Below is our response to the LLFA comments raised.
 
LLFA COMMENT: 
“As stated previously the principle of the SuDs design is acceptable given that the proposal would result in a reduction in run off from the site.  However, the National standards for sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) were updated on 30th July 2025 and therefore become a material consideration in the determination of this application.  It is surprising that the applicant has not referenced this within the updated SuDs submission given that the latest guidance would have been adopted for 3 months at the point of the update.
 
The latest guidance advises that the surface water hierarchy should now be as follows:
 
1.2 Runoff from the development shall be discharged to the following final destinations, to the maximum extent practicable, in accordance with the below hierarchy:
 
priority 1: collected for non-potable use
priority 2: infiltrated to ground
priority 3: discharged to an above ground surface water body
priority 4: discharged to a surface water sewer, or another piped surface water drainage system
priority 5: discharged to a combined sewer
 
As such the applicant will need to advise why the newest priority has not been included within the proposal based on the following:
 
1.11 Rainwater harvesting shall be considered in all circumstances where any of the following apply.
 
There is a demand for non-potable water and available contributing catchment area that will deliver safe and efficient water savings.
There is a need for landscape irrigation.
The development is in an area identified as seriously water stressed[footnote 7].
 
Note: examples for 1.11.1 include industrial, commercial, horticultural, educational, public sector, residential and multiple-occupancy buildings”
 
HEXA comments:
 
We acknowledge the updated National Standards for Sustainable Drainage Systems published in July 2025 however, we note that the planning application was submitted prior to the publication of this updated guidance and was therefore compliant with the policy and standards in place at that time. Furthermore, significant design development has since been undertaken in line with the previously established drainage hierarchy and accepted principles, which have previously been agreed.
 
Regarding rainwater harvesting, this was considered during the initial design stage and has been revisited following your comments. Having reviewed this in detail, we consider that it is not appropriate for the proposed development for the following reasons:
1. The high-rise nature of the building limits practical opportunities for re-use
1. The site is constrained, with limited non-potable water demand
1. Ongoing maintenance and management requirements would be complex
1. There are significant practical and viability constraints associated with additional M&E requirements
1. The overall volume of water that could be captured and reused would be limited and would not materially impact runoff rates.
It is therefore unviable to include rainwater harvesting. 
LLFA COMMENTS: 
“The LLFA would also highlight the latest guidance on run off rates which is as follows:
 
3.18 The peak allowable discharge rate from the development to surface waters or sewers for the 50% AEP event shall be limited to the equivalent 50% AEP greenfield runoff rate, or 3 l/s/ha, whichever is the greater.
3.19 Where the volume of runoff discharged from the development to surface waters or sewers for the 1% AEP, 6-hour rainfall event is greater than the volume of greenfield runoff for the same rainfall event, the peak allowable discharge rate from the development for the 1% AEP event shall be limited to the 50% AEP greenfield runoff rate or 3l/s/ha, whichever is the greater.
3.20 Where the volume of runoff discharged from the development to surface waters or sewers for the 1% AEP, 6-hour rainfall event is less than or equivalent to the volume of greenfield runoff for the same event, the peak allowable discharge rate from the development for the 1% AEP event shall be limited to the 1% AEP greenfield runoff rate or 3l/s/ha, whichever is the greater.
Note: runoff volume can be reduced so it is less than or equivalent to the volume of greenfield runoff through infiltration and interception methods which will also result in lower attenuation volumes.
3.21 For previously developed sites a ‘relaxation factor’ shall be applied to the target 50% and 1% AEP greenfield runoff rates where evidence is provided that demonstrates why greenfield runoff or 3l/s/ha rates cannot be achieved and this is agreed with the approving body.
3.21.1 This relaxation factor shall be no greater than 5 times the greenfield runoff rate.
Although the applicant had previously proposed a strategy that reduced the surface water run from the existing discharge rate the proposal may need to be amended to reflect this latest guidance. The applicant will therefore need to calculate the equivalent greenfield run off rate for the site to establish whether the 8l/s is acceptable.”
 
HEXA comments:
 
We acknowledge the updated guidance in relation to runoff rates however, as noted above, the planning application was submitted prior to the publication of the revised standards. We also note that previous LLFA correspondence confirmed that the proposed strategy, including the discharge rate, was acceptable in principle: 
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Notwithstanding this, we have reviewed the updated guidance, and the proposed drainage strategy is in accordance with the requirements of:
 
“3.20 Where the volume of runoff discharged from the development to surface waters or sewers for the 1% AEP, 6-hour rainfall event is less than or equivalent to the volume of greenfield runoff for the same event, the peak allowable discharge rate from the development for the 1% AEP event shall be limited to the 1% AEP greenfield runoff rate or 3l/s/ha, whichever is the greater.” 
 
