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Executive summary

Mott MacDonald (MM) was commissioned to carry out a Preliminary Flood Risk and Runoff
Assessment for a potential redevelopment of Hempland Primary School, Stockton Lane, York,
North Yorkshire, YO31 1ET.

This report is to support an Outline Planning Application for this site and to assess the feasibility
of installing a SuDS based storm water management scheme.

The site is to be assessed with regard to the requirements of the Planning Practice Guidance
(PPG) and the associated Technical Guidance to determine the suitability of the proposed
development on the site.

As well as fluvial flood risk the report will also assess the risk posed locally by the development
itself and the runoff it may generate.

If required, mitigation measures and recommendations will be made that will enable the site to
be suitably developed while actively seeking to reduce flood risk locally.

The following guidelines and references have been used in the preparation of this report:

Planning Practice Guidance - Technical Guidance (PPG-TG)
Environment Agency Flood Risk Standing Advice for England
Mott MacDonald archives

The report is also based on additional information received from the Environment Agency (EA),
and Yorkshire Water (YW) and City of York Council (CYC).

The report concludes that the development is suitable for this location and can be safely
developed to manage and control all identified long-term residual flood risks in this area. The
provision of a positive drainage system on the site may also contribute to a reduction in flood
risk locally.

Notwithstanding this, it is demonstrated that the layout may be developed to incorporate a SuDS
based system that will not only provide adequate runoff protection but will also provide an
improvement in the runoff quality and bio-diversity.

http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-change/
https://www.gov.uk/flood-risk-assessment-local-planning-authorities
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1 Introduction

The Department for Education has commissioned Mott MacDonald on behalf of SRP Hempland
Primary School to undertake a Preliminary Flood Risk Assessment relating to the proposed
redevelopment of Hempland Primary School on the site shown on the location in Appendix A.

1.1 Scope and objectives of the report

The Government has placed increasing priority on the need to take full account of the risks

associated with flooding at all stages of the planning and development process, to reduce future
damage to property and loss of life. The PPG- Technical Guidance (PPG-TG) identifies how the
issue of flooding is dealt with in the drafting of planning policy and the consideration of planning

applications.

The purpose of this report is to assist our client and the Local Planning Authority to make an
informed decision on the flood risks associated with the site development.

Local Planning Authorities have the powers to control development in accordance with the
guidelines contained in PPG-TG and are expected to apply a risk-based approach to
development with the Sequential Test in Table 1.1. This sets out a sequential, characterisation
of flood risk in terms of annual probability of river, tidal and coastal flooding.

In accordance with the technical guidance, sites are to be classed as follows:*

Table 1.1: Flood Zones — PPG-TG Table 3

Flood Zone

Appropriate Users

Flood Zone 1 - Low Probability

This zone comprises land having less than 1 in
1000 annual probability of river or sea flooding
(<0.1%)

All uses of land are appropriate in this zone

Flood Zone 2 - Medium Probability

This zone comprises land assessed as having between
1in 100 and 1 in 1000 annual probability of river flooding
(1%-0.1%) or between 1 in 200 and 1 in 1000 annual
probability of sea flooding (0.5%- 0.1%) in any year

The water-compatible, less vulnerable and more
vulnerable uses of land and essential infrastructure in
Table D.2 are appropriate in this Zone Subject to the
Sequential Test being applied, the highly vulnerable
uses in Table D.2 are only appropriate in this zone if the
Exception Test is passed

Flood Zone 3a - High Probability

This zone comprises land assessed as having a 1 in 100
or greater annual probability of river flooding (>1%) or a
1in 200 or greater annual probability of flooding from the
sea (>0.5%) in any year

The water-compatible and less vulnerable uses of land
in Table D.2 area appropriate in this zone.

The highly vulnerable uses in Table D.2 should not be
permitted in this zone.

The more vulnerable and essential infrastructure uses in
Table D.2 should only be permitted in this zone if the
Exception Test is passed. Essential infrastructure
permitted in this should be designed and constructed to
remain operational and safe for users in time of flood.

s https://www.qgov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-change#Table-1-Flood-Zones
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Flood Zone 3b - Functional Floodplain Only the water-compatible uses and the essential
infrastructure listed in Table D.2 that has to be there should
be permitted in this zone. It should be designed and
constructed to:

This zone comprises land where water has to flow or be
stored in times of flood. SFRAs should identify this Flood
Zone (land which would flood with an annual probability of 1

in 20 (5%) or greater in any year or is designed to flood in Remain operational and safe for users in times of flood.

an extreme (0.1%) flood, or at another probability to be Result in no net loss of floodplain storage;
agreed between the LPA and the Environment Agency, Not impede water flows; and not increase flood risk
including water conveyance routes) elsewhere.

Essential infrastructure in this zone should pass the
Exception Test.

Source:

The objectives of this report are to:

Establish and evaluate viable flood risks to the development.
Identify strategies of mitigating any residual flood risks.

Identify a surface water and runoff management strategy to positively impact on the flood
risk on the site and downstream using SuDS principles.

The following have been acquired for the completion of this report:

Groundwise Utility Report URO7492.1DM

1062 Hempland DA Pre-Feasibility Assessment - 02.09.2021 FINAL
Greenhatch Topographical Survey - 41967 _T_REVO

Greenhatch Underground Utilities Survey - 41967_UG_REV0
3047-54-Hempland RCA - Red line area plans

The following freely available online sources of information have been used for this report:

Environmental Agency on-line flood maps for planning.
British Geological Society (BGS) WMS (Web Mapping Services) data.

The current site options: Green, Amber and Red for the proposed redevelopment of Hempland
Primary School are included in Figure 3.4. These options are described in more detail in the
report ‘3047-54-RCA-00-XX-RP-A-0110-S1-P2-Hempland Feasibility - Meeting 2'. All options
include the demolition of all the accommodation (excluding all ancillary (ANC) accommodation)
which is noted in the CDC report (see Appendix G). It has been advised by the client that the
preferred option is the Amber option.

The proposed redevelopment will also consist of the construction of a new build
accommodation, car parking, hardstanding play area and playing fields.

Below is a summary of the pre and post impermeable areas:
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Table 1.2: Summary of impermeable areas

Block Area Block Area
(m?) (m?)

ANC1 190 ANC1 190
ANC2 3 ANC2 3
EFAA 2,410 New Build 1,200
EFAB 36 Hard Standing 4,380
Hard Standing 4,380

Total 7,019 5,773

Consequently, the impermeable area is anticipated to reduce from approximately 7,000m? to
approximately 5,800m? post-construction, this is a reduction of approximately 17%.

It is noted that the impermeable areas found in Table 1.2 for the blocks, new build and hard
standing paving were taken from the CDC report (see Appendix G), the RIBA Stage zero report
(1062 Hempland DA Pre-Feasibility Assessment - 02.09.2021 FINAL) and from the architects
red line plans (3047-54-Hempland RCA - Red line area plans) respectively.

