
From: Bell, Alan
To: Duncan, Brian (DfI)
Subject: RE: Phone message - 
Date: 04 June 2021 15:00:05

Brian,
As you can see below I tried to ring him today. Phosphorous levels are not a matter for Dfi Rivers
if you could relay that message to him. I can’t get a good mobile signal from home. If he stills
want to speak to me then I shall come into the office next Wednesday and use a landline.
 
Alan
 
 

From: Duncan, Brian (DfI) 
Sent: 04 June 2021 14:52
To: Bell, Alan 
Subject: FW: Phone message - 
 
Alan,

phoned again. He would still like to speak to you regarding run-off at this site (he is
primarily concerned with phosphorous levels entering a tributary of the Bann).
 
Rivers have still not been consulted on this. I advised him to speak with Planners if he thinks they
should consult with us.
 
Thanks
Brian
 
 

From: Bell, Alan 
Sent: 04 June 2021 10:26
To: Bell, Alan 
Subject: FW: Phone message - 
 
I telephoned the client from the office today at 9.57 but there was no answer. I shall go into the
office next week and try again.
 
Alan bell
 

From: Bell, Alan 
Sent: 04 June 2021 10:24
To: Bell, Alan 
Subject: FW: Phone message - 
 
 
 

From: Duncan, Brian (DfI) 
Sent: 27 May 2021 11:24



To: Bell, Alan 
Subject: Phone message - Christopher McGrath
 
Alan,
Please phone  
 
Ref: NE of 21 Shanrod Road, Katesbridge
LA08/2021/0675/F
 
PAMU have not been consulted on this – see DAERA attachment for info only.
 
He would like a return call before close of business today if possible.
 
Thanks
Brian
 
(original message taken by Rab Lennox)



From: Duncan, Brian (DfI)
To: Bell, Alan
Subject: Content Manager DfI Container : IN1-21-10265 : Planning Management DfI - Advice & Guidance - DfI

Rivers PAMU - Telephone query re proposed Pig Unit - 100m North East of 21 Shanrod Road, Katesbridge,
BT32 5PG - LA08/2021/0675/F - 

Date: 27 May 2021 11:43:00
Attachments: Planning Management DfI - Advice & Guidance - DfI Rivers PAMU - Telephone query re proposed Pig Unit -

100m North East of 21 ~ 

ADV file...

 ------< Content Manager Record Information >------

Record Number: IN1-21-10265
Title: Planning Management DfI - Advice & Guidance - DfI Rivers PAMU - Telephone query re proposed Pig
Unit - 100m North East of 21 Shanrod Road, Katesbridge, BT32 5PG - LA08/2021/0675/F - 













From: Keightley, Robert
To: Bell, Alan
Subject: Content Manager DfI Document : IN1/21/472790 : 472790 - Consultation - 18/06/21
Date: 21 June 2021 15:33:00
Attachments: 472790 - Consultation - 18 06 21.PDF

472790 - Consultation - 18 06 21.tr5

 ------< Content Manager Record Information >------

Record Number: IN1/21/472790
Title: 472790 - Consultation - 18/06/21



From: DfI Rivers Registry
To: Jenkinson, Neil
Cc: Stevenson, Shaun
Subject:  to DfI Rivers RE **Urgent Planning Assistance Required** : LA08/2021/0675/F - IN1-21-

10265
Date: 09 August 2021 09:08:35
Attachments: Planning Management DfI - Advice & Guidance - Telephone query re proposed Pig Unit - 100m North East

of 21 Shanrod Road, ~ LA08 2021 0675 F.tr5

Please see email which has come into the Dfi Rivers Registry mailbox regarding a
planning application on the trim reference attached
 
Can you please acknowledge, and respond directly under usual line of business
 
Regards
 
Robert Keightley
DfI Rivers
Business Support Unit
Email: 
 
 
 
From:   
Sent: 08 August 2021 11:53
To: DfI Rivers Registry <Rivers.Registry@infrastructure-ni.gov.uk>
Subject: **Urgent Planning Assistance Required**
 
Caution – This email has been received from outside the NICS network.
Please ensure you can verify the sender’s name and email address.
Treat all attachments and links with caution.
If you have any concerns regarding the email please forward to spam@finance-
ni.gov.uk.
 
Dear Sir/Madam
 
I am writing to inform you of a planning application from JMW Farms, to A.B.C.
Borough Council for a large 749 Pig Unit. Ref: LA08/2021/0675/F. It is my belief
that this application needs this department's attention, urgently.
 
This application has caused great upset, worry and annoyance to our local
community. The application is for a mega pig factory in the heart of a very rural
area, several miles outside the town of Banbridge. The concerns of the local
residence are extensive. Primarily, our concerns are for the safety of our people
on the small, narrow, single line roads as well as the environmental impact it will
have on our water sources, biodiversity and health of those living in the area.
 
The applicant has now unlawfully built the large structure and filled it with pigs,
without planning permission, which has only caused further fear and stress to
those who will be directly affected. There has been no respect shown for our laws
or the local community. 
 



I've been made aware that this application is now one of the most objected to in
our local council's history. This statistic alone should speak volumes to those in
authority that this factory is not wanted by the people. 
 
My objections in more detail are as follows:
 
Pollution of Waterways and Health Concerns.
 
Although the letters of support from employees of the applicant 'JMW Farms' have
argued that this application will add to local biodiversity, it is not clear from the
application how this is achieved. In fact, there is a significant and growing body of
evidence across the world that digestate, especially from pig slurry, can have a
negative impact on local biodiversity, soil structure and waterways.
 
There are numerous reports online which detail that this applicant has already
been prosecuted for keeping too many pigs, increasing the risk of pollution and in
breach of environmental regulations. In one particular application, His Honour
Judge Jarvis sitting at Dorchester Crown Court said the “farmer paid little regard
for what he should have known about his environmental permit”. 
 
In recent years a previous planning application by JMW farms, Green Party
N.Ireland leader Clare Bailey MLA expressed her concern and worry stating;
 
 “Clearly, slurry from tens of thousands of pigs must go somewhere and it’s
unacceptable that the local council doesn’t know where that mountain of slurry will
end up”. She continued,
 
“Planning approval for two major pig factories in the Greater Newtownabbey area
is an affront to public health and demonstrates failures inherent in the planning
system. If you live close to a mega farm you are at risk of exposure to ammonia
concentrations that are forty times greater than the average, resulting in
headaches, nausea, diarrhoea, cardiovascular disease, respiratory problems,
cognitive decline, higher death rates and lower birth rates”. Clearly, this is certainly
not something we want for our community. 
 
This application is more than a building and access, but also importantly about the
land spreading of pig digestate. It has been revealed by research carried out on
pig digestate and published by 'Researchgate'  that "the digestate was very toxic
and associated to an extremely high environmental risk”.
 