The proposed design limits the discharge volume in accordance with 3.20, resulting in a restricted discharge rate of 8 l/s which is a significant reduction compared to the existing brownfield runoff rates.
 
Finally, given the previous acceptance of the strategy, we consider it would be unreasonable to make further amendments to the discharge rate.
 
In addition, the discharge rate has been restricted as much as reasonably practicable. Any further reduction would be unviable due to the space constraints associated with the existing site and development objectives. 
 
LLFA COMMENTS: 
“It is also noted that the applicant has submitted a proposed adoption extent for the Norman Place footway and it is noted that a small section of the proposed private drainage and a private manhole would be located within the adoptable Highway extent which is not acceptable.  The drainage layout would therefore need to be revised however the LLFA would be happy for this to be dealt with by way of a condition.”
 
HEXA comments:
 
We are comfortable for this to be conditioned and can review further once the adoption extents are finalised, and the design progresses. We will look to avoid locating private drainage within the Highway wherever possible and any necessary requirements will be progressed as a Section 50 agreement.
 
LLFA COMMENTS: 
“Although rain gardens are proposed at the ground floor level there would appear to be even more scope to connect into the landscaped areas in particular the new landscaped area along the western elevation and the numerous trees that are provided along the western and northern boundaries.  The applicant has stated that this would not be possible due to fire tender access but the swept path analysis seems to imply that a fire tender would not go near these areas.”
 
HEXA comments:
 
While we acknowledge the suggestion to increase connectivity to landscaped areas, the design has been reviewed with the landscape architect at length. These reviews highlighted several constraints, including level changes, and spatial limitations associated with the requirements for the trees. These constraints limit the extent to which additional areas can be practically incorporated into the drainage strategy. The SuDS and tree pits have been integrated as shown on the proposed drainage strategy and Landscape Architects details.
 
LLFA COMMENTS:
“The proposed scheme included landscaped areas at terrace level and the maintenance and management plan makes reference to a green roof however, the drainage drawings do not illustrate a green roof or how the terrace level could in fact aid the reduction in surface water run off.”
 
HEXA comments:
 
The proposed green roofs were highlighted on the latest drainage strategy submitted, drawing no. 700135-HEX-ZZ-ZZ-DR-C-9202. Furthermore, green roofs have been referenced within the body of the report (section 2.3.2).
 
The proposed green roofs have also been highlighted on the landscaping drawing provided by Assael, drawing no. A4012E-ASA-XX-00-DR-L-0230.
 
The green roofs on this project are limited to the areas shown where there will be regular daylight to ensure they remain functional long-term. 
 
 
Any questions on the above please ask.
 
Kind regards,
 
	Luke Whitaker
Senior Engineer

	0113 302 3260 
hexaconsulting.co.uk 
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	/ Hexa Consulting Ltd. Ground Floor, 31 The Calls, Leeds LS2 7EY
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We work flexibly at Hexa; I am sending this email at a time that suits me.
Please feel free not reading, responding or taking any action outside of your own working hours.

Disclaimer: This email and its attachments may be confidential and are intended solely for the use of the individual to whom it is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the author and delete it from your system. Any views or opinions expressed are solely those of the author and do not necessarily represent those of Hexa Consulting Limited. The sender does not accept liability for errors or omissions which arise as a result of e-mail transmission. Hexa Consulting Limited will not accept any responsibility for damage or loss of data as a result of transmitting a computer virus. The content of this email or any of its attachments may contain data that falls within the scope of the Data Protection Acts. Ensure therefore that any handling or processing of such data by you is fully compliant with the terms and provisions of the Data Protection Act 1998.

Hexa Consulting Limited is a limited company registered in England and Wales. Company number: 11774368. Registered address: 31 Warser Gate, Nottingham NG1 1NU
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From: Cook, Darren
Sent: 27 January 2025 1
To: Markwell, Jonathan
Cc: Hanson, Sarah

Subject: RE: Response to comments, Norman Place - PL/24/0958 - SuDS

Hi Jon,
Apologies for the delay on this one.

As stated previously the principle of the SuDs design is acceptable given that the proposal
would result in a reduction in run off from the site. However the latest set of drainage





