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At a Glance – Summary 

 

• The development comprises new manufacturing facility with a small link corridor to the existing warehouse. 
 

• An FRA is provided, as requested by the LLFA. 
 

• The existing site drains to an attenuation pond with a restricted discharge.  The existing pond is enlarged to 
accommodate the additional flow. 
 

• Stormwater strategy has been determined following site investigations. 
 

• A site drainage layout is included and will utilise a geocellular storage tank and a new detention basin 
discharging into the existing pond, which will be enlarged. 
 

• The result of the proposals is no increase in off-site flow, thus resulting in no increase in flood risk for on or 
off-site stakeholders. 
 

• The pre-development off-site flow rate has been matched, providing betterment over greenfield rates. 
 

• The foul water will be connected by gravity into the existing private system.  
 

• LLFA pre-application comments addressed. 
 

• A maintenance schedule is provided to ensure the ongoing function of the drainage system.  
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1 Introduction 

1.1 This assessment has been prepared in support of a planning application to provide a new manufacturing 

facility at the current Bluemay site at Bidmead Park, Sells Green, Melksham, SN12 6RS The site location is 

as Figure 1.  With the existing site layout as Figure 2 and the proposed development as Figure 3. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1.2 The existing site is located on a small industrial estate off the A365 road. The industrial estate comprises 

several large warehouses. The Kennet and Avon Canal is approximately 60m south of the site. The site 

comprises a warehouse circa 800m² constructed around 25 years ago. There are a further 2No warehouses 

& workshops to the east of the site approximately 520m² and 300m². It is not exactly clear how old these are, 

however, are expected to have been constructed around 50 years ago.  

1.3 The site is accessed by a private road and includes an existing car park with warehouse access apron, 

beyond which there is extensive green space. The site is bordered by the A365 to the west, the private 

access road to the south. To the north and east there are boundary hedges with fields beyond. 

1.4 The site is higher to the north and the east, with some spoil from the previous warehouse construction being 

used to form banks and areas of flat open space. The lowest part of the site is to the south where it is 

accessed from the private road.  The existing site layout is shown in figure 2 

1.5 During original warehouse construction around 25 years ago significant cut was undertaken to form the slab 

levels.  To minimise future earthworks the reduced level for the new facility was also cut at that time, with the 

location of the new proposal in a slightly depressed area, cut up to 400mm lower than the existing slab level.  

1.6 The proposals in this planning application are to construct a new warehouse manufacturing facility with a 

footprint of 1000m² and associated access and amenities. The new warehouse will have a small link corridor 

connection to the existing warehouse, as shown in figure 3. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2 – Existing site layout 

Figure 1 Site Location 

Figure 3 – Proposed site layout 
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1.7 A pre-planning application was submitted to Wiltshire County Council for their initial comments on the 

scheme. In response, the LLFA for Wiltshire County Council (WCC) have advised that a site-specific FRA 

will be required for this application. The pre planning application reference is ENQ/2025/00810 and has 

been included as Appendix A. 

1.8 As the site is under 1Ha and in FZ1, the main FRA concern as referenced by the LLFA is surface water 

flooding.  The main thrust of this report will therefore be the robust design of site drainage to avoid 

uncontrolled site flooding, the mitigation of flood impact on downstream catchment. This is covered in the 

sections below. 

 

2 Flood Hazard – Possible sources and probabilities of flooding 

2.1 Fluvial Flooding – The EA online ‘Flood Map for Planning’ (shown in Figure 4) confirms the site is in Zone 1 

with an annual probability of fluvial flooding of less than 0.1%. The map evidence and the relative levels of 

the site compared to any adjacent watercourses confirm that fluvial flood risk is very low. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.2 Flooding from Drains, Sewers and Burst Water Mains – The site generally falls in a SE direction, with a 

plateau formed for the existing and proposed building facility surrounded by green space. Service records 

have identified no significant services (mains or sewers), there are some small diameter local private existing 

drainage and water supply pipes, for which any failure would be easily be accommodated in the overland 

flow regime. There are public sewers and water supply assets in the main road adjacent to the site (A365). 