Yet the Biodiversity checklist produced by WM Associates for JMW farms and
submitted as part of this application does not include any reference to the fact that
a significant tributary of the river Bann will be directly affected by the spreading of
digestate. In fact, the report by WM Associates on page 3 indicates that it is the
red boundary (application red line) that this report refers to directly. It does not
include any reference to the digestate, the fields on which it will be spread or the
streams and rivers that will be affected by it.
 
An ordnance survey map will clearly show the location of all waterways in relation
to the land which will be used to dispose of this digestate. Those that live here
know, the entire farm is encircled by rivers that feed into a major tributary of the



River Bann. In fact, the rivers coming from this farm are so strong that they were
responsible for the folding on a couple of occasions of number 17 Shanrod Road
and will frequently burst their banks at further locations in heavy rain before
meeting the river Bann.  I would therefore conclude that the limited scope of this
report is misleading to the public and planning authorities.
 
If we refer to 2017/18 AFBI and CAFRE, they have identified the Upper Bann
Catchment area, of which this proposed development is located, as an area in
which there is a high risk of run off and high concentrations of nutrients entering
the river Bann watercourses following rainfall. As part of the Exceptional
Adjustment Aid Soil Sampling and Analysis scheme which mapped the run off to
watercourses, (This should be considered by DFI Rivers when consulted and
assessed together with the applicants drainage assessment submission when
received) AFBI organised training courses for local farmers through the farm
family skills scheme so this issue could be addressed by farmers. It is of major
concern now that given that pig slurry contains more nitrogen and phosphate than
the cattle slurry produced by this dairy farm in the past or neighbouring farms in
the vicinity, that this development is going to have a very significant effect on
these water courses that farmers in the areas as well as public agencies have
been trying to manage since 2017.
 
 
 
Questions with Planning Application
 
The initial application was for a 750 sow unit, which was soon changed to a 749
sow unit as the applicant realised that many more environmental checks were
needed with the additional sow. This change has done nothing but alarm the local
residence further. Clearly a factory farm of this magnitude will have utterly
devastating effects that will be felt right through the community. One less pig is of
no difference.
 
It is the genuine belief of the local community that Systra Ltd./Manor Architects
have erroneously based their TAF discussions on the requirements of that of a
749 weanling farm as opposed to that of the 749 farrowing farm for which the
planning application seems to be.  
 
Therefore, they have grossly underestimated the increase of traffic and water
pollution the pig farm would generate and its repercussions on the infrastructure,
environment and the local residents in order to gain planning permission. I believe
their findings should be immediately refuted and clarification sought. 
 
To clarify: 
 
Farrowing Farm: 

 750 SOWS produce on average 22,500 piglets/year (30 piglets/sow/year).
This means across the whole year at least 23,250 pigs will be housed in
the proposed premises at some stage. There is an accepted 25% yearly
sow turnover (including wastage), which means 188 guilts (young female
pigs) will be required to replace them. These may be reared on a farm or
brought in as required. The former brings the total to 23,438 pigs on the



proposed farm/year.  Obviously, this is not a total number of pigs present
on the farm at any one time, necessitating animal transport to and from
the farm.

 
 
Weanling Farm: 

 A 749 WEANLING FARM with 6 weekly turn-over intervals means that a
maximum of 6,300 piglets would be present on farm on a yearly basis
(allowing for cleaning practices between relocating and restocking). This
total is a quarter of the amount of pigs!
 
Animal transportation in this type of farm can be optimised to be as
efficient as possible by organising batch numbers according to load
capacity. It would be possible to do an all in /all out system of 749
weanlings like in poultry farms, but it is more likely that smaller batches are
taken on and off farm. 

 
In the previous planning application for hen houses, (which locals were not
informed of), a condition was put on the roads to ensure passing bays were
situated on certain roads to facilitate the movement of these vehicles. This
condition was totally ignored by JMW farms who proceeded to build these
premises without planning consent. Indeed, there is now a planning submission
to remove this condition from the old application even though it is not being
proceeded with. 
 
 
 
Environmental Legislation
 
The Northern Ireland Assembly is currently bringing forward a Climate Change
Bill, which I'm sure you are aware of is in  its second stage of development,  that
would commit Northern Ireland to a reduction in emissions of which agriculture
and in particular, these large pig units, are a significant contributor. The noxious
gases produced including nitrous  oxide and methane are both very damaging
greenhouse gases and impact both human health and climate change. The
ammonia levels too would also need to be studied in depth. 
 
Colin Breen, DAERA’s director of environmental policy, explained that there would
be no allowance or special arrangement for the agriculture sector. He states that it
would be “too complex” to make allowances for one industry but not others, as he
gave evidence on the Private Member’s Climate Change Bill which has set a net-
zero target for Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions.
 
Experts warn the region’s agri-food industry will need to be scaled back in order to
meet the net-zero target. Therefore, allowing this development to proceed would
call into question how the creation of new mega farms like the one proposed
would fit and adhere to this climate legalisation. Indeed, if approved by council,
this would put the council in total contradiction to the Northern Ireland Assembly
and the climate debate that is being held by all leading world powers.
 
 



Furthermore, we have been reassured that Brexit will not spark a move towards
US Style agribusiness in the UK with animal welfare and environmental standards
being eroded. This application will do exactly that. The future direction of farming
and the place, if any, of these mega farm factories should be set by Stormont now
that the UK has left the European Union.
 
And so I have contacted this department directly as perhaps these types of large
factory farm planning applications should be referred to the department
responsible for  Rivers  consideration.  
 
Misleading Letters of Support
 
All letters of support are pro formas which appear to have been circulated to
employees and other related persons of JMW to sign and submit. They largely
support the application due to limited employment provided and no one who has
supported this application lives in the vicinity of the development or I would
suggest would even know where this proposed development is, so are therefore in
no way able to understand the impact on the local community.
 
 
DFI : Planning Engagement Partnership (PEP)
 
Myself and my community of the Shanrod Road very much appreciate you taking
the time to read this email. We would be very grateful if you and your office could
investigate further the extremely uncomfortable practices that are occurring as well
as recognise the planning application as unethical, unprincipled and in no way in
keeping with what Northern Ireland’s aim for “cleaner, greener, sustainable and
inclusive growth” (N.Mallon MLA 2021) is.
 
