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Drainage Consultation on Application – 25/00635/DOC Rhodes House, North Manchester Golf Club, Manchester Old Road, Middleton, M24 4PE
LLFA Consultation Response on behalf of Head of Highways and Engineering
Date of Response: 5th August 2025
Location & Proposed Development
Rhodes House, North Manchester Golf Club, Manchester Old Road, Middleton, M24 4PE
Submission of details to comply with condition 3 - Phasing Plan, condition 6 - UU Safe Working Guide, condition 11 - Site Investigation Report, condition 12 - Drainage, condition 13 - Levels, condition 24 - Landscaping Details 
of planning permission 21/01797/FUL.
Residential development comprising 56 dwellings; erection of a replacement club house to include shop, function room and greenkeepers store; construction of bridge link from club house to golf course; relocation of the existing practice area / driving range; construction of a replacement car park; and, associated landscaping and infrastructure, following demolition of the existing clubhouse and residential dwelling
Documents Reviewed
Application 21/01797/FUL Documents
· 21_01797_FUL – Decision Notice
· 21-01797-FUL Flood Risk Assessment
· 21-01797-FUL Extg plan & Topo
· 21-01797-FUL Soft Landscaping Plan
· 21-01797-FUL Hard Landscaping Plan

Application 25/00635/DOC Documents
· 210701-EDGE-XX-XX-DR-C-2001_DRAINAGE LAYOUT[P14]
· 210701-EDGE-XX-XX-DR-C-2005_CATCHMENT ANALYSIS[P02]
· 210701-EDGE-XX-XX-DR-C-2007_EXCEEDANCE ROUTE LAYOUT[P02]
· 210701-EDGE-XX-XX-DR-C-3004_S38 ADOPTION PLAN[P05]
· WW-PO-008 SuDS Adoption Policy
· Microdrainage Model output
· Longitudinal Sections


Drainage & Flood Officer Comments
1. The proposed site drawings for 25/00635/DOC are significantly different to those for 21/01797/FUL. The site boundary is significantly extended to incorporate the car park area to the north. The road / housing layout and associated drainage are quite different. In addition, there is a proposed culvert diversion, but the culvert was not identified in the original FRA and there appears to be no assessment of its function, catchment etc.

2. Revised hydraulic calculations have been provided for the 2yr and 30yr return periods. There are no results for the 100yr RP. These are only for the main pipe runs and do not incorporate any modelling for the culvert. The model data includes a storage MH at MHSW8, which is assumed to represent the 100yr storage. However, the drawing shows a tank at MH SW3 and therefore this should be reviewed / clarified. 

3. The FRA is dated 2022 and identifies a greenfield runoff of 15l/s and a catchment area of 2.71Ha.  However, there have been subsequent updates to climate change and runoff parameters and therefore the FRA should be revisited. Whilst this in unlikely to impact the flood zone category it may impact the hydraulic design. 
Furthermore, the hydraulic model has used a flow control of 15l/s but for a catchment area of 1.073Ha

4. The aim should be to discharge surface run off as high up the following hierarchy of drainage options as reasonably practicable: The ordered drainage techniques to be assessed with the aim to reduce or omit lower techniques:
· Control at Source (Infiltration / Recycling)
· On Site Treatment (Basins, Swales, Rain gardens, Tree pits)
· Local Treatment (Adoptable Ponds, Basins, Swales etc)
· Regional Treatment (ditto usually to a larger scale)
· Discharge to Watercourses / Bodies
· Discharge to SW Sewers
· Discharge to Combined Sewers

5. The proposed development includes a drainage to manage surface water and foul. The system will be capable of managing a 1 in 30-year storm fully contained below ground and a 1 in 100 year + 40% climate change contained onsite with appropriate exceedance routing. However, current guidance is 45% allowance for climate change.

6. Infiltration via traditional soakaways has been discounted primarily based on high ground water levels. However, there is no assessment regarding other SuDS features such as basins, raingardens, tree-pits or shallow diffuse infiltration via permeable paving etc.

7. The main drainage infrastructure and highways are being offered for adoption. The highways do not incorporate any SuDS source control.

8. The design proposes traditional buried storage which is not considered to be the most sustainable approach in comparison with surface-based storage options

9. The ICOSA SuDS Adoption Policy discusses options for management of unadopted SuDS components, but it is not clear if these are to be incorporated. 

10. The diverted culvert appears to be an uncharted watercourse. It is RBC and EA policy to daylight culverts as much as practicable and this should form part of the assessment for works to the culvert. In addition, culverts should be a minimum 450mm diameter whereas the current proposals are 300mm diameter.

11. The main surface water outfall to a watercourse crosses land which appears to be RBC freehold land. It is advised that the applicant discuss this with RBC Estates & Asset Management dept.

12. The works to any / all watercourses will be subject to an ordinary watercourse consent application. It should be noted that this will need to address / incorporate most of the above points.


Drainage & Flood Officer Summary:

i. The FRA, Drainage Strategy and Hydraulic Design should be revisited to reflect the current proposals. 
ii. Shallow / diffuse infiltration potential should be fully assessed and together with options for hybrid solutions
iii. SuDS source control should be incorporated for private areas and adoptable highways.
iv. The existing culvert should be fully assessed.
v. A management and maintenance strategy for non-adoptable assets should be provided.
vi. The above points should be addressed before the condition is discharged.

Consultation by Keith Mealey
Drainage & Flooding Officer
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