The road falls away to the south, so for any failure of public systems the site is protected as the warehouse 

FFL is around 500mm higher than the road.  

Taking all of the above factors into account; flood risk from drains, sewers and burst water mains is 

considered to be low. 

2.3 Groundwater Flooding – The site is underlain by mudstone of the Kimmeridge clay formation. Infiltration 

testing carried out on the site found the site to be impermeable. Testing identified a historic former railway at 

a level of around 59.00m AOD. Groundwater was encountered around 1.0m – 1.5m below the railway level. 

The site is located around 60m to the north of the Kennet and Avon Canal and is approximately 3.00m higher 

in elevation.  There are no basements that might be vulnerable to external groundwater pressures and the 

contours of the site would direct any groundwater seepages away from the buildings. Given the impermeable 

nature of the subsoil, any groundwater issues would be at worst negligible. 

Taking all these factors into account, groundwater flood risk is considered to be low. 

2.4 Pluvial Flooding & Flooding from Land – Figure 3 is an extract from the EA surface water flood map, which 

shows there is an area of the site at the proposed facility that may be susceptible to surface water flooding. 

This is due to the land in this area being pre excavated some 25 years ago to provide a formation for the new 

facility. The ground has been a little zealously over dug which has formed a depression up to 400mm deep in 

relatively impermeable sub soil, hence the surface ponding shown.   

2.5 Under the pre app the LLFA have requested ‘the applicant must ‘demonstrate that overland flow routes 

safely manage flood risk, preventing flood risk to people and property from increasing’. Therefore Flood Risk 

Analysis is to be undertaken to consider how the coarse flood EA mapping relates to the detailed site Topo 

and proposals to demonstrate flood risk to people & property is mitigated 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.6 The existing prepared site formation at up to 400mm below FFL is identified from topo survey analysis to be 

the source of the EA surface water ponding.   With analysis of the existing paving’s, it is confirmed that the 

extent of existing perceived flooding is not correct and an over exaggeration based on the coarse lidar data.  

The surface flooding will be smaller with more isolated pockets of local depression. 

2.7 By simply installing the new slab and surrounds the small surface water flooding is entirely resolved.  The 

new FFL is set at 60.50 to match the existing FFL (and allow internal fork lift access between buildings).  The 

level of proposed building at 60.50 and the external path set lower enables an overland flow route around the 

perimeter of the proposed and existing buildings.  This surface flow runs off site over land around 250mm 

below the FFL and then passes off site to lower land at the South East, this final overland flow route is as per 

the current regime, so there is no change to offsite owners. 

2.8 The overland flow routes are included on the site plan, included as Appendix G, so with the suitable overland 

flow routes and with the measures described, the risk of surface water flooding can be considered to be low.  

2.9 As clarified in section 4 of this report, Surface water drainage from the proposed development will be 

discharged to a watercourse via the existing attenuation pond and control structure. Design parameters for 

the new attenuation storage will ensure there is no surface flooding resulting from peak flows from all storms 

up to a 100yr return period (1% annual probability) event including climate change allowances. 

Figure 4 – Fluvial Flood Map 

Figure 5 – Pluvial Flood Map 
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2.10 Flooding from Other Artificial Sources – As previously noted, the Kennett and Avon Canal runs approximately 

60m to the south of the development site. At this location, the canal water level is around 57m AOD, 

approximately 3m below the elevation of the development site. There is a marina serving the Kennett and 

Avon Canal located approximately 800m to the south and east of the site (Caen Hill Marina). The 

approximate water level of the marina is 54m AOD, some 6m below the lowest point of the development site. 

Any failure of the marina, the subsequent flood route for would be South towards the Summerham Brook, 

away from the development site. Therefore, the risk of flooding from artificial sources is considered to be 

very low. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3 Existing Stormwater Run-off 

3.1 The existing site (as identified on Figure 2) is currently a manufacturing facility with warehouse, associated 
car park and hardstanding. The development area is currently a flat area of green land. The existing drainage 
regime has been very well established by, topo survey, CCTV drainage survey, and the historic drainage 
drawings provide by the client.  The existing drainage is shown on drawing 1708-C01 and has been included 
as Appendix C. 