Mott MacDonald has followed accepted procedure in providing the services but given the
residual risk associated with any prediction and the variability which can be experienced in flood
conditions, we take no liability for and give no warranty against actual flooding of any property
(client’s or third party) or the consequences of flooding in relation to the performance of the
service. This report has been prepared for the purposes of planning approval only and is to
assist our client and the Local Planning Authority to make an informed decision on the flood
risks associated with the site redevelopment.

Allowance for the effects of climate change will be made in accordance with government
recommendations in place and statistical data available at the time of writing this report. These
recommendations may become more onerous, and the statistical data may be revised in the
future; we will not make any estimate of what changes may result from this. Please be aware
that this, and other issues over which the Mott MacDonald has no control, may affect future
flood risk at the development and require further work to be undertaken for which we accept no
liability.
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2 Existing Site

2.1 Site Location

Hempland Primary School, York is located on Whitby Avenue, Stockton Lane approximately 1.6
miles north-east of York (Grid reference - SE 62430 53001), the site is primarily accessed from
Whitby Avenue. The site location is provided in Figure 2.1 (and Appendix A).

2.2 Site Details

A general description of the site is presented in Table 2.1 based on information available online.
No site walkover has been undertaken at the time of writing.

The overall area considered as the development site measures approximately 2.2ha. A
topographical survey provided by Greenhatch Group (41967_T_3D_REV0) of the existing site is
provided in Appendix B.

The site is bound to the north and east by residential properties. To the immediate south and
west are some areas of green space and playing fields beyond the school boundary and
beyond those further residential properties. It is also noted that the southern boundary is
bounded by a watercourse, known as Tang Hall Beck. Further west of the school are the
suburbs of the city of York (see Figure 2.1).

The existing topographical survey provided by Greenhatch Group (41967_T_3D_REV0)
indicates that the levels across the site generally slope from north to south, with a high spot of
approximately 14.1mAOD to the northeast and a low spot of approximately 11.4mAOD in the
southeast (see Appendix B).

Figure 2.1: Indicative Site Plan

Source: © Microsoft corporation © 2020Maxar © CNES(2020) distribution Airbus DS
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Table 2.1: General site details

Site Name SRP Hempland Primary School
Address Whitby Avenue

Stock Lane

York

North Yorkshire, YO31 1ET
Local Authority City of York Council
National Grid Reference (NGR) / coordinates SE 62430 53001

Site Description and Topography The existing topographical survey provided by Greenhatch

group indicates that the levels across the site generally slope
from north to south, with a high spot of 14.1mAOD to the
northeast and a low spot of approximately 11.4mAOD in the
southeast (see Appendix B).

Surrounding Area North
Residential Properties
East
Residential Properties

South

Green space and a watercourse, and residential properties
further south

West

Green space, playing fields, followed by allotments with
residential properties further west

The development site is currently occupied by education buildings, access roads, playing fields,
hardstanding play area, soft landscaping and car parking. With reference to the underground
utility survey, 41967_UG_REVO0 (see Appendix C) there is a separate foul and surface water
drainage system present on the site. Furthermore, with reference to the utility records it appears
that all surface water drainage discharges to the watercourse, Tang Hall Beck to the south of
the site via a headwall.

The survey indicates that access roads and car parking are generally drained by kerb and gully
systems linked to 100mm diameter carrier pipes (with a slope of approximately 1v:200h) and
chambers, which in turn connect to the private surface water system north of the main building
block.

The utilities survey shows that the foul drainage on the site discharges to the north of the site,
via a 150mm diameter foul private sewer pipe to a manhole on Whitby Avenue, with a cover
level of 13.50mAOD.

A site topographical survey is included in Appendix B for reference which identifies the surface
features of these systems.

At present it is understood that there are no onsite flow attenuation or flow control devices
upstream of the connections to the adopted assets or the watercourse.
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Hempland Primary School note that there is no land drainage present on the site. However, the
playing field used to have a series of land drains that drain southwards (see the report
‘Hempland Primary Preliminary Archaeology and Heritage Survey Clean’). These are
understood to be historic and so may have been removed or truncated as part more recent
landscaping.

The nearest recorded watercourse to the site is Tang Hall Beck, which forms the site boundary
to the south of the playing fields; this watercourse flows east to west, discharging to the River
Foss 1.4km to the west.

December 2021
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3 Sources and Extents of Flooding

3.1 Summary

Table 3.1: Summary of sources and extent of flooding

Potential Source of Is there arisk Flood Risk Comments
Flooding to the Category
development?
Fluvial Flooding Yes Medium — High Majority of the site is in Flood Zone 1 with
(localised) the southern border by the watercourse in
Flood Zone 3

Pluvial Flooding and No Low - Medium Low-Medium risk from pluvial flooding is

Overland Flow adjacent to the watercourse. However, the
watercourse is at a lower level than the
site.

Ground Water Flooding No Low No evidence. It is recommended that the
site is monitored.

Adopted Drainage No Low No sign of adopted drainage on site. The
impact of potential surcharge in the
adopted assets surrounding the site is low.

Private Drainage Yes Low The Trust reported some issues with
surface flooding localised to the
staff/visitor car park, which floods in heavy
rain. This is likely to indicate that either the
existing drainage system is under sized
and/or not maintained.

Highway Drainage No Low The adopted system outside of the site is
at risk of localised failures but these will be
small volume and are remote from the site.

Reservoir Flooding No n/a Not in flood envelope for reservoirs.

Development Drainage Yes Medium New development will require mitigation.

Reduction in impermeable area post-
development.

3.2 Natural Drainage

3.2.1 Fluvial Flooding

3.21.1

Source and Extent

With reference to the EA’s indicative flood maps accessed in November 2021, the majority of
the site is shown to be in Flood Zone 1, with only a very small portion of the site to the south in
Flood Zone 3. An extract is included in Figure 3.1.
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Figure 3.1: Environment Agency online flood map showing fluvial flood risk

Extent of flooding from rivers or the sea

. High . Medium Low Verylow @) Location you selected

Source: EA flood maps - © Crown copyright and database rights 2020 OS 100024198. Use of the address and mapping
data is subject to the terms and conditions.

3.2.1.2 Flood Risk to Development

The majority of the site is in Flood Zone 1; however, the southern border of the site is shown to
be in Flood Zone 3 and therefore is considered to be at a high flood risk from this source
(annual probability of flood risk from this source >1%). This flood risk is due to the close
proximity to the beck at the south of the site. It should be noted that this flood risk is away from
the school buildings and playing fields, and therefore only poses a low risk to the development.

With reference to the topographical survey there is approximately 1.2m of freeboard between
the development part of the site and the watercourse. Given this level difference the existing
developed part of the site is shown to be at very low risk of flooding.

3.2.2 Pluvial Flooding

3.2.2.1 Source and Extent

Surface water flood mapping is available from the EA’s website, accessed in November 2021.
This provides indicative modelling of the potential overland flow routes and ponding that could
occur should existing drainage systems become inundated or blocked.
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The EA’s online mapping shows that majority of the site may be at very low risk of surface water
flood risk with the exception of southern boundary which has a low to medium pluvial flood risk.
As shown in Figure 3.2 below.

