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Drainage Consultation on Application - 25/01018/FUL - LAND AT WATERFOLD LANE
LLFA Consultation Response on behalf of Head of Highways and Engineering
Date of Response: 13th July 2026
Location & Proposed Development
Land at Waterfold Lane, Heap Bridge, Bury, BL9 7JY
This appears to have been resubmitted for “Residential development of a 100% affordable housing scheme comprising of 6 apartments and 18 dwellinghouses, with access, landscaping, drainage and other associated works”
Whereas it was for “Residential development of a 100% affordable housing scheme comprising of one, three storey block of 24 apartments and a row of 6 terraced dwellinghouses, alongside creation of access, landscaping, drainage and other associated works”.
Documents Reviewed
· Previous LLFA response 11/12/2025
· Consultee Response - 12112025 - UNITED UTILITIES - 2501018FUL-6749604
· Flood Risk Assessment Rev D
· Plan - 03102025 - EXISTING SITE PLAN R-0832-05-C - 2501018FUL-6731958
· Plan - 03102025 - LOCATION PLAN - 2501018FUL-6732034
· R 0832 PL 19 Proposed Site Layout
· Supporting Report - 03102025 - BOREHOLE LOG - 2501018FUL-6731916
· Supporting Report - 03102025 - SITE INVESTIGATION TEST REPORT - 2501018FUL-6731918
· EA Flood maps for planning
· UU Safedig Maps
Drainage & Flood Officer Comments
1. This updated consultee response supersedes the previous comments dated 11th December 2025, reflecting the newly submitted Revision D of the Flood Risk Assessment & Outline Drainage Strategy and the inclusion of the Murray Rix geotechnical test reports. 
2. The previous submission had all flows routed via an attenuation pond whereas the current proposal is for all flows to be routed via a buried tank. This is considered to be a retrograde step. The proposals include for a pond within part the network. However, there is no flow control and therefore it is unclear how the pond is intended to operate. In addition, only approx 15% of the site area is now being routed via the pond. 
3. Previous LLFA comments requested further investigation of infiltration potential. There is no evidence that this has been undertaken and remains outstanding. It is noted that the sieve analysis results appear to support the view that soils are predominantly sands, gravels and cobbles which may offer infiltration potential.
4. Previous LLFA comments requested incorporation of SuDS source control. There is no indication that this has been assessed further. This required for private areas and access roads / highways.
5. Previous LLFA comments requested clarification of the adoption strategy for drainage  and highway infrastructure.
6. The development site can be considered a major development and covers approximately 0.872 hectares. It is located in Flood Zone 1. the northern boundary is on the periphery of Flood Zone 3 due to the River Roch proximity. As such, a Flood Risk Assessment and SuDS Assessment has been provided as part of the application.
7. The Flood Risk Assessment recognises fluvial flooding from the watercourse as a medium flood risk source requiring assessment, with all other sources of flooding considered low or very low risk. 

8. 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

9. Surface water is limited to the 1 in 1-year greenfield runoff rate, estimated as 4.9 l/s. Therefore, it is acceptable to design to a 5 l/s outfall to mitigate blockages.
10. Hydraulic calculations apply a correct 45% climate change factor to a 1 in 100-year event. Up to this event, surcharging is present which increases with return period. At the 1 in 100-year + 45% CC event, ‘Flood Risk’ status is noted at several locations within the system, including the newly introduced tank node. For the 30 year event, the majority of the nodes are shown as surcharged. 
11. As noted, any outfall into the River Roch (main river) must be confirmed and accepted by the Environment Agency. 
12. Surface water and foul water is being treated separately with each out falling to appropriate destinations.
13. A maintenance and management plan for all drainage components should be submitted. 

Drainage & Flood Officer Summary:
I. Whilst a previous LLFA review considered the proposals to be acceptable in principle. The current layout is considered to be a retrograde approach from a sustainable drainage perspective.
II. The inclusion of a geocellular tank must be justified against the SuDS hierarchy, demonstrating why surface-based attenuation cannot fully manage the design volumes.
III. SuDS source controls such as tree-pits, raingardens and swales should be further reviewed together with source control to highways / access roads.
IV. The adoption strategy should be clarified, and a detailed maintenance and management plan is required. 
V. The above points should be addressed before the application is approved and not left to be the subject of conditions.

Consultation by Keith Mealey
Drainage & Flooding Officer
 keith.mealey@rochdale.gov.uk
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