3.2 A greenfield calculation has been undertaken for the area of catchment effected by the development, this is 
presented with a green boundary line on the proposed drawing C02 provided in Appendix G.  The below 
greenfield run-off rates have been calculated using industry standard software, Microdrainage using their 
Source Control design module. The rates are included in the table below and included as Appendix B 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.3 The existing hardstanding areas are positively drained, there are 2 separate drainage systems discharging in 
different directions. Drawing 1708-C01 shows the existing drainage network and existing drainage 
catchments complete with contributing areas. 

a) Existing Catchment A. The western most area is drained to an existing pond and has a catchment of the 
car park and a small amount of the road. This is a completely separate drainage system and is not 
impacted by the development, nor is it intended to be modified in any way. It is therefore not discussed any 
further in this report.  

b) Existing Catchment B. The rest of the site includes the warehouse, the access apron and the remaining 
part of the road. This all drains to the “duck pond” attenuation, and discharges via a 100mm dia pipe to a 
manhole outside the site boundary. The off site flow then discharges into an unnamed drainage ditch 
approximately 600m to the east of the site. This drainage system will be affected by the development 
proposals. The total contributing area of catchment B is 1655m²  

3.4 The duck pond has a 100mm outlet pipe at a level of 59.23m AOD. This has been confirmed by 

topographical survey.  The incoming pipes are larger at 225mm and 150mm, therefore suggesting the pond 

will provided attenuation with the smaller 100mm outlet pipe acting as the flow controller.   Given the report 

writers experience of designing attenuation around this time, that would seem like an obvious design 

approach for the period. 

3.5 The crest level of the duck pond is 59.72m AOD, providing 490mm deep of storage. This is the lowest crest 
level, any exceedance events would weir over in this location should it become overwhelmed by a large 
storm event.  The current duck pond attenuation is shown in Figure 7. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.6 Modelling has been carried with an aim of understanding how the existing system operates.  Based on the 
impermeable contributing area and the storage volume within the pond, the modelling confirms that the pond 
was designed to accommodate a 1 in 30 year storm event with a freeboard of around 120mm and no 
allowance for climate change. This is considered broadly in line with the design guidance in place at the time 
the pond was designed and constructed (mid 1990’s).  So the existing model created is considered 
representative. 

3.7 A 100 year event can also just about be accommodated within the pond, with only 22mm freeboard. 

3.8 The existing flow rates and top water levels for some selected storm events are provided below. Existing 
pond modelling is included as Appendix D. 

 

 

 

 

 

Return Period (year) Greenfield Discharge Rate (l/s) 

1 1.2 

QBar 1.6 

30 3.0 

100 3.8 

Figure 6 – Reservoir Flood Map 

Figure 7 – Existing Duck Pond Attenuation 
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Return Period TWL 
(m AOD) 

Off-site Flow 
Rate (l/s) 

Comments 

1 year 59.415 5.9  

30 year 59.603 7.4 117mm of freeboard. Design standard at the time of 
construction.  

100 year 59.698 8.0 Only 22mm freeboard 

100 year +45% FLOOD N/A Modern design standards 

 

3.9 The level within the pond influences the discharge rate based on the hydraulic head over the 100mm outlet 
control. 

 

 

4 Proposed Stormwater Drainage 

4.1 This section of the report addresses the impact of flooding in the downstream catchment due to the potential 

increase in run-off generated by the introduction of new impermeable areas on the site. Obligations on 

developers to provide sustainable drainage systems are cited in NPPF.  

4.2 In line with current best practice in the design of sustainable drainage (SuDS) together with EA and LLFA 

advice, a hierarchical approach should be taken for the disposal of surface water from the site, this approach 

is also cited within the National Standard for Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) with Preferred option 

being harvesting, and referencing in order of priority: 

1)  Collected for non-potable use. 

