnical advice from a competent person* which 
determines that infiltration of water to ground would pose an 
unacceptable risk of geohazards to the site and/or local area.   
 

*Note: Competent person may include a Chartered Engineer, Chartered 
Geologists, Registered Ground Engineering Professionals (RoGEP). 

 

Proposed method of surface water discharge  Is this proposed?  

Hierarchy Level 2: To a surface water body (select type) 
 
NOTE: Consent from LLFA or Permit from Environment Agency 
may be required – refer to guidance  

Yes ☐      No ☒      N/A ☐ 

☐ Main river                                      ☐ Canal  
☐ Ordinary watercourse                 ☐ Other water body  

If YES - Evidence Required 
If NO – Evidence Required 

Tick ALL that apply 
☐ 

 
Surface water body / watercourse survey 
and report 
 
 
 

☒ 
 

☐ 
 

Plan showing nearby watercourses and waterbodies  
 

AND 
 

Statement providing justification in your Sustainable Drainage Strategy  
 
Note: Where discharge of any element in the hierarchy is discounted, an 
applicant should provide justification. If the reasoning for discounting a 
discharge of surface water to watercourse relates to issues associated 
with third party land or the securing of any other required consent, it 
may be necessary for the applicant to provide evidence to the local 
planning authority to support their proposed approach. 

 

 

Proposed method of surface water discharge  Is this proposed?  

Hierarchy Level 3: To a surface water sewer or highway drain 
(select type) 

Yes ☒      No ☐      N/A ☐ 

☒ Surface water sewer              ☐ Highway drain 

If YES - Evidence Required 
If NO – Evidence Required 

Tick ALL that apply 
☒ Written correspondence from Water and 

Sewerage Company/ Highway Authority 
regarding proposed connection.  

☐ 
 
☐ 

 

Plan showing nearby sewers and highway drains 
 

AND 
 

Statement providing justification in your Sustainable Drainage Strategy  

 

 

Proposed method of surface water discharge  Is this proposed?  

Hierarchy Level 4: To combined sewer Yes ☐      No ☒      N/A ☐ 

If YES - Evidence Required If NO – Evidence Required 

☐ Written correspondence from Water and 
Sewerage Company N/A 

 



 

 

 

Please list any relevant document and or drawing numbers (including revision 
reference) to support your answers to Section 7b. 

Flood Risk Assessment, Lees 
Roxburgh Ref: 6714/R1 
Drainage Layout Sheet 1 of 2, 
Dwg No. 882746/40-02-01 
Drainage Layout Sheet 2 of 2, 
Dwg No. 882746/40-02-02. 
E3P Geoenvironmental  Site 
Assessment 17-206—R2-1. 

  