The flood risk categories for surface water risk are defined thus:

High Risk - means that each year this area has a chance of flooding of greater than 3.3%.
Flooding from surface water is difficult to predict as rainfall location and volume are difficult to
forecast. In addition, local features can greatly affect the chance and severity of flooding.

Medium risk - means that each year this area has a chance of flooding of between 1% and
3.3%. Flooding from surface water is difficult to predict as rainfall location and volume are
difficult to forecast. In addition, local features can greatly affect the chance and severity of
flooding.

Low risk - means that each year this area has a chance of flooding of between 0.1% and 1%.
Flooding from surface water is difficult to predict as rainfall location and volume are difficult to
forecast. In addition, local features can greatly affect the chance and severity of flooding.

Very low risk - means that each year this area has a chance of flooding of less than 0.1%.
Flooding from surface water is difficult to predict as rainfall location and volume are difficult to
forecast. In addition, local features can greatly affect the chance and severity of flooding.

Figure 3.2: EA online flood map showing surface water flood risk

Extent of flooding from surface water
@ tish @ Hedium Low Verylow <) Location you selected

Source: EA flood maps - © Crown copyright and database rights 2020 OS 100024198. Use of the address and mapping
data is subject to the terms and conditions.

3.2.2.2 Flood Risk to Development

The flood risk identified in the pluvial flood mapping above needs to be assessed in context.
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There are areas of low to medium flood risk on the southern boundary which is due to its
proximity to the watercourse. This manifests as surface ponding or overland flow. This is located
on the bank of the water course along the southern boundary of the development site. An
elevated surface water flood risk around a watercourse is to be expected. The mapping does
not show this impinging on the playing fields or other areas of the school site. With reference to
the topographical data (see Appendix B) it is also noted that the watercourse is approximately
0.45m lower than the lowest level of the sports pitch. There is therefore no flood risk from this
source to the operation of the development.

Overland flow is generated by adjacent developments or infrastructure. This can be a source of
risk in times of extreme rainfall which exceed the events the drainage systems are designed for
or if the drainage systems fail or become blocked.

The EA pluvial mapping can also be used to assess this flood risk as it identifies overland flow
routes based on existing level data.

According to the topographical survey of the site (see Appendix B) the school site is at a higher
level than the watercourse; therefore, the flood risk from this source is very low. Additionally, it is
noted that the school is higher than the playing field to the west so is not at risk of overland flow
from this source.

The back gardens of the surrounding properties to the north and west of the site as these are at
a higher level than the school site (as shown on topo ref - 41967 _T_REVO0). The area of the
gardens totals approximately 10,000m?. Assuming half of this area is impermeable, this could
generate runoff of approximately 70l/s onto the school site. However, the properties should have
positive drainage systems to mitigate most of this risk, zero residual would be localised failures
of the positive or run-off from the rest of the gardens on the site boundary. Residual risk is only
there if the new build is located along the boundary.

There is no evidence locally of elevated ground water levels such as ponds or marshes within
the development site.

Additionally, according to the BGS website local borehole records of depth 2.70m (BGS
Reference: SE65SW807) did not encounter groundwater, suggesting groundwater is below this
level.

Given the absence of groundwater encountered in the boreholes, the presence of elevated
groundwater is not anticipated on this site although some perched water may be encountered in
the made ground depending on its composition. This should be verified at a later stage through
ground investigation. It is noted that deep foundations or trenches will be at higher risk of impact
from this source and should be avoided where possible.

December 2021
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The Environment Agency requires, in accordance with the Government’s PPG-TG document,
that there should be no increase in the rate of surface water emanating from a newly developed
site above that of any previous development. Furthermore, it is the joint aim of the Environment
Agency and Local Planning Authorities, to actively encourage a reduction in the discharge of
storm water as a condition of Approval for new developments. In addition, all drainage systems
should be sized to accommodate the runoff arising from a 1 in 100-year rainfall event and
should include a further allowance to account for the further effects of climate change. Table 3.2
below, shows the anticipated increases in rainfall intensities and river flows with time, and has
been reproduced in part from Table 4 of PPG-TG.

Table 3.2: Climate Change Allowances

River Upper End 25% 50% 105%
Central 10% 20% 35%
Rainfall Upper End 10% 20% 40%
Central 5% 10% 20%
Source:

Consideration of future climate change needs to be given to the drainage design such that it is
suitably sized for the lifetime of the development.

Educational developments have an assumed design life in excess of 50-years. It is noted that
construction is due to be complete by 2024, therefore the building is assumed to be operation
into the 2070s. Therefore, for rainfall, an average climate change allowance of 30% has been
used for design and 40% for checking the sensitivity of the drainage systems.

Yorkshire Water sewer records have been obtained for the site and the surrounding area and
are included in Appendix D.

The records show there to be no known adopted drainage assets within the site boundary.

Outside the site boundary, the records show a 225mm diameter foul water sewer to the north of
the site running in a westerly direction parallel to Whitby Avenue, this sewer is the nearest foul
sewer to the site. The nearest surface water sewer is also in Whitby Avenue. The records show
this to be a 300mm diameter surface water sewer that runs in a easterly direction.

Additionally, there is a 375mm diameter surface water sewer under Applecroft Road to the east
of the site. There is also a 225mm diameter foul water sewer on the same road. Both of these
sewers run north to south.

December 2021

12


https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-assessments-climate-change-allowances

Mott MacDonald | DfE TA21 Framework - SRP Hempland Primary School
Flood Risk Assessment

There are no known adopted drainage assets on the site. In addition, the surface water
drainage for the site discharges to the beck to the south and does not connect to the adoptable
surface water sewers surrounding the site. Whitby Avenue is also at a lower level than the site,
as the road is lower it cannot run on to the site if a sewer were to fail there, the exceedance
route would be down Whitby Avenue. As such there is not considered to be a residual flood risk
from this source to the development.

The existing private drainage is a separate surface water and foul water system which is shown
to extend across the full site area.

The car parks (in the north) and access roads surrounding the site drain via kerbs and gullies to
the private surface water sewer. All buildings drain via rainwater pipes to the private surface
water sewer. The utilities records do not indicate the presence of flow controls or attenuation in
this system.

It is noted that in the report ‘Hempland Brief for Internal Surveys’ the Trust reported that
drainage issues are generally caused by grease back up from the kitchens, which despite
cleaning regularly still backs up and causes issues. They also noted that there are some issues
with surface flooding localised to the staff/visitor car park which floods in heavy rain. This is
likely to indicate that either the existing drainage system is under sized and/or not maintained.

It is noted that in the staff/visitor car park area is drained by two gullies, this system could be
retained with the new development, subject to further survey.

Primarily looking at the surface water pipe from the remaining accommodation blocks (ancillary
(ANC) accommodation), there is approximately 230m? of impermeable area which will remain.
This has the potential to generate runoff of approximately 3 I/s (in a 50mm/hr rainfall event).
This area drains to a single 150mm diameter pipe, which is in the northeast of the site. Based
on Appendix C, this pipe has a gradient of 1v:340h which equates to a full-bore capacity of
approximately 3.2 I/s.