2)  Infiltrated to ground. 

3)  Discharged to an above ground surface water body. 

4)  Discharged to a surface water sewer, or another piped surface water system. 

5)  Discharged to combined sewer. 

4.3 With reference to the hierarchy, the proposed production. warehouse facility will have negligible use for 

recycled water as the existing toilets in the original building are retained, there is no expected increase in 

staffing (and staffing levels generally are very low).   Therefore the environmental impact of the embedded 

carbon emissions generated by excavating, installing, and operating a recycling system is considered to be 

far greater than the negligible benefit a rainwater harvesting system will provide. Therefore, rainwater 

harvesting has been discounted on sustainability measures.  

4.4 Infiltration tests have been undertaken by Structural Soils Ltd in July 2025 to establish if infiltration is a viable 

solution, key extracts of the investigation are provided in Appendix E. 

4.5 Infiltration tests were carried out at the locations shown on drawing 1708-C02, included as Appendix G. The 

infiltration test carried out (ref: TP02) did not yield a rate. This is in line with other intrusive GI test carried out 

on the site, identifying that the site is underlain by clay. Therefore, infiltration is not a viable means of 

discharge and is discounted. 

4.6 As clarified in the existing drainage regime, the existing site currently discharges via an attenuation (duck) 

pond to an off site watercourse.  This extant watercourse is therefore the preferred discharge route. 

4.7 To discharge via a new watercourse connection downstream of the existing pond would by cumulative sums 

of the existing plus proposed flow rates increase the overall off site flow rates.   Providing the new site 

discharges at no greater than greenfield rate, is generally permitted, but fundamentally increasing the flow 

and having two or three separate off site controllers is not preferred.  Often on new sites a single controller is 

requested where possible, for simplicity of final discharge control. 

4.8 A significant problem identified at scheme design is the final discharge levels.  The roof is resolved by 

innovative high level pipes as discussed below.  However it is difficult to attenuate the new low level paving 

areas.   So it seems obvious to combine these with the existing duck pond.  

4.9 The existing duck pond presents an opportunity to be included in the proposed surface water drainage 

design to provide a single discharge from the site. As discussed in Section 3, the off-site flow currently 

discharges to a watercourse around 600m to the east of the site via a piped network. The existing off site 

discharge shall be re-used for the proposed drainage network. 

4.10 The proposed drainage network can be broken down into 2 separate parts. The roof and subsequent 

Rainwater Pipes serving it, and the surrounding access paths and warehouse access apron. 

4.11 The ground levels are critical on this site. The proposed warehouse FFL shall be 60.50m AOD to match the 

existing warehouse. In order to achieve this FFL the existing ground level will be profiled with retaining walls 

and batters required to interface with the existing ground levels.  

4.12 If the RWP’s were allowed to drop to ground level of 60.50, then given the discharge levels, there would be 

no choice other than providing a attenuation tank and a pumped discharge.  The design team from the outset 

of scheme design have considered methods of gravity control from the roof to avoid the ongoing costs and 

sustainability issues of pumping. 

4.13 To allow the RWP’s to achieve a gravity discharge, they must enter the ground at high level (above retaining 

wall and batters). This will be achieved by service crossings above the perimeter access path for the 

warehouse, and gutters have been designed and located accordingly to minimise crossings. Discharging at 

this high level allows sufficient falls to incorporate a geocellular storage tank high in the bank, before a 

controlled discharge. The roof area (including the small link corridor roof) is 1000m² so a large part of the 

development area to be drained. In providing a high level storage tank and flow control device, we manage to  

avoid pumping on what on what is a very challenging site in terms of levels. 

4.14 The discharge rate from the geocellular storage tank shall be controlled by a Hydrobrake with a 50mm 

opening (to protect against blockages). The flow rate from the geocellular tank shall be 1.6 l/s and will pass 

on to the duck pond. 