We very much believe in the initiative 'P.E.P' Mrs Mallon established, and if I may
quote her again:
 
“Planning decisions are at the heart of every local community and therefore can
have an effect on everyday life within that community.  Over the last year, every
one of us has been more community based as a result of the pandemic and this
has perhaps provided an opportunity for us to think more about where we live and
the facilities around us and how those impact on our lives. The planning system is
in place to ensure that the right things in terms of roads, hospitals, schools,
houses, shops are built in the right places.” (N.Mallon MLA2021)

 

The community group and I were relieved when we read this, knowing that this
department has a similar idea on how to move forward, together. The community
has spoken, both on the A.B.C. planning portal and in writing to our local
councillors and experts. An application like this, if granted, is not in keeping with
the Northern Ireland we are building for our children; greener, healthier, safer,
sustainable and in keeping with the balance of our countryside. We urge you, to
ensure this application and any further, similar applications, are refused and in so
keeping with the spirit of your offices, Stormont and indeed the people of Northern
Ireland.



 

Many thanks for your time and I look forward to hearing from you,

Kindest regards,

 

Local Resident.  



From: Jenkinson, Neil
To:
Cc: Stevenson, Shaun; O"Neill, Colum
Subject: DfI Rivers response to  RE Planning application LA08/2018/0683/F Proposed pig unit 100m

North East of 21 Shanrod Road Katesbridge - IN1-21-10265
Date: 13 August 2021 13:16:00
Attachments: PPS 15 (Revised).pdf

DfI Rivers Response 22 June 2021.pdf
DfI Rivers Response 14 July 2021.pdf

Planning Ref :- LA08/2018/0683/F
 
Our Ref :- IN1-21-10265
 
Dear 
 
As a statutory consultee DfI Rivers is consulted by and responds to planning authorities in
accordance with Planning Policy Statement 15 ‘Planning & Flood Risk’ (copy attached for
convenience). Advising planning authorities on the environmental impact of development
proposals, with the exception of flood risk, is outside DfI Rivers remit.
 
DfI Rivers was consulted by the Planning Authority on planning application LA08/2018/0683/F on

the 18th June 2021 and responded in accordance with Planning Policy Statement 15 on the 22nd

June 2021 (response attached). In relation to LA08/2018/0683/F DfI Rivers was consulted on

planning application LA08/2021/0920/F on the 2nd July 2021. DfI Rivers responded in accordance

with Planning Policy Statement 15 on the 14th July 2021 (response attached).
 
I trust the foregoing is useful and if you would like any clarification please contact me using the
e-mail address above or on 
 
Yours sincerely
 
Neil Jenkinson
 
DFI Rivers – Planning, Advisory & Modelling Unit



From: Jenkinson, Neil
To: "Elaine Quinn"
Cc: O"Neill, Colum; Stevenson, Shaun
Subject: 811757 - DfI Rivers Response RE Unauthorised Erection and Operation of Pig Houses - Lands approximately

100m NE of 21 Shanrod Road, Katesbridge - IN1-21-10265
Date: 25 October 2021 18:34:00
Attachments: SHANROD ROAD - Site Location Map.docx

Your Ref:- LA08/2021/0675/F
 
Our Ref:- IN1-21-10265
 
RE Unauthorised Erection and Operation of Pig Houses - Lands approximately 100m NE of 21 Shanrod Road,
Katesbridge.
 
Dear Elaine
 

In response to your e-mail dated 22nd October 2021 requesting comments in respect of the likely
effects that this development may currently be having on the environment and if these effects
are likely to be significant.
 
DfI Rivers’ remit is limited to commenting on flood risk and drainage matters in accordance with
planning Policy Statement 15 ‘Planning and Flood Risk’ (PPS 15). It is outside DfI Rivers’ area of
expertise to provide comments on any effects the development may be having on the
environment and if these effects are likely to be significant.
 

DfI Rivers has commented on this development in a consultation response, dated 22nd June

2021, in response to a planning consultation, dated 18th June 2021. DfI Rivers would like to
amend those comments. DfI Rivers comments in accordance with PPS 15 are as follows.
 
PPS15 Policy FLD 1 Development in Fluvial (River) and Coastal Flood Plains
 
The Strategic Flood Map (NI) indicates that the development site, as defined by the red line on
the attached map provided by the Planning Authority, lies outside the 1% AEP or 1 in 100 year
fluvial flood plain. Consequently Policy FLD 1 does not apply to this application.
 
PPS15 Policy FLD 2 Protection of Flood Defence and Drainage Infrastructure
There are no designated watercourses within or bounding the site. Information available from
OSNI maps and a site inspection did not reveal any obvious sign of an undesignated watercourse
within or bounding the site. It therefore it appears that Policy FLD 2 does not apply, however, if it
transpires that there is an undesignated watercourse within or bounding the site then Policy FLD
2 would apply.
 
PPS15 Policy FLD 3 Development and Surface Water (Pluvial) Flood Risk Outside Flood Plains
A drainage assessment (DA) has been submitted with the application and has been reviewed by
DfI Rivers. The proposed drainage solution to the potential increase in surface water runoff as a
result of the development is a sustainable urban drainage system (SuDS) in the form of a swale,
which is located outside the red line. The swale has no outlet and drainage is proposed by
percolation through the soil strata. Commenting on the efficacy of the proposed SuDS is outside
DfI Rivers’ area of knowledge and expertise. However, DfI Rivers has concerns that if the swale



was to over top, flooding of the public road is a possibility.
DfI Rivers advises the Planning Authority to engage the services of those who are expert in this
area to provide an assessment of this proposal.
The DA states that this is a preliminary design. DfI Rivers considers it reasonable to expect a
detailed design at full planning permission stage
PPS15 Policy FLD 4 Artificial Modification of Watercourses
 
Not applicable to this site.
PPS15 Policy FLD 5 Development in Proximity to Reservoirs
Not applicable to this site.
 
If you require any additional information or clarification, please feel free to contact me.
 
Yours sincerely
 
Neil
 
 

From: Elaine Quinn [  
 October 2021 15:46

To: Jenkinson, Neil 
Subject: Unauthorised Erection and Operation of Pig Houses - Lands approximately 100m NE of
21 Shanrod Road, Katesbridge
 
Caution – This email has been received from outside the NICS network.
Please ensure you can verify the sender’s name and email address.
Treat all attachments and links with caution.
If you have any concerns regarding the email please forward to spam@finance-
ni.gov.uk.
 
Dear Neill/Rivers Agency,
 
The Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Borough Council’s, Planning Enforcement team, are
currently investigating an enforcement case in relation to a site on lands adjacent to No 21
Shanrod Road, Katesbridge. (See attached site location plan). 
 
The investigation relates to the unauthorised erection of a pig unit comprised of 2 houses. One
house has been constructed and is currently occupied by approximately 300 pigs and
development works are also ongoing in respect of the foundations for the second pig house. As
you will be aware, the pig unit is currently subject of a planning application to retain the
development, LA08/2021/0675/F, and you have provided a consultation response in relation to
this.
 
The development that currently exists on the site is unauthorised and as advised is now occupied
by pigs. The Planning Enforcement team is currently considering its position in relation to
enforcement action, which may be required in relation to this unauthorised development and
this may involve the service of an enforcement notice and stop notice.
 