Based on this high-level assessment it is considered that the existing drainage in this area is
likely to be adequate for the remaining accommodation blocks (ancillary (ANC)
accommodation).

Therefore, when considering the new drainage for the development of the site, flow rates should
be restricted to existing rates (or lower) so as to not put additional strain on the existing
drainage system.

It is also noted that majority of the existing school drainage will be removed. Therefore, the risk
from this source will be largely removed when the new drainage is installed.

The site is not directly served by adopted highway drainage as the site has its own private road
network. However, there is a highway (Whitby Avenue) to the north of the development which
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can be seen to have a number of gullies and have 225mm and 300mm diameter drains. It is
estimated that Whitby Avenue would drain an area of approximately 20,000m?.

There is also Applecroft Road in the east which has a number of gullies and has a 375mm
diameter drain, this would drain an area of approximately 10,000m?. It is noted that both roads
are at a lower than the development site.

No records were available at the time of writing to confirm where the highway drainage outfalls
to.

It is considered that the site is at very low risk from this source as the site is largely protected by
the topography of the surrounding carriageway and the numerous gullies located therein.
According to the topographical survey, both Whitby Avenue and Applecroft Road slope away
from the site. Therefore, if the highway drainage were to surcharge, surface water would spill
down the roads away from the development site. The adopted system outside of the site is at
risk of localised failures but these will be small volume and remote from the site.

With reference to the EA’s online mapping, data related to the risk of potential reservoir flooding
is also provided.

Figure 3.3: EA online flood map showing reservoir flood risk

@!; i ferlenige

Extent of flooding from reservoirs

Maximum extent of flooding €2} Location you selected

Source: - © Crown copyright and database rights 2020 100024198. Use of the address and mapping
data is subject to the .
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3.34.2 Flood Risk to development

This shows that the site is not at risk of reservoir inundation.
3.35 Development Drainage

3.3.5.1 Source and Extent

The existing development is estimated to have an impermeable area of approximately 7,000m?
(see Table 1.2), with the remainder of the site consisting of soft landscaping of approximately
15,000m2.

The proposed design of the school development will be developed at future stages using data
from this assessment and others. Currently there are three potential development options
shown in Figure 3.4.

For this report, the amber option will be assessed as this is currently the preferred option
according to the client.

The current development proposal for the amber option is estimated to consist of approximately
5,800m? of impermeable area (see Table 1.2) with the remaining area of 16,200m2 assumed to
be soft landscaping.

As the plans change and develop then this area assessment will need to be revisited but the
overall principles will be the same.

Figure 3.4: Indicative Proposed Plan Site Options

Red Option Amber Option Green Option

q [Retained |

R

[Rotained |

Development Zone

Source: 3047-54-RCA-00-XX-RP-A-0110-S1-P2-Hempland Feasibility - Meeting 2

3.35.2 Flood Risk to development

As stated above in section 3.3.5.1 the existing site is estimated to have an impermeable area of
approximately 7,000mz2. This would generate approximately 97 I/s of runoff (for a rainfall
intensity of 50mm/hr).
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The remaining undeveloped area of the site is approximately 15,000m2 and is estimated to
generate approximately 5.6 I/s of runoff (Qvar), calculations for this area are included in
Appendix E.1. Thus, from this initial assessment the total runoff for the existing site would be
approximately 103 I/s. This figure will need confirmation at the next design stage when the
proposed layout is more accurately defined.

It is noted that according to the utilities survey (see Appendix C) and the topographical data
(see Appendix B) the offsite connection to the southeast of the site is a 300mm diameter pipe
with a gradient of 1v:155h therefore, the hydraulic capacity of the pipe is approximately 89 I/s.

The proposed development has an impermeable area of approximately 5,800mz2. This would
generate approximately 81 I/s of runoff (for a rainfall intensity of 50mm/hr). The remaining
undeveloped area of the site is approximately 16,200m?, this would generate approximately 6.0
I/s of runoff (Qear), calculations for this area are included in Appendix E.2. Thus, from this initial
assessment the total runoff for the developed site would be approximately 87 I/s. This figure will
need confirmation at detailed design stage.

Based on the RIBA stage zero report and the site plan provided by the architect (3047-54-
Hempland RCA - Red line area plans). It is estimated that the overall footprint of the
development, post-construction will decrease by approximately 1,200m?2 and thus there will be a
decrease in the runoff profile of the site.

The reduction in impermeable area from pre-development to post-development is approximately
17%. This will have a positive impact on flood risk compared to the existing site drainage, as
can be seen above by the decrease in runoff rates between the two sites. According to the
LLFA guidance” where a brownfield site is redeveloped, proposals are to provide a minimum
betterment of the surface water runoff rate of 30%. Since a 19% reduction to runoff rates in the
post-development scenario is not sufficient on its own to achieve this betterment, a flow control
device and attenuation would be required to further reduce the runoff rates such that there is a
minimum 30% betterment of runoff rates. The development drainage strategy should make use
of a SuDS based system. It is noted all of the existing site’s surface water drainage discharges
directly to the watercourse.
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4 Sequential Test

The Sequential Test is designed to direct development towards areas of lower flood risk,
however, where suitable sites do not exist in Flood Zone 1 sites in Flood Zone 2 and then 3 may
be considered.

The majority of the site is shown to be within Flood Zone 1 and has a less than a 0.1% annual
probability of flooding from fluvial sources. However, within the site a small portion on the
southern boundary is currently classed as being in Flood Zone 3 and having a greater than a
1% annual probability of flooding from fluvial sources, this places the site in the highest flood
classification.

The development flood risk vulnerability classification is ‘more vulnerable’ in accordance with
Table 2 of the PPG ° the Sequential Test. However, as this is a redevelopment of an existing
school it cannot be viably located elsewhere.

As the majority of the site including the school building and associated hard standing areas are
shown to be wholly within Flood Zone 1 and outside the influence of any other local flood risk
elements, in accordance with table 3 of the PPG it is concluded that the development is suitable
for this location and the Sequential Test is deemed to have been passed.

Notwithstanding this as this is like-for-like redevelopment the sequential test is not applied.
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5 Flood Risk Mitigation

Of the identified flood risk, the residual risks to be addressed at this stage are:
Fluvial flood risks.

Control of runoff generated by the development of the site.

With reference to the EA’s indicative flood maps accessed in November 2021, the majority of
the site is shown to be in Flood Zone 1, with only a very small portion of the site to the south in
Flood Zone 3. An extract is included in Figure 3.1.

As outlined in section 4, the site has been shown to pass the sequential test.

It is proposed that the fluvial flood risk be managed by keeping the development away from the
southern boundary of the site which is adjacent to the watercourse. It is noted that the
watercourse is much lower than the site, therefore if the development is retained to the north
(away from the southern boundary) there will be a lower risk from this source.

Additional measures such as a fence (if not already present) should be installed along the
southern boundary to prevent school children from accessing the watercourse.

It should be acknowledged that the satisfactory collection, control and discharge of storm water
is now a principal planning and design consideration.