4.15 The external access paths and warehouse access apron have a contributing area of 364m² and are also very 

sensitive to levels as they need to be lower than the FFL of the warehouse to provide overland flow routing. 

4.16 The perimeter paths are sandwiched between retaining structure and the warehouse and providing 

conventional drainage is not possible as it would become too deep to attenuate without pumping.  To avoid 

pumping a shallow drainage channel is provided around the path perimeter to route the flow to attenuation at 

the building frontage. The channel has a high point in the northern corner of the path, so that flows are split. 

The west side of the warehouse will drain to a pipe under the building. The remaining area of the path will 

drain in a clockwise direction to the south-east corner of the warehouse where a shallow detention basin is 

provided. Directly adjacent to the basin, the paths will have flush edgings so that run-off will tip directly into 

the basin. 

4.17 The concrete access apron to the warehouse frontage will have a shallow channel drain that discharges 

directly into the basin. 

4.18 The new basin must be very shallow to prevent surcharging from the duck pond.  It is therefore 400mm deep 

with 1 in 4 side slopes to facilitate easy maintenance. The outlet of the basin will be controlled by an orifice of 

30mm diameter, limiting the flow from the basin to a maximum of 1.1 l/s.  The outlet from the new shallow 

basin will be via a perforated collection pipe in gravel media, thereby providing excellent fine filtering to the 

30mm control.  

4.19 As shown on drawing 1708-C02, the development will add 2No additional pipes discharging into the existing 

duck pond. The total increase in peak flows reaching the existing duck pond will be 1.6l/s from the 

geocellular tank and 1.1l/s from the detention basin. The total increase is therefore 2.7 l/s. 

4.20 As discussed in section 3 of this report, the existing duck pond has a simple 100mm dia control pipe outlet 

which restricts the discharge rate from the pond, based on the water level within it. Adding an additional flow 

of peak 2.7 l/s would increase the pond level and hence discharge rate. 
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4.21 The existing duck pond therefore needs to increase in size so that the additional 2.7 l/s can be 

accommodated, without increasing the water level of the pond and thus not increasing the off-site flow. If the 

pond can be increased sufficiently this will result in no increase to off-site flow under any storm conditions.  

4.22 There are complexities in modelling the new warehouse drainage and combining the flows with the existing 

duck pond. The duck pond was designed at a time when different standards were in place, so modelling the 

existing pond with new design standards including climate change would confirm the pond is undersized by 

today’s standards and fail for the extreme storm events. We therefore need to take a rationalised, logical 

approach to the existing pond and size increase.  The fundamental principle used is thus: 

a) The new basin and cellular attenuation must be designed for the 100 year plus climate change event.  

Therefore the new build elements will generate no uncontrolled discharge from site. 

b) The existing duck pond regime has already been analysed.  This model needs to be re-run, for the 

same events allowing for the additional inflow.   The duck pond needs to be increased in size such the 

larger size accommodates the additional flow, and the discharge rate and levels from the existing 

system modelled in Section 3 are not compromised.  

4.23 As an initial calculation, the existing duck pond reaches its highest storage level during the 60min winter 

storm, so we will analyse this critical storm for duck pond storage. During the 60min storm, the original duck 

pond has a storage volume of 29.1m³. The proposed drainage networks are discharging into the existing 

pond at 2.7 l/s, so when taken over an hour this generates 9.72m³ in additional volume. This equates to 

around a third additional storage is required to accommodate the 60min storm. This is an overestimation, as 

the inflow is a peak of 2.7 l/s and will be less than this for a period.  

4.24 With the space available, we elected to increase the pond by an extra 50% (15m³) to 44.4m³ at the 30 year 

level (59.415).   