In serving an enforcement notice, the Planning Department is required to consider whether or
not the unauthorised development constitutes EIA development under Schedule 1 or 2 of the
Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations (Northern Ireland) 2017 and, if so,
issue a Regulation 34 Notice setting out the screening determination. It appears that this
development falls within Schedule 2, Category 1(c) “Intensive Livestock Installations” of the EIA
Regulations 2017 and a determination is therefore required to establish if the development (as it
currently exists)  would be likely to have any significant effects on the environment.
 
To enable a screening determination to be carried out in respect of the unauthorised
development which has occurred can Rivers Agency provide comments in respect of the likely
effects that this development may currently be having on the  environment and if these effects
are likely to be significant. Please be mindful that the development is currently operating without
the benefit of planning permission and is therefore uncontrolled and unregulated in planning
terms i.e. is not subject of any enforceable planning conditions.
 
Please note if a person is served with an enforcement notice and stop notice they have a right of
appeal to the Planning Appeals Commission and where a Regulation 34 notice has also been
served and is contested, a hearing can be sought before the Commission within 4 weeks of the
date of service of the enforcement notice.
 
Unfortunately, the enforcement planning portal does not allow consultations to be generated in
the same manner as a planning application hence the need for this email.
 
Given the urgency in this case, we would be very grateful if you would provide comments by

close of play on 25th October 2021.  We would acknowledge that this is very short notice and
that there are current working restrictions in place, as a result of the ongoing Coronavirus
pandemic, which may be impacting on the ability to progress workloads, however, we would
greatly appreciate if this email could be forwarded to the relevant officer for consideration.
 
Please let me know if you require any further information.
 
Regards
 
Elaine Quinn
Enforcement Officer
 
 
 
DISCLAIMER Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Borough Council t: 0300 0300
900 e: info@armaghbanbridgecraigavon.gov.uk w:
www.armaghbanbridgecraigavon.gov.uk This electronic message contains information
from Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Borough Council which may be privileged
or confidential. The information is intended to be for the sole use of the individual(s) or
entity named above. If you are not the intended recipient be aware that any disclosure,
copying, distribution or use of the contents of this information is prohibited. If you have
received this electronic message in error, please notify us by telephone or email above
immediately.



From: Jenkinson, Neil
To: Duncan, Brian (DfI)
Subject: FW: Unauthorised Erection and Operation of Pig Houses - Lands approximately 100m NE of 21 Shanrod

Road, Katesbridge
Date: 25 October 2021 12:00:21
Attachments: SHANROD ROAD - Site Location Map.docx

Brian
 
Will you do me a favour and process this email consultation for me? The Planning Authority
would like a response by today. There is an existing container IN1-21-10265. Please allocate to
me.
 
Will you also please make a link between IN1-21-10265 and IN1-21-10753.
 
Neil
 

From: Elaine Quinn  
Sent: 22 October 2021 15:46
To: Jenkinson, Neil 
Subject: Unauthorised Erection and Operation of Pig Houses - Lands approximately 100m NE of
21 Shanrod Road, Katesbridge
 
Caution – This email has been received from outside the NICS network.
Please ensure you can verify the sender’s name and email address.
Treat all attachments and links with caution.
If you have any concerns regarding the email please forward to spam@finance-
ni.gov.uk.
 
Dear Neill/Rivers Agency,
 
The Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Borough Council’s, Planning Enforcement team, are
currently investigating an enforcement case in relation to a site on lands adjacent to No 21
Shanrod Road, Katesbridge. (See attached site location plan). 
 
The investigation relates to the unauthorised erection of a pig unit comprised of 2 houses. One
house has been constructed and is currently occupied by approximately 300 pigs and
development works are also ongoing in respect of the foundations for the second pig house. As
you will be aware, the pig unit is currently subject of a planning application to retain the
development, LA08/2021/0675/F, and you have provided a consultation response in relation to
this.
 
The development that currently exists on the site is unauthorised and as advised is now occupied
by pigs. The Planning Enforcement team is currently considering its position in relation to
enforcement action, which may be required in relation to this unauthorised development and
this may involve the service of an enforcement notice and stop notice.
 
In serving an enforcement notice, the Planning Department is required to consider whether or
not the unauthorised development constitutes EIA development under Schedule 1 or 2 of the
Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations (Northern Ireland) 2017 and, if so,



issue a Regulation 34 Notice setting out the screening determination. It appears that this
development falls within Schedule 2, Category 1(c) “Intensive Livestock Installations” of the EIA
Regulations 2017 and a determination is therefore required to establish if the development (as it
currently exists)  would be likely to have any significant effects on the environment.
 
To enable a screening determination to be carried out in respect of the unauthorised
development which has occurred can Rivers Agency provide comments in respect of the likely
effects that this development may currently be having on the  environment and if these effects
are likely to be significant. Please be mindful that the development is currently operating without
the benefit of planning permission and is therefore uncontrolled and unregulated in planning
terms i.e. is not subject of any enforceable planning conditions.
 
Please note if a person is served with an enforcement notice and stop notice they have a right of
appeal to the Planning Appeals Commission and where a Regulation 34 notice has also been
served and is contested, a hearing can be sought before the Commission within 4 weeks of the
date of service of the enforcement notice.
 
Unfortunately, the enforcement planning portal does not allow consultations to be generated in
the same manner as a planning application hence the need for this email.
 
Given the urgency in this case, we would be very grateful if you would provide comments by

close of play on 25th October 2021.  We would acknowledge that this is very short notice and
that there are current working restrictions in place, as a result of the ongoing Coronavirus
pandemic, which may be impacting on the ability to progress workloads, however, we would
greatly appreciate if this email could be forwarded to the relevant officer for consideration.
 
Please let me know if you require any further information.
 
Regards
 
Elaine Quinn
Enforcement Officer
 
 
 
DISCLAIMER Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Borough Council t: 0300 0300
900 e: info@armaghbanbridgecraigavon.gov.uk w:
www.armaghbanbridgecraigavon.gov.uk This electronic message contains information
from Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Borough Council which may be privileged
or confidential. The information is intended to be for the sole use of the individual(s) or
entity named above. If you are not the intended recipient be aware that any disclosure,
copying, distribution or use of the contents of this information is prohibited. If you have
received this electronic message in error, please notify us by telephone or email above
immediately.