Part H of the Building Regulations 2015 recommends that surface water run-off shall discharge
to one of the following, listed in order of priority:

An adequate soakaway or some other adequate infiltration system, or where that is not
reasonably practicable;

A watercourse, or, where that is not reasonably practicable;
A surface water sewer

Any new drainage system should revert back to this hierarchy even where existing systems
don’t comply.

The design should seek to improve the local run-off profile by using systems that can either
attenuate run-off and reduce peak flow rates or positively impact on the existing flood profile.

With reference to the British Geological Survey on-line data, the site is described as being
underlain by Sherwood Sandstone Group, with superficial deposits of Alne Glaciolacustrine
Formation — Clay, Silt. Nearby borehole (BGS Reference: SE65SW79’) describes the ground as
consisting of clay to a depth of 10m below ground level.

It is also noted that the area to be developed is currently already in use and as such disturbed
or made ground is anticipated to depths of approximately 0.50m to 1.0m, which would reduce
infiltration potential on the site. The depth of made ground and clay are likely to make infiltration
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unviable, however this should be confirmed with soakaway tests and groundwater monitoring at
a later stage.

The nearest watercourse is Tang Hall Beck which is located on the southern boundary of the
site. The utility survey show that the existing site surface water discharges into this watercourse.
Since the site currently discharges to this watercourse, and given that infiltration appears
unviable, it is proposed to reuse this connection for the new development.

A connection to an adopted surface water sewer has been discounted as a connection to the
watercourse appears to be feasible.

Discharge to a watercourse, specifically to the Tang Hall Beck in the south of the site, is the
preferred method of discharge for this development.

The allowable site discharge has been calculated using the Rational Method for impermeable
areas. The existing site runoff calculation is included in section 3.3.5.

With reference to LLFA guidance®, where a brownfield site is redeveloped, proposals are to
provide a minimum betterment of the surface water runoff rate of 30%. The LLFA guidance also
notes that the existing brownfield runoff rate should be calculated using 140l/s/ha. The existing
runoff rate is calculated as 97I/s, therefore the allowable runoff rate using a 30% betterment is
68l/s. As mention in section 3.3.5.2 the existing pipe outlet capacity is 89 I/s, therefore the
allowable site discharge is lower than the capacity of the offsite connection.

There is likely to be an existing Ordinary Watercourse Consent (OWC) application required for
discharge to the watercourse. This would need to be varied if this connection is reused.

The provision of suitable attenuation on site to mitigate flood risk resulting from the development
of the site will be a key factor in the evolution of the site development layout.

The provision of attenuation will be necessary in this case and can be achieved by a number of
methods; however, not all systems can be assessed in direct comparison.

One of the aims of PPG is to provide not only flood risk mitigation but also maximise additional
gains such as improvements in runoff quality and provision of amenity and bio-diversity.
Systems incorporating these features are often termed Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS)
and it is a requirement of PPG that these are considered as the primary means of collection,
control and disposal for storm water as close to source as possible.

The volume of attenuation required for the development may be estimated using the hydraulic
design software programme MicroDrainage.

The total post-development impermeable area is estimated to decrease by around 1,200m2 from
7,000m? to 5,800m?. Flood Studies Report criteria of M5-60= 19.0mm and ratio R = 0.4 have
been used for the assessment with Cy values of 1.0 and 0.84 for Summer and Winter storms.

Using the Quick Storage Estimate feature on MicroDrainage, a maximum allowable discharge
rate of 68 I/s would require approximate attenuation volumes of between 133m?® and 238m?3.
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This could be accommodated through one or several SuDS options as outlined in section 5.6,
providing the overall system complies with runoff quality as outlined in section 5.7.

The most appropriate attenuation system should satisfy four main characteristics:
Provide the required volume of storage to satisfy water quantity requirements
Provide the required level of treatment to satisfy water quality requirements
Minimise the loss of developable land and biodiversity
Where possible provide local amenity

A summary of the various types of attenuation is included below.

The application of the ‘SuDS Manual’ CIRIA report C753 for new developments requires that the
runoff from sites is not only restricted to meet the pre-development runoff characteristics but
also that SuDS systems are utilised to improve the quality of the runoff prior to outfall to
watercourses.

The manual and EA guidance applies a sustainability hierarchy to the various types of SuDS
systems, this is summarised in Table 5.1.

Table 5.1: SuDS Hierarchy

Most Sustainable Living Roofs v v v
Basins and Ponds N
e Constructed
Wetlands
e Balancing Ponds
e Detention Basins
e Retention Ponds

Filter strips and swales \ \
e Infiltration devices

e Soakaways

e Infiltration trenches

and basins

Permeable surfaces N
and filter drains

e Gravelled areas

e Solid paving blocks

e Porous paviours

Least Sustainable Tanked Systems \
e Oversized pipes/
tanks
e Cellular Storage
Source: CIRIA SuDS Manual C753

Systems at the top of the hierarchy provide a combination of attenuation, treatment and ecology
and are deemed the most sustainable options. There are always specific scenarios where some
systems are more suitable than others and at this stage it is hot possible to guide the
development towards a particular strategy. However, included below are summaries of some of
the main types of SuDS systems that may be applied to the development outlining the main
benefits and constraints to their application.

In addition to the above hierarchy, the CIRIA SuDS Manual C753 outlines the simplified index
approach to determine the required level of treatment to ensure that the receiving watercourses
are not put at risk of pollution by new development.
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Larger areas of roof may be designated as living or green roofs to provide both point water
treatment and significant enhancement of local biodiversity.

If considered at the outset of the design of a unit, a green roof can be integrated within the
provision of a roof terrace area to multiply the benefits, alternatively, a maintained roof can be
installed that may require specialist access.

There are numerous propriety systems available on the market to suit various specific
applications and it is recommended that if these systems are being considered discussion with
several suppliers is instigated as soon as possible.

For this development, there is a large area of new roof in the development proposals that could
potentially be used as an extensive green or blue roof, this should be considered as part of the
development proposals.

The nature of these systems is such that the run-off from the development can be treated by
biological action and stilling to significantly improve the quality of water discharged from the
system.

Basins also provide large areas of open space that can be developed for recreational uses or as
new habitat for wildlife.

Both systems do, however, take up developable land and have residual maintenance and
liability issues attached to their implementation.

In this case, the topography of the site may permit an elongated basin along the south of the
site, this could also be used as a focal point for biodiversity net gain. There is a great deal of the
site development area allocated for open space into which a detention basin could be located.
As the site is a school site, a basin would need to have safety measures in place to prevent
access during times of flooding.

Often used adjacent to roads and footpaths, swales and filter strips can be used to collect water
directly from linear features, percolate some of the flow, attenuate and then discharge the flow
to either a traditional system or a secondary SuDS device.

The use of these systems is more suited to linear applications such as roads as the typical
cross section is relatively small and longer runs are required to provide attenuation volume.

Filter strips will be smaller in plan area than a swale although the swale can be landscaped to
be incorporated into the verge of the carriageway, combining two functions.

Land take can be relatively small in comparison to other systems and both types perform well in
improving water quality. They are also ideally suited for disposal of water via secondary
infiltration.