4.25 A further check was carried out by using the “cascading ponds” section within the source control module of 

Microdrainage as per the Figure 8 schematic to give reassurance that the pond is suitably sized across the 

full range of storm profiles. The table below shows the output of the cascading pond modelling which is 

included as Appendix F.  The goal of the modelling is to prove the enlarged pond would take the proposed 

additional drainage systems without increasing the offsite flow. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.26 The result of the modelling confirms a reduction in the off-site flow rate from the proposed drainage network 

when compared to the existing scenario for all but the 1 year storm (which is not a major event that will lead 

to flooding). This goes further than the legislation of restricting to greenfield rates, and reduces the existing 

discharge, such that by providing the development the offsite storm discharge is reduced.  And the 100 year 

level in the duck pond is also reduced by 12mm.  The results confirm the design will not increase the risk of 

flooding downstream for the 30 year and 100 year storms.  

4.27 Ground levels adjacent to the building shall fall away, protecting the building from overland flow and surface 

ponding, should the drainage network become blocked. 

4.28 Based on the existing pond modelling calculations provided, the design provides betterment as the entire 

proposed area is to be controlled within the enlarged existing pond and the flow rate off site shall not 

increase for the critical storms. 

4.29 The proposed drainage layout is shown in Appendix G. 

4.30 Land drainage consent to be considered at detailed design stage should planning be approved. There are no 

works to existing watercourses and no increase in off-site flow rate. 

 

5 Management of Everyday rainfall (Interception) 

5.1 The National Standard for Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) Standard 2 states that new developments 

should:  

a) Apply a ‘SuDS approach’ so that at least the first 5mm of rainfall for the majority of rainfall events does 

not result in runoff from the site to surface waters or piped drainage systems. 

b) Evidence shall be provided that the approach to managing runoff from ‘everyday’ rainfall has been 

developed alongside and in support of the management of runoff quality (standard 4) and the delivery of 

amenity and biodiversity benefits (standards 5 and 6). 

5.2 To satisfy the above, interception is to be used to prevent the first 5mm of run-off from leaving the site.  

Guidance sets out typical ratios for each SuDS element that is being implemented. 

5.3 The geocellular storage tank (which is essential to avoid pumping) discharges into the duck pond which has 

been enlarged to accommodate the additional flows, so some interception will occur within the enlarged 

pond.  

5.4 For the detention basin, the base area must be a minimum 20% of the impermeable catchment, and this has 

been achieved. The external paving is an area of 364m². the base of the detention basin is 75m², so satisfies 

the above guidance.  

 

6 Water Quality – Storm. 

6.1 The roof area is relatively clean and the proposed drainage layout provides a silt trap upstream of the 
geocellular storage tank for sediment control.  This discharges to the duck pond providing further water 
quality treatment. 

6.2 The detention basin will provide water quality improvements. 

6.3 The existing enlarged duck pond will provide further water quality improvements 

6.4 With the above measures in place, there will be excellent water quality improvement to discharges from the 
site. 

 

Return 

Period 

(Years) 

Existing Duck Pond Proposed Duck Pond Comments 

TWL 

(m AOD) 

Discharge 

Rate (l/s) 

TWL 

(m AOD) 

Discharge 

Rate (l/s) 

1 59.415 5.9 59.425 6.0 Marginal increase in off site flow rate 

30 59.603 7.4 59.594 7.3 Decrease in off site flow rate 

100 59.698 8.0 59.686 7.9 Decrease in off site flow rate 

Figure 8 – Cascading Pond Schematic 
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7 Climate change 

7.1 The design life of the project is in excess of 60 years. An allowance for 45% climate change induced rainfall 
has been included in the 100 year calculations. This will ensure that the effect of potential higher rainfall rate 
are mitigated to below pre-development conditions well into the 2080’s. 

7.2 Figure 9 has been taken from DEFRA website on climate change allowances. 

7.3 Final design will be approved by building control. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

8 Flood Risk Management Measures 

8.1 The proposed site drainage systems will be designed so that they are easy to inspect and simple to maintain, 
with plenty of access points for future maintenance. 

8.2 Potential issues that will need to be addressed in order to sustain the low level of flood risk on the site will be: 

• Checking of the channel drain it is functioning as intended and is not compromised by silt 
accumulation.  

• Periodical inspection and jetting of drain runs. 