From: Duncan, Brian (DfI)
To: Jenkinson, Neil
Subject: Content Manager DfI Container : IN1-21-10265 : Planning Management DfI - Advice & Guidance -

Telephone query re proposed Pig Unit - 100m North East of 21 Shanrod Road, Katesbridge, BT32 5PG -
LA08/2021/0675/F

Date: 25 October 2021 12:37:00
Attachments: t0R751AD.tr5

ADV / ENF file…

 

 ------< Content Manager Record Information >------

Record Number: IN1-21-10265 
Title: Planning Management DfI - Advice & Guidance - Telephone query re proposed Pig
Unit - 100m North East of 21 Shanrod Road, Katesbridge, BT32 5PG - LA08/2021/0675/F

 





From: Keightley, Robert
To: Stevenson, Shaun
Subject: Allocated to Shaun Stevenson : IN1/21/512921 : 512921 - Consultation - 02/07/21
Date: 06 July 2021 09:37:00
Attachments: 512921 - Consultation - 02 07 21.PDF

512921 - Consultation - 02 07 21.tr5

 ------< Content Manager Record Information >------

Record Number: IN1/21/512921
Title: 512921 - Consultation - 02/07/21



From: Jenkinson, Neil
To: Stevenson, Shaun
Cc: O"Neill, Colum; Daly, Eoghan; Lancashire, Stephen
Subject: 512921 - NJ to SS Planning Authority response included RE Clarification Policy FLD 3 for LA08/2021/0675/F

& it"s relationship with LA08/2021/0920/F - IN1-21-10753
Date: 14 July 2021 09:31:00
Attachments: image002.jpg

image004.jpg
image006.jpg
image001.jpg
image003.jpg
image005.jpg

Shaun
 
Go ahead with a response assuming the Planning Authority will make sure the swale will be
constructed. So the response will include the following.
 

·         The swale is in the flood plain.
·         The swale is a preliminary design.
·         As a SuDS DfI Rivers can’t assess the swale. However DfI Rivers has concerns that if the

swale was to over top flooding of the road is a possibility.
 
If the inaccuracy of the flood plain is raised tell FRC or whomever that Rivers will accept a valid
discharge calculation with a basic Manning’s equation assessment of the channel to provide a
flood level.
 
Sincerely
 
Neil
 
 
 

From: Sinead McAvoy  
Sent: 14 July 2021 09:17
To: Jenkinson, Neil  Davina Craven

Cc: O'Neill, Colum ; Stevenson, Shaun
; Roisin Hamill

; Lancashire, Stephen

Subject: FW: 512921 - DfI Rivers to ABC RE Clarification Policy FLD 3 for LA08/2021/0675/F & it's
relationship with LA08/2021/0920/F - IN1-21-10753
 
Good Morning Neil,
 
The application for the pig houses has already commenced on site, and as such, following
discussions internally, we are of the opinion that the negative condition Prior to the
commencement of any of the approved development on site, a final drainage assessment,
containing a detailed drainage network design and compliant with Annex D of PPS 15 must be
submitted to the Planning Authority for its consideration and approval.
Reason – To safeguard against flood risk to the development and elsewhere





you recognise the sender and know the content is safe.

 
Davina
 
Will you please clarify an issue for me in order to facilitate an informed response to the current
consultation?
 
If Rivers had been asked to comment on a version of application LA08/2021/0675/F which didn’t
have any provision for drainage the response would have advised the planning Authority that
flood risk under policy FLD 3 of PPS 15 had not been adequately addressed. Presumably this
would have led to a refusal if the issue remained unaddressed. Application LA08/2021/0920/F
has been submitted to address flood risk to and from the development (i.e. 0675) under policy
FLD 3. If this is successful how does the Planning Authority guarantee that the development
applied for under LA08/2021/0920/F will definitely be constructed as detailed in the application?
 
The drainage assessment (DA) identifies the use of a swale to manage and control storm water
discharge from the now impermeable area of the development, which was greenfield pre-
development. However, the DA is clear that the design is preliminary and that the design has
been undertaken to simply show that attenuation of surface water runoff from the development
can be achieved. There isn’t any commitment in the DA to actually construct the proposed
drainage system as it is presented in the DA. Rather it leaves the option for another attenuation
system, if deemed suitable by consultees, to be designed and implemented. (See paragraph
5.6.1 below.)
 
‘5.6.1     This sub-section will present a preliminary design of the swale system to show that
surface

water discharge from the proposed development can be satisfactorily attenuated without
increasing the risk of flooding elsewhere. It should be noted that this preliminary design

has
been undertaken simply to show that attenuation of surface water discharge from the
proposed development can be achieved. It is therefore assumed that at detailed design

stage
the proposed swale will be designed in detail or that another attenuation system deemed
suitable by both River Agency and NIEA will be designed and implemented.’

 
It seems reasonable that at full planning permission stage a developer should be able to produce
a detailed drainage design that can be included as part of the planning decision in order to
require its construction.
 
In the past DfI Rivers has commented on this type of proposal and hasn’t objected to it.
However, in recent months DfI Rivers has become increasing uncomfortable commenting on
SuDS in general. DfI Rivers lacks knowledge and experience in the design of SuDS which at
present do not, to the best of my knowledge, fall under the remit of any Government
department to check or approve. Consequently DfI Rivers has moved away from commenting on
SuDS and has advised planning authorities to seek the advice of those who are expert in their
design, construction and maintenance. In this context there is an aspect of the DA that causes
DfI Rivers concern. Paragraph 5.6.12 below claims that if the swale was to fill with storm water
due to lack of infiltration it would spill over as it would have prior to the development. While
runoff from poorly draining soil will be higher than a very permeable soil, it is unlikely, in the vast



majority of cases, to mimic runoff from highly impermeable surfaces such as roofs or concrete
yards. In this particular case the proposed swale is shown on a slope which runs down to the
public road. If the swale was to overtop there is the potential for runoff to affect the public road.
 
‘5.6.12   … However, if the permeability of the soil does not allow all the water from the field

drain to infiltrate into the soil, the water will simply overtop the field drain onto the grass
field

and continue as throttled overland flow. It should be noted that this would only happen if
the

soil is highly impermeable, in which case overland flow would be common at the site prior
to

development and so no change to the natural flow regime of the area would occur after
development.’

 

You asked in your e-mail if the consultation response could be made by the 23rd July 2021, this
should be achievable but the issues above will remain unresolved. In addition the swale is
partially located within the Strategic Flood Map (NI) and consequently FLD 1 will apply to this
application.
 

I will be in work on Wednesday 14th July 21 but will be on leave from the 15th July 21 and will not

be available again until 9th August 21. Gordon White has been transferred and Colum O’Neill is
his replacement. If you have any queries about this application in my absence please contact
Colum.
 
Sincerely
 
Neil
 
 
 

From: Davina Craven  
Sent: 05 July 2021 09:59
To: Jenkinson, Neil < ; Stevenson, Shaun

Cc: Sinead McAvoy 
Subject: LA08/2021/0920/F
 
Good Morning Neil & Shaun
 
Sorry to annoy you both directly.  The above application is now with you for consultation, it is
associated with the pig application on Shanrod Road (LA08/2021/0675/F) which you kindly
responded to very quickly.
 