Filter strips are suitable for this development, providing they are used with another SuDS
feature such as a filter drain they could be located along the edges of the car park or the
hardstanding play area. A swale on its own would not able to provide the required attenuation
volume. However, a swale could be used to provide secondary treatment. The use of this
system may require some alterations to the proposed layout, but it would have biodiversity and
habitat creation benefits.
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A swale could be located along the edges of the hard surface around the school buildings as a
collection and conveyance system. The development of a road corridor to accommodate these
features should be considered in the developing design.

Rain gardens are designed to mimic the natural water retention of undeveloped land and reduce
the volume of rainwater running off into drains from impervious areas. They also have the added
benefit that they are able to treat low levels of pollution. In construction, they are shallow
depressions with absorbent, yet free draining soil which are populated with plants that are able
to withstand temporary flooding conditions.

Rain gardens could be used as part of the collection and conveyance of rainwater in small
guantities. These systems also provide amenity benefits and have a unique advantage in this
scenario as they could be used for educational purposes.

Larger areas of hardstanding can easily be converted to provide significant volumes of storage.
These systems also encourage biological treatment of flow and extraction of oils and heavy
metals from the run-off.

Land take is reduced as storage is located under car parks and access roads. However,
maintenance is potentially a long-term issue and the possibility of the paving being damaged
dug up and not properly reinstated or not regularly swept could lead to compromising the future
capacity of the system.

This system will negate the need for a separate collection system such as kerbs and gullies. It
will also assist in reducing the flood profile of the site by significantly detaining the run-off from
the development within the sub-base material.

There is no specific amenity provided by the system other than enabling other areas to be
utilised for development rather than potentially sterilizing area with an easement for a sewer or
stand-off for a basin.

These systems may be incorporated into normal car-parking areas but may not be suitable for
areas accessed by larger vehicles without careful detailing. These systems can also be used in
conjunction with geo-cellular attenuation where large attenuation volumes are required.

Permeable paving would provide the required level of treatment for the development (see Table
5.2). It is thought that this type of system could be easily incorporated into the development
proposals.

Large volumes of storage can be provided under grassed and lightly trafficked areas by using
proprietary geo-cellular systems. This will maximise the developable area of the site.

There are no specific mechanisms within the system designed to treat flow, but extended
detention times will allow sedimentation reducing the suspended solids within the discharge.

There is no creation of amenity by the installation of these types of systems, indeed by
maintaining access to the system small areas may need to be reserved.

If the developable footprint is constrained then these systems may be advantageous, however,
to ensure suitability it is recommended that the use of these systems is discussed with the
maintaining body as they are not always preferred.

December 2021

22



Mott MacDonald | DfE TA21 Framework - SRP Hempland Primary School 23
Flood Risk Assessment

The installation of cellular storage requires significant excavation and therefore where space is
not a critical issue other forms of attenuation should be considered. These systems will also
require occasional maintenance to remove sediments which can be difficult depending on the
design and access arrangements.

Cellular systems could be used to provide the majority of the required attenuation for the
development. These can be used in conjunction with other systems, such as permeable paving.
However, they do not offer any water quality improvements in isolation.

Hard engineered tank storage systems have traditionally been used for attenuation structures
for the past decade and are often specified where large volumes of storage are required
(>200mq) and available space is an issue.

These systems have no inherent water treatment properties except potential sedimentation of
the attenuated flow and offer no additional amenity benefits. In some cases, the easement to
the tank or culvert is such that a significant portion of land area is sterilised from development
as are certain types of landscape planting.

There are also significant costs associated with these systems in production, transportation, and
installation. However, once installed the long-term maintenance requirement of the system is
relatively low.

With a proven record of successful installation, tanks and culverts are regularly adopted by
water authorities across the country, albeit with a large associated easement that will sterilise
that portion of the site. It should be noted however, that these systems will require occasional
maintenance to remove sediments which can be difficult depending on the design and access
arrangements.

Tanks or culverts are not a preferred option for this development as they provide no water
quality, biodiversity or amenity benefits.

The use of roads, public areas and even landscaped areas as additional storage for an extreme
rainfall event is becoming a widely accepted form of attenuation.

Water spilling from the drainage systems can be collected via roads and kerbs and channelled
to lower lying areas where it would be stored until the capacity in the existing system returns.

These systems have the advantage of requiring little additional infrastructure merely detailing of
the proposed roads and grassed areas.

As these systems will only by used in extreme events when the drainage system is exceeded
(>1in 30 years), they provide a very efficient way of catering for these events rather than
providing permanent capacity.

There is no inherent water treatment capability in this system nor any particular increase in
amenity, however, the costs associated with this provision are relatively small.

The topography of the site would permit the local attenuation of some surface water flows within
the hardstanding play area in the south west of the site. This would be for events over 1 in 30-
years only.

Careful detailing of the external level strategy is required if surface storage is to be safely
mobilised. A decision should be made early in the design development if this is to be utilised.
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It is often possible to provide the required volume of storage within the existing collection
pipework of the proposed system. This may be incorporated by using oversized pipework
designed to act as inline storage.

As the diameter of larger pipes readily available is limited the applicability of these types of
systems is more suited to <200m?® of attenuation. Above this volume, the length of pipe required
is excessive and difficult to suitably fit into a normal site layout.

There is no intrinsic amenity provided by the use of this system neither is there any specific
level of run-off treatment over and above that of a standard pipe and gully system.

However, due to their traditional nature, the adoption of these types of systems by water
authorities is straightforward and does not require any specialist input. The pipes are generally
available direct from suppliers with little or no lead in time and the satisfactory long-term
performance of these systems is well documented. In this case it is unlikely that this option
could be effectively used in isolation as it provides no water quality, amenity or biodiversity
improvements. However, it could form part of a hybrid system to be used in conjunction with
other forms of attenuation discussed above.

Receiving watercourses are sensitive to water quality in varying degrees. Discharges to ground
and watercourses will require more treatment than to a public sewer.

In this case the system discharges into a watercourse and includes car parking and vehicle
hardstanding areas as well as roof drainage. The receiving watercourse is classified as
sensitive receptor and the runoff as low (roof) to medium (parking) pollutant potential.

Reference to the SuDS manual and the simplified index approach (Chapter 26) classifies the
hardstanding runoff thus: -

Table 5.2: Pollution hazard indices for different land use classifications

Other roofs (typically Low 0.3 0.2 (up to 0.8 where  0.05
commercial/industrial there is potential for
roofs) metals to leach

from the roof)

Commercial yard and Medium 0.7 0.6 0.7
delivery areas, non-

residential car parking with

frequent change (eg

hospitals, retail), all roads

except low traffic roads

and trunk

roads/motorways

Source: Table 26.2, CIRIA SuDS Manual C753 Table 26.2

The application of a SuDS based system needs to be considered as the primary measure for
dealing with surface water for any proposals, these are the only systems that provide the
required level of treatment, amenity and biodiversity net gain.
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These systems as provided a relatively high-level of treatment of runoff, with reference to Table
26.3 of the SuDS Manual (C753), numbers in the table above show the indicative treatment
level required.