• Clearing of gutters and rainwater gullies to prevent any carry-over of debris into the drainage system. 
Where necessary, leaf guards should be fitted to gutters and downpipe outlets to prevent the ingress 
of leaves and moss etc. 

Where regular checks are required a maintenance schedule has been included as Appendix K. It is advised 
that initially inspections are carried out at short intervals for the drainage, and the need for checking would be 
reviewed on an ongoing basis depending on how the various elements are performing. 

 

 

 

 

9 Off Site Impacts 

9.1 Potential off-site impacts are addressed by the design proposal provided.  With the proposed sustainable 
drainage measures in place together with the drainage management procedures described, it is considered 
that there will be no increase in flood risk to off-site receptors, including for the effects of climate change. 

 

10 Residual Flood Risks 

10.1 The residual flood risks following development taking account of climate change effects are considered to be 
as follows: 

10.1.1 Less than 0.1% annual probability of fluvial flooding to the development site. 

10.1.2 1% annual risk of exceedance flows due to surcharged drain systems within the site but negligible risk of 
flood damage from this source bearing in mind the relationship of proposed floor levels to site levels. 

10.1.3 Risk of downstream flooding due to run-off from the development maintained at pre-development levels 
for all storm events up to the worst case 100yr event through sustainable drainage measures, with 40% 
capacity allowance for climate change. 

10.2 For exceedance events and in line with WCC requirements overland flow must be considered.  This is for 
events such as system blockage/failure.  As per the layout in Appendix D all paving falls away from doors, 
with external paving laid to falls to the SE. Therefore, any overland flow would pass through the site and not 
impact the buildings. 

10.3 Overall residual flood risk post development is therefore considered to be low. 

 

 

11 Foul Drainage 

11.1 There is an existing private foul water pumping station serving the site which discharges to the public foul 

network. There will be negligible increase in foul loaded as there will be no increase in staff numbers post 

development. The client has been made aware that the existing foul water pumping station will remain as 

per current operation. 

11.2 The pumping station is regularly serviced by the provider. 

Figure 9 – Climate Change Allowance 



Proposed Manufacturing Facility,  Bluemay Phase 3, 

           Page 9 of 27 

 

 

12 LLFA Pre-Application response 

12.1 The LLFA have kindly provided pre-application comments so it is useful to respond to those concerns 
directly. These are addressed in the table below and refer to the site specific items raised within the LLFA 
response, which is included as Appendix A. 

 

LLFA comments Comment response Refer to section with report 

It is noted that the existing site 

drains via a collection network, with 

surface water attenuated in a pond, 

before discharging into a ditch to 

the east of the site, across third-

party land. 

Existing drainage utilises an 

attenuation pond and 

discharges to a ditch to the 

east of the site. 

Section 3 

We note the applicant proposes to 

either extend the existing 

attenuation pond or provide a 

secondary controlled attenuation 

system. 

Existing pond to be enlarged 

and combined with 

supplementary storage. 

Section 4 

The applicant must ensure there is 

sufficient volume in the drainage 

system to manage increased flows. 

Existing pond modelled and 

enlarged suitably to manage 

increase in flows. 

Section 4 

The applicant must demonstrate 

that the development will not 

increase flood risk to existing 

people & property, or third-party 

land 

Design generates no 

increase to off-site flow and 

prevention of flooding on 

site. 

Section 4 

Section 9 

The applicant must ensure there is 

no increase in the runoff rate post-

development on the greenfield 

runoff rates for the increased 

impermeable land. 

There is no increase in off-

site flow. Additional 

greenfield rates are not used 

as we have matched and 

bettered pre-development 

rates. 

Section 4 

Section 9 

The applicant must gain land 

drainage consent if there will be an 

increased rate or volume of 

discharge into the watercourse 

post-development 

Land drainage consent to be 

applied for due to increase in 

volume to existing 

watercourse. This is 

considered a procedural 

matter. This will be applied 

for at a later design stage.  