As the swale is outside the red line of application LA08/2021/0675/F and works have
commenced on site the applicant had to submit an additional application for this, but it will run
alongside the main application in terms of timescales.  However we cannot add the condition
that a final drainage assessment containing a detailed drainage network design and compliant
with Annex D of PPS 15 must be submitted to the Planning Authority for its consideration and
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Site Checklist 
Snip from  Planning 
consultation 

Showing 

Location 

Planning ref 

Grid ref  

 

HPRM No: IN1-21-10753 

Planning Ref LA08/2021/0920/F 

Reason for Consultation DA 

Past consultation / Sch 6 / Advice Associated with IN1-21-10265 / Previous – IN1-18-5584 

Assessed by Shaun Stevenson Date 14/07/2021 
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Site Details 
 

Watercourse? None Watercourse Name 
Describe existing site Greenfield  
Describe site proposals Proposed 124m long drainage swale associated 

with discharge of surface water from adjacent 
pig unit. 

 

Site photos taken? N  
Area of site (ha) 0.48ha  
Area of  additional Hardstanding (m2) Unknown  

 
PPS 15 consideration 
 
FLD 1 

Does Site lie within Strategic Floodplain? Fluvial   Partially? 
Is the Strategic Flood Map accurate in your 
opinion and why? 

   

Is better definition of Floodplain required? 
(D6 Planning Policy Statement 15) 

Yes   

Is floodplain modelled in detail?  No Q100 Level = Q100cc Level =  
 T200 Level =  T200 2080 (50pc) Level =  
Does the site lie behind a fluvial/sea defence?  No Condition / grade / freeboard 
Is there a historical flood map?  No  
Is there a historical flood photo?  No  
Any recorded flood call outs in vicinity?  No If yes check and attach details from Flood Incident Line (FIL) 
Any anecdotal flooding? Eg Objectors Letters, 
EDRMS, conversations at site visit. 

 No  

Any flood wrack visible?  No  
Does the site require an exception?   Maybe 
Request FRA? Yes   

 
FLD 1 – additional comments 
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Request FRA – Site lies in strategic floodplain 
 
 
FLD 2 

Is watercourse open or culverted? open culverted  
Is watercourse designated? Yes No  
Is maintenance strip available? Yes  No Drawing Number reference? 
Is maintenance strip accessible? Yes  No  
Is maintenance strip level with w/c? Yes  No Cross section drawing required? 
Is there an Inlet structure or Grille? Yes  No  
Is maintenance access to grille available? Yes No  
Any proposed building over culverts (6.33 Planning 
Policy Statement 15)? Yes No  

 
FLD 2 - comments 
N/A 
 
FLD 3 

Request Drainage Assessment (as per PPS 15 Annex D). No Over 1ha 
Over 10 dwelling 
units 

Over 1000m2 additional 
hardstanding 

 Evidence of a history of surface water flooding 
 Surface water runoff may adversely impact upon other development 
Overland flow (OLF) affects site? (D17 Planning Policy Statement 15)   No   
OLF affects another site? (D17 Planning Policy Statement 15)   No Affects public road 
Will any Infilling impede natural overland flow paths?   No  
 Tide locking?   No  
Mill race/sluices?   No  
 Hollow site?   No  
Culverts / manholes on site? (exceedance esp if they block or undersized 
D2 Planning Policy Statement 15   No  
Small minor open watercourse? (catchment<3km2 therefore 
unmodelled)   No  
Groundwater if proposal is underground?   No  
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Any proposed approved infilling may slip into open w/c or compromise 
future w/c maintenance   No  
Grille?   No  
Is maintenance access to grille and / or culverted w/c available? If not a 
flood risk arises (6.32 Planning Policy Statement 15)    N/A 
NIW infrastructure traversing site?    No  
Unadopted sewer traversing site?   No  
Lake, lagoon or pond?   No  
DfI Rivers gauging station affected?   No  
Is site affected by pluvial (purple)   No  

 
FLD 3 - comments 
DA submitted 
 
 
FLD 4 

Any proposed culverting , artificial modification?  No  
Has an engineering reason for culverting been provided?   N/A 

 
FLD 4 - comments 
N/A 
 
 
FLD 5 

Is site within reservoir inundation?  No Reservoir Name: 
Does reservoir have condition assurance? Yes No Confirmation email saved to HPRM?  Yes No 
Is the Flood Hazard Rating acceptable? (Using Hazard to people 
classification) 

Yes No Hazard Classification: 

 
FLD 5 – comments 
N/A 
 















 





From: Keightley, Robert
To: Stevenson, Shaun
Subject: Allocated to Shaun Stevenson : IN1/21/559268 : 559268 - Consultation - 27/07/21
Date: 27 July 2021 15:20:00
Attachments: 559268 - Consultation - 27 07 21.PDF
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 ------< Content Manager Record Information >------

Record Number: IN1/21/559268 
Title: 559268 - Consultation - 27/07/21
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IN1-21-10771 
 
 
 
NEARBY 
IN1-21-10753 (PLANNING) 


 


 
 


Armagh City, Banbridge & Craigavon 


Borough Council  


Bridgewater House 


Planning Office 


23A Castlewellan Road 


Banbridge 


BT32 4AX 
 


 


 Date: 27th July 2021 


Your Ref: 21-61 


Our Ref: LA08/2021/1035/F 


(Please quote at all times) 
 


Please Contact: Davina Craven 


 Contact Number 0300 200 7830 


 


 


Dear Sir/Madam, 
 


Grid 


Reference 
320771 


344015 


Application Type Full 


 


    


Location: 100m immediately East of 


21 Shanrod Road, 


Katesbridge, Down, BT32 


5PG 


Proposal: Proposed 124m long drainage 


swale associated with discharge 


of surface water from adjacent 


pig unit. 


    


Applicant: JMW Farms Ltd Agent: Manor Architects 


 


    


  Date of Application 26.07.2021 


 


    


Hierarchy LOCDEV 


 


Rivers please see DA for comment. 