Table 5.3: Indicative SuDS mitigation indices for discharges to surface waters

Filter strip 0.4 0.4 0.5
Filter drain 0.4 0.4 0.4
Swale 0.5 0.6 0.6
Bioretention system 0.8 0.8 0.8
Permeable pavement 0.7 0.6 0.7
Detention basin 0.5 0.5 0.6
Pond 0.7 0.7 0.5
Wetland 0.8 0.8 0.8
Proprietary treatment systems As assessed by suppliers

Source: Table 26.2, CIRIA SuDS Manual C753

The application of permeable paving, a wetland or a bioretention system would provide the
required level of treatment on their own. All other components for treatment of the car park and
roof runoff would have to be used together in a treatment train.

Total SuDS mitigation index = mitigation index 1 + 0.5 (mitigation index2)

Where: mitigation index n = mitigation index for component n

Based on the criteria noted previously and using a positive outfall to the watercourse at 68 I/s for
the 1 in 100-year plus 40% climate change example, this would require approximate attenuation
volumes of between 133m?® and 238m?3.

This could be accommodated through SuDS options outlined in section 5.6, providing the
overall system complies with runoff quality as outlined in section 5.7.

Collection and conveyance could be via a shallow swale or filter drain along access roads or the
perimeter of paved areas.

This arrangement has no flooding for the design event. At detailed design stage surface storage
may be permitted and the below ground volume reduced subject to coordination with the
proposed external level strategy.

The performance of the system during extreme events (>1 in 100-years) should also be
considered at this stage.

The routing of potential storm water run-off, should the capacity of the proposed site drainage
system be exceeded, needs to be built into the layout of the site such that the residual risk of
flooding from this element can be easily mitigated or managed safely.

Based on the existing topography, flood water would runoff to the south into the watercourse.

December 2021



Mott MacDonald | DfE TA21 Framework - SRP Hempland Primary School
Flood Risk Assessment

The whole of the existing drainage system is maintained as part of the existing estates
management team for SRP Hempland Primary School.

The drainage systems have three main elements: the collection; attenuation and flow control. A
typical maintenance regime for the example system is included in Appendix F.

A pre-development enquiry should be undertaken with Yorkshire Water to determine if there are
any restrictions on the allowable foul flows from the site or any preferred points of connection to
the adopted system.

It is noted that the Trust have reported that drainage issues are generally caused by grease
back up from the kitchens, which despite cleaning regularly still backs up and causes issues.

It is proposed that the foul drainage is inspected regularly, with blockages cleared as required.
Measures such as above ground grease traps from kitchen areas can help prevent issues, in
addition to pipework designed with gradients in accordance with Building Regulations Part H.

Additionally, it is likely that the new building will be smaller than the old one and according to the
RIBA Stage zero report will have less school children. Therefore, it will generate a smaller foul
flow rate, thus the existing foul drainage which has a diameter of 150mm should suffice if
properly maintained.

The development of any site layout should always consider that the site is potentially at risk
from an extreme event and as such the implementation of flood resilience and resistance is
incorporated at this stage.

Relatively simple measures such as raising utility entry points, using first floor or ceiling down
electrical circuits and sloping landscaping away from properties can be easily and economically
incorporated into the development of the site.

The development should also consider the use of flood resilient construction in the building of
the new units. This would include the use of solid floors, sealed door and window cavities,
locating IT infrastructure at high-level and utility shut-off points.

More information can be found in the Communities and Local Government publication
‘Improving the Flood Performance of New Buildings’
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6 Conclusions and Recommendations

The report concludes that the majority of the site is located in Flood Zone 1 with a small portion
of the southern boundary adjacent to the watercourse which is in Flood Zone 3.

Therefore, the majority of the site can be considered to be of very low fluvial flood risk (<0.1%
Annual Exceedance Probability) with the southern boundary by the watercourse to be of high
fluvial flood risk (>1% Annual Exceedance Probability). It is also noted that according to the
topographical survey that the watercourse is 0.45m lower than the lowest level of the sports
pitch.

As the majority of the site including the existing school building and associated hard standing
areas are shown to be wholly within Flood Zone 1 and outside the influence of any other local
flood risk elements, in accordance with table 3 of the PPG it is concluded that the development
is suitable for this location and the Sequential Test is deemed to have been passed.

The site has been shown to be safe from all other identified flood risks for the lifetime of the
development. Additionally, it is estimated that the overall footprint of the development, post-
construction will decrease by approximately 1,200m2 and thus there will be a decrease in the
runoff profile of the site.

As part of the development of the site and to reduce flood risk overall, it is proposed that the foul
and surface water system remain segregated as per the existing site.

The use of Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) should be considered as the primary means
of collection, conveyance and control of surface water runoff from the site.

Based on a desktop assessment of the anticipated underlying ground conditions, infiltration is
not considered likely to be viable, however this should be confirmed with soakaway tests and
groundwater monitoring at a later stage.

It is noted that the existing site surface water discharges to the watercourse to the south of the
development (Tang Hall Beck). It is expected that this connection can be reused by the new
development. The allowable discharge rate should be restricted to 30% of the existing flow rate
based on the proven drained impermeable area. It is estimated that the existing site discharges
to the watercourse at a rate of 97I/s (based on 140l/s/ha), therefore the proposed development
will need to restrict the discharge rate to no higher than 68l/s.

Further investigation work is required in the form of CCTV surveys and site-specific infiltration
testing.

A range of SuDS features outlined in section 5.6 have been demonstrated to be viable with this
outfall scenario with between 133m? and 238m? of attenuation required depending on the
proven outfall restriction.

The new build is recommended to be constructed using flood resistant techniques and to be
located to the north of the site.

Foul flows from the site will need to be evaluated and agreed with Yorkshire Water via a pre-
development enquiry once accurate occupancy and staff numbers are known.
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A. Existing Site Layout
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B. Site Topographical Survey
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Level datum
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Drawing No. Rev.

PAS128 QUALITY LEVEL DESCRIPTION
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HORIZONTAL AND VERTICAL LOCATION OF THE
UTILITY VISUALLY DETECTED ABOVE GROUND OR
LOCATED WITHIN TRIAL PITS, IC, MH'S ETC
HORIZONTAL AND VERTICAL LOCATION OF THE
UTILITY DETECTED BY MULTIPLE GEOPHYSICAL
TECHNIQUES USED

HORIZONTAL AND VERTICAL LOCATION OF THE
UTILITY DETECTED BY ONE GEOPHYSICAL
TECHNIQUES USED

HORIZONTAL LOCATION ONLY OF THE UTILITY
DETECTED BY ONE GEOPHYSICAL TECHNIQUES
USED (PASSIVE)

A UTILITY SEGMENT WHICH IS SUSPECTED TO
EXIST BUT HAS NOT BEEN DETECTED AND IS
THEREFORE SHOWN AS AN ASSUMED ROUTE.

A SEGMENT OF UTILITY WHOSE LOCATION IS
DEMONSTRATED BY VISUAL REFERENCE TO
STREET FURNITURE, TOPOGRAPHICAL FEATURES
OR EVIDENCE OF PREVIOUS STREET WORKS.