Section 4 
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APPENDIX A – Wiltshire County Council FRA & Drainage Strategy Pre-Planning 
advice 
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APPENDIX B – Greenfield Runoff Rates 
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APPENDIX C – Drawing 1708-C01 Existing Drainage General Arrangement 
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 APPENDIX D – Existing Pond Microdrainage Modelling 
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APPENDIX E – Ground Investigation Report – Infiltration Testing   and key 
extracts 
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APPENDIX F – Cascading Pond Modelling 
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APPENDIX G – 1708 – C02 Proposed Drainage General Arrangement 
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APPENDIX H – Geocellular Storage Microdrainage Calculations  
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APPENDIX J – Detention Basin Microdrainage Calculations  
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APPENDIX K – Maintenance Schedule 

 
Drainage Maintenance Schedule 

The below schedule indicates the recommended minimum maintenance requirement to provide a fully functioning 

drainage system.  It is recommended that this schedule is regularly reviewed by the operator and where necessary the 

actions and frequency are updated to reflect the ongoing operation of the facility. 

The development will be under single ownership so there will be no conflict. The owner will undertake maintenance where 

practical and specialist contractors will be used where necessary.  

No man entry is permitted into manholes or enclosed spaces unless performed by fully qualified personnel.  Main yearly 

inspection to be undertaken after leaf fall in Autumn. 

Approved safety procedures must be followed. 

Ref Maintenance Item Required Action Frequency 

01 
Below Ground 

Drainage Pipework 

All drainage to be fully jetted and inspected for integrity by 

CCTV survey. 

Where pipework is damaged or obstructed localised repairs 

will be needed immediately to ensure operation of drainage 

systems.  

 

10 yearly 

 

As required 

 

02 Manholes 

Inspect manholes and for integrity and debris. Remove 

cover and ensure water is flowing freely and unobstructed.  

Clean out blockages and repair damage 

5 yearly 

As required 

03 Channel drains 

Inspect surface water channels for silt accumulation  

To be cleaned with vacuum excavator or by hand (not jetted) 

when silt exceeds 50% of the depth of the channel. 

Annually 

As required 

04 Roof Gutters 

Visually inspect gutters for leaves and debris.  

Clearing/jetting of gutters to remove build-up of debris and 

leaves to prevent carry of material to below ground system. 

Waste material to be disposed to refuse. 

 

Annually 

 

As required 

 

Ref Maintenance Item Required Action Frequency 

05 Basins 

Cut grass in and around detention basin, including; 
embankment, access routes, across main storage area and 
amenity areas (e.g. footpath). 
Retain grass lengths 75-150mm across main treatment area. 
Dispose of cuttings to prevent blocking outlet and controls. 
 
Inspect inlets and outlets for blockages, and clear if required. 
 
Remove sediment from inlets, outlets and forebay and main 

basin once deposits exceed 25mm in depth.. 

Half yearly (Spring – 

before nesting season 

and Autumn) 

6 monthly  

Every 5 years or as 

required 

06 Overland flow paths 

Inspection of overland flow routes to ensure route not 

blocked by new structures, furniture, overgrown vegetation, 

walls or debris. Remove and maintain as necessary 

6 Monthly 

 

07 

Flow Control devices 

(Orifice and 

Hydrobrake) 

Remove cover and inspect, ensuring that water is flowing 

freely and that the exit route for water is unobstructed. 

Remove debris and silt 

Annually 

 

 
 
Record Keeping 
  
To ensure the above maintenance regime is followed the operator will draw up a suitable maintenance schedule for 
completion by the site operatives and to be signed off by the relevant manager. The schedule will be based on the 
above table and will include: 

• Date of maintenance inspection. 

• ‘Undertaken By’ boxes to confirm inspection items carried out and by whom. 

• A comments column to record condition of items inspected and what maintenance actions need to be taken 
or procedures to be instigated to correct any non-compliance with the operation strategy 

• A column for confirming maintenance and/or rectification works have been carried out. 

• An overall signature space for sign off by a competent member of the company’s management team. 
 

 