[Item1]

URI=96148776

Details=IN1/21/559268

Extra=559268 - Consultation - 27/07/21

URL=http://pr-ita-cmweb01.edrm.nigov.net/CMWebDrawer/record/96148776

Security=Official

[TRIM Context Reference]

Client=03e2e149-9873-4cfe-8095-ab63780daea8

ClientName=NICS

DB=RN

DBName=Recordsni

Type=6

TypeName=Record

Items=1

URL=http://pr-ita-cmweb01.edrm.nigov.net/CMWebDrawer/record/96148776





From: Keightley, Robert
To: Stevenson, Shaun
Subject: Allocated to Shaun Stevenson : IN1/21/646514 : 646514 - Consultation - 31/08/21
Date: 02 September 2021 15:45:00
Attachments: 646514 - Consultation - 31 08 21.PDF

t0R17V27.tr5

 

 ------< Content Manager Record Information >------

Record Number: IN1/21/646514 
Title: 646514 - Consultation - 31/08/21
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Armagh City, Banbridge & Craigavon 


Borough Council  


Bridgewater House 


Planning Office 


23A Castlewellan Road 


Banbridge 


BT32 4AX 
 


 


 Date: 31st August 2021 


Your Ref: 21-61 


Our Ref: LA08/2021/1035/F 


(Please quote at all times) 
 


Please Contact: Davina Craven 


 Contact Number 0300 200 7830 


 


 


Dear Sir/Madam, 
 


Grid 


Reference 
320771 


344015 


Application Type Full 


 


    


Location: 100m immediately East of 


 21 Shanrod Road, 


Katesbridge, Down 


 BT32 5PG 


Proposal: Proposed 124m long drainage 


swale associated with discharge 


of surface water from adjacent 


pig unit. 


    


Applicant: JMW Farms Ltd Agent: Manor Architects 


    


  Date of Application 26.07.2021 


 


    


Hierarchy LOCDEV 


 


Rivers please see DA for comment...preliminary design has been removed from report. 
 






[Item1]

URI=96871571

Details=IN1/21/646514

Extra=646514 - Consultation - 31/08/21

URL=http://pr-ita-cmweb01.edrm.nigov.net/CMWebDrawer/record/96871571

Security=Official

[TRIM Context Reference]

Client=03e2e149-9873-4cfe-8095-ab63780daea8

ClientName=NICS

DB=RN

DBName=Recordsni

Type=6

TypeName=Record

Items=1

URL=http://pr-ita-cmweb01.edrm.nigov.net/CMWebDrawer/record/96871571





From: Keightley, Robert
To: Stevenson, Shaun
Subject: Allocated to Shaun Stevenson : IN1/21/745444 : 745444 - Consultation - 05/10/21
Date: 08 October 2021 14:57:00
Attachments: 745444 - Consultation - 05 10 21.PDF

t0R4V37P.tr5

 

 ------< Content Manager Record Information >------

Record Number: IN1/21/745444 
Title: 745444 - Consultation - 05/10/21
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Armagh City, Banbridge & Craigavon 


Borough Council  


Bridgewater House 


Planning Office 


23A Castlewellan Road 


Banbridge 


BT32 4AX 
 


 


 Date: 5th October 2021 


Your Ref: 21-61 


Our Ref: LA08/2021/1035/F 


(Please quote at all times) 
 


Please Contact: Davina Craven 


 Contact Number 0300 200 7830 


 


 


Dear Sir/Madam, 
 


Grid 


Reference 
320771 


344015 


Application Type Full 


 


    


Location: 100m immediately East of 


 21 Shanrod Road 


 Katesbridge 


 Down 


 BT32 5PG 


Proposal: Proposed 124m long drainage 


swale associated with discharge 


of surface water from adjacent 


pig unit. 


 


    


Applicant: JMW Farms Ltd Agent: Manor Architects 


    


  Date of Application 26.07.2021 


 


    


Hierarchy LOCDEV 


 


Rivers please see drawing 02 for comment. 






[Item1]

URI=97663924

Details=IN1/21/745444

Extra=745444 - Consultation - 05/10/21

URL=http://pr-ita-cmweb01.edrm.nigov.net/CMWebDrawer/record/97663924

Security=Official

[TRIM Context Reference]

Client=03e2e149-9873-4cfe-8095-ab63780daea8

ClientName=NICS

DB=RN

DBName=Recordsni

Type=6

TypeName=Record

Items=1

URL=http://pr-ita-cmweb01.edrm.nigov.net/CMWebDrawer/record/97663924
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Snip from  Planning 
consultation 

Showing 
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Planning ref 

Grid ref  

 

HPRM No: IN1-21-10771 

Planning Ref LA08/2021/1035/F 

Reason for Consultation DA 

Past consultation / Sch 6 / Advice Associated with IN1-21-10753 & IN1-21-10265 / Previous – IN1-18-5584 

Assessed by Shaun Stevenson Date 23/08/2021 
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Site Details 
 

Watercourse? None Watercourse Name 
Describe existing site Greenfield  
Describe site proposals Proposed 124m long drainage swale associated 

with discharge of surface water from adjacent 
pig unit. 

 

Site photos taken? N  
Area of site (ha) 0.42ha  
Area of  additional Hardstanding (m2) Unknown  

 
PPS 15 consideration 
 
FLD 1 

Does Site lie within Strategic Floodplain? Fluvial   Partially? 
Is the Strategic Flood Map accurate in your 
opinion and why? 

   

Is better definition of Floodplain required? 
(D6 Planning Policy Statement 15) 

Yes   

Is floodplain modelled in detail?  No Q100 Level = Q100cc Level =  
 T200 Level =  T200 2080 (50pc) Level =  
Does the site lie behind a fluvial/sea defence?  No Condition / grade / freeboard 
Is there a historical flood map?  No  
Is there a historical flood photo?  No  
Any recorded flood call outs in vicinity?  No If yes check and attach details from Flood Incident Line (FIL) 
Any anecdotal flooding? Eg Objectors Letters, 
EDRMS, conversations at site visit. 

 No  

Any flood wrack visible?  No  
Does the site require an exception?    
Request FRA? Yes   

 
FLD 1 – additional comments 



 

 Page 3 of 4 
 

N/A 
 
 
FLD 2 

Is watercourse open or culverted? open culverted  
Is watercourse designated? Yes No  
Is maintenance strip available? Yes  No Drawing Number reference? 
Is maintenance strip accessible? Yes  No  
Is maintenance strip level with w/c? Yes  No Cross section drawing required? 
Is there an Inlet structure or Grille? Yes  No  
Is maintenance access to grille available? Yes No  
Any proposed building over culverts (6.33 Planning 
Policy Statement 15)? Yes No  

 
FLD 2 - comments 
N/A 
 
FLD 3 

Request Drainage Assessment (as per PPS 15 Annex D). No Over 1ha 
Over 10 dwelling 
units 

Over 1000m2 additional 
hardstanding 

 Evidence of a history of surface water flooding 
 Surface water runoff may adversely impact upon other development 
Overland flow (OLF) affects site? (D17 Planning Policy Statement 15)   No   
OLF affects another site? (D17 Planning Policy Statement 15)   No Affects public road 
Will any Infilling impede natural overland flow paths?   No  
 Tide locking?   No  
Mill race/sluices?   No  
 Hollow site?   No  
Culverts / manholes on site? (exceedance esp if they block or undersized 
D2 Planning Policy Statement 15   No  
Small minor open watercourse? (catchment<3km2 therefore 
unmodelled)   No  
Groundwater if proposal is underground?   No  
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Any proposed approved infilling may slip into open w/c or compromise 
future w/c maintenance   No  
Grille?   No  
Is maintenance access to grille and / or culverted w/c available? If not a 
flood risk arises (6.32 Planning Policy Statement 15)    N/A 
NIW infrastructure traversing site?    No  
Unadopted sewer traversing site?   No  
Lake, lagoon or pond?   No  
DfI Rivers gauging station affected?   No  
Is site affected by pluvial (purple)   No  

 
FLD 3 - comments 
DA submitted 
 
 
FLD 4 

Any proposed culverting , artificial modification?  No  
Has an engineering reason for culverting been provided?   N/A 

 
FLD 4 - comments 
N/A 
 
 
FLD 5 

Is site within reservoir inundation?  No Reservoir Name: 
Does reservoir have condition assurance? Yes No Confirmation email saved to HPRM?  Yes No 
Is the Flood Hazard Rating acceptable? (Using Hazard to people 
classification) 

Yes No Hazard Classification: 

 
FLD 5 – comments 
N/A 
 



From: Keightley, Robert
To: Bell, Alan
Subject: Allocated to Alan Bell : IN1/22/507502 : 507502 - Consultation - 14/07/22
Date: 21 July 2022 10:52:00
Attachments: 507502 - Consultation - 14 07 22.PDF

t0RJTDE5.tr5

 

 ------< Content Manager Record Information >------

Record Number: IN1/22/507502 
Title: 507502 - Consultation - 14/07/22

 





 



 

 
 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 



 
FLD 5 
Is site within reservoir inundation?  No Reservoir Name: 
Does reservoir have condition assurance?   Confirmation email saved to 

HPRM?  
  

Is the Flood Hazard Rating acceptable? (Using Hazard to people 
classification) 

  Hazard Classification: 

 

FLD 5 – comments 
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eSite Checklist 
Snip from  Planning 
consultation 

Showing 
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Planning ref 

Grid ref 

 
HPRM No: IN1-22-3496 

Planning Ref LA08/2022/0847/f 

Reason for Consultation  
 
0 
 
 



 

 Page 2 of 5 
 

 
 

Past consultation / Sch 6 / Advice no 

Assessed by AB Date 28.7.22 
 
 
Site Details 
 
Watercourse? Designated / Undesignated  WatercourseName 
Describe existing site Greenfield   
Describe site proposals Electric line  
Site photos taken? Google streetview  
Area of site (ha) n/a  
Area of  additional Hardstanding (m2) n/a  
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
PPS 15 consideration 
 
FLD 1 
Does Site lie within Strategic Floodplain? Fluvial  yes Partially? 
Is the Strategic Flood Map accurate in your 
opinion and why? 

 no sfm 

Is better definition of Floodplain required?(D4 
AND D6 OF Planning Policy Statement 15) 

 No  

Is floodplain modelled in detail?   Q100 Level = Q100cc Level =  
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 T200 Level =  T200 2080 (50pc) Level =  
Does the site lie behind a fluvial/sea defence?  No Condition / grade / freeboard 
Is there a historical flood map?  No  
Is there a historical flood photo?  No  
Any recorded flood call outs in vicinity?  No If yes check and attach details from Flood Incident Line (FIL) 
Any anecdotal flooding? Eg Objectors Letters, 
EDRMS, conversations at site visit. 

 No  

Any flood wrack visible?    
Does the site require an exception?  yes  
Request FRA?  No  
 
FLD 1 – additional comments 
 
 
  
FLD 2 
Is watercourse open or culverted?   2no open watercourses are crossed according to maps 
Is watercourse designated? 1 yes 1 

no 
  

Is maintenance strip available?   For applicant and area staff to determine 
Is maintenance strip accessible?   For applicant and area staff to determine 
Is maintenance strip level with w/c?   For applicant and area staff to determine 
Is there an Inlet structure or Grille?  No  
Is maintenance access to grille available?    
Any proposed building over culverts (6.33 
Planning Policy Statement 15)?  No  
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FLD 3 

Request Drainage Assessment (as per PPS 15 Annex D).  No 

1. Over 10 
dwelling 
units  NO 

2. Over 1ha  
NO  

3. Over 1000m2 additional 
hardstanding  NO 

 4. Evidence of a history of surface water flooding  NO 

 

5. Surface water runoff may adversely impact upon other 
development  NO 

 
 
 

Overland flow (OLF) affects site? (D17 Planning Policy Statement 
15)   No   
OLF affects another site? (D17 Planning Policy Statement 15)   No  
Will any Infilling impede natural overland flow paths?   No  
 Tide locking?   No  
Mill race/sluices?   No  
 Hollow site?   No  
Culverts / manholes on site? (exceedance esp if they block or 
undersized D2 Planning Policy Statement 15   No  
Small minor open watercourse? (catchment<3km2 therefore 
unmodelled)   No  
Groundwater if proposal is underground?   No  
Any proposed approved infilling may slip into open w/c or 
compromise future w/c maintenance   No  
Grille?   No  
Is maintenance access to grille and / or culverted w/c available? If 
not a flood risk arises (6.32 Planning Policy Statement 15)     
NIW infrastructure traversing site?   No  
Unadopted sewer traversing site?   No  
Lake, lagoon or pond?   No  
DfI Rivers gauging station affected?   No  
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Is site affected by pluvial (purple)**   No  
 
FLD 3 – comments 
 
 
FLD 4 
Any proposed culverting , artificial modification?  No  
Has an engineering reason for culverting been provided?    
 
FLD 4 - comments 
 
FLD4 - Artificial Modification of watercourses – there is no indication on any drawings to alter any watercourses, however, if applicable to this development, 
planning permission is required in accordance with planning policy. 
Under FLD 4 of Planning Policy Statement 15, artificial modification of a watercourse is normally not permitted unless it is necessary to provide access to a 
development site or for engineering reasons.  This is a matter for Planning NI.  
 
Any culverting approved by Planning Service will also be subject to approval from DfI Rivers under Schedule 6 of the Drainage Order 1973.  These two approvals do 
not go hand in hand (refer to paragraph 6.46 of the policy). 
 
https://www.npt.gov.uk/media/4691/policy.pdf 
 
https://www.sepa.org.uk/media/150919/wat ps 06 02.pdf 
 
 
 
FLD 5 
Is site within reservoir inundation?  No Reservoir Name: 
Does reservoir have condition assurance?   Confirmation email saved to HPRM?    
Is the Flood Hazard Rating acceptable? (Using Hazard to people 
classification) 

  Hazard Classification: 

 
FLD 5 – comments 
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