A SEGMENT OF UTILITY WHOSE LOCATION
CANNOT BE DEMONSTRATED BY VISUAL
REFERENCE TO STREET FURNITURE OR
TOPOGRAPHICAL FEATURES AND HAS BEEN
DERIVED SOLELY FROM RECORD PLANS

41967 UG 4 0

Comments

This plan should only be used for its original
purpose. Greenhatch Group accepts no responsibility
for this plan if supplied to any party other than

the original client.

All dimensions should be checked on site prior
to design and construction.

Drainage information (where applicable) has been
visually inspected from the surface and therefore
should be treated as approximate only.

Notes:

oCopyrlght Greenhatch Group. 06/07/13
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Page 1

Mott MacDonald House
8-10 Sydenham Road
Croydon, CRO 2EE, United

Hempland School
Greenfield Runoff

Existing

Date 11/11/2021
File DETENTION BASIN 02

Designed by T Fundira
Checked by J Lea-Wilson

Innovyze

Source Control 2020.1.3

Return Pe

ICP SUDS Mean Annual Flood

Input
riod (years) 100 Soil 0.300
Area (ha) 1.080 Urban 0.000

SAAR (mm) 605 Region Number Region 3
Results 1/s

OBAR Rural 1.7
OBAR Urban 1.7

Q100 years 3.5
Q1 year 1.4

Q30 years
Q100 years 3.5

N
O

©1982-2020 Innovyze
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Mott MacDonald House Hempland Primary School
8-10 Sydenham Road Greenfield Runoff Rate
Croydon, CRO 2EE, United Proposed
Date 08/12/2021 Designed by T Fundira
File Checked by J Lea-Wilson
Innovyze Source Control 2020.1.3

ICP SUDS Mean Annual Flood

Input
Return Period (years) 100 Soil 0.450
Area (ha) 1.630 Urban 0.000
SAAR (mm) 606 Region Number Region 3

Results 1/s

OBAR Rural 6.0
OBAR Urban 6.0

Q100 years 12.6
Q1 year 5.2

Q30 years 10.6
Q100 years 12.6

©1982-2020 Innovyze
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Typical SuDS Drainage Maintenance Regime

Typical Frequency

Schedule Required Action Pond Dry Basin Geocellular Storage Permeable Paving Flow Control Collection Systems Bio-retention / Rain Gardens
Monthly for three months after Monthly for three months after Monthly for three months after Monthly for three months after Monthly Monthly Monthly for three months after
Visual Inspection installation installation and then quarterly installation installation installation
Monthly removal of litter from Once a year after Autumn leaves fall, [Once a year after Autumn leaves fall, Monthly
Remove Litter and Debris Monthly (or as required) Monthly (or as required) catchment area or reduced frequency as required or reduced frequency as required Monthly (or as required)
= = Every month for first year, then - Monthly o
Inspect and Identify Any Areas Not Operating Correctly. Monthly or 3 months, then annually  |annually
In accordance with general site grass
Half yearly (spring - before nesting cutting strategy excluding specially - - - -
Cut Grass - In and Around Basin season, and Autumn) planted areas
Monthly (for first year, then as Monthly (for first year, then as - As required - once per year - Monthly At end of growing season, leave 50%
Manage Other Vegetation and Remove Nuisance Plants required) required) of cuttings as mulch
- Monthly Monthly
Inspect Inlets, Outlets and Overflows for Blockages/Damage Monthly Monthly Montbhly for first year then annually Monthly
a - - - - - -
= Inspect Water Bodies for Signs of Poor Quality Monthly (May - October)
o0
()
e - - - - - - Monthly for 6 months, quarterly for 2
Inspect Vegetation Coverage years, then half yearly
Inspect Banksides, Pipework and Structures for Physical Damage Monthly Monthly Monthly
Half Yearly until appropriate removal [Half Yearly until appropriate removal - - - - Half Yearly until appropriate removal
Inspect Inlets and facility surface for silt accumulation frequency is established frequency is established frequency is established
Tidy All Dead Growth Before Start of Growing Season Remove visible dead material
- - Annually Annually
Remove Sediment from Inlets, Outlets and Forebays Every 1 - 5 years, or as required Every 1 - 5 years, or as required As required
- - Annually - - -
Check surface of permeable paving for blockages and clear Annually
not applicable - basin to drain down - - - - -
Manage Wetland Plants Annually fully
- - - - As required or if bare soil is exposed
Reseed Areas of Poor Vegetation Growth As required As required over 10% or more of treatment area
—_ Inspect annually, repair as required - -
P Remove Sediment from Main Body Once every 25 - 50 years Once every 25 - 50 years Every 5 years or as required As required
o
?
Q - Inspect annually, repair as required - Annually
o Remove Sediment from Inlets, Outlets and Forebays Every 5 years or as required Every 5 years or as required As required
Repair Erosion or other Damage by Reseeding or Re-turfing As required As required As required
Visual inspection after storm, replace - - - -
Repair /Rehabilitation of Inlets, Outlets and Overflows As required As required as required
As required to remove or replace
- cracked blocks and remediate - -
2 Relevel Uneven Surfaces and Reinstate Design Levels As required As required - if ponding obersved surrounding landscape As required
o
=
Q .
< - - - every 5 years or as required - - -
® Rehabilitate of surface and upper substructure by vacuum sweeping
O
qé _ _ _ _ Annually Annually As required - dig out and replace
& Remove and dispose of oils or petrol residues using safe practices growing medium and reseed

29/07/2021 - SuDS Maintenance Strategy
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Condition Data Collection School Condition Report
Hempland Primary Academy

Condition Data Collection
School Condition Report

Hempland Primary Academy

School Details

Establishment: Hempland Primary Academy
Address: Whitby Avenue

Stockton Lane

York

North Yorkshire

YO31 1ET
Local Authority Area: York
URN: 142844
LA/Establishment Number: 816/2001
School Visit Date: 23 October 2017
Surveying Organisation: Capita

PLEASE DOWNLOAD THE CDC SCHOOL SITE PLAN TO READ IN
CONJUNCTION WITH THIS REPORT
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Section 1: Overview

Purpose of the Condition Data Collection (CDC) Programme

The CDC programme is a data collection exercise being undertaken by the
Education and Skills Funding Agency (ESFA). Data is being collected on all
government funded educational establishments in England.

The programme is designed to enable a distribution of capital maintenance funding
to responsible bodies such as academy trusts, local authorities and dioceses. Its use
to the department can be summarised as:

¢ Enabling capital allocation which is informed by school condition

¢ Identifying school blocks in need of replacement

e Supporting the development of capital allocations policy

About the CDC School Condition Report

This CDC School Condition Report is part of a number of reports and documents
that are available to schools (and their responsible bodies) through the CDC Portal.
The following table describes each of the reports currently available. More reports
may be added as the programme progresses.

Document Information Provided

School Condition Report

: Summary and condition information about each block.
(this report)

All photographs, including condition photographs, in a

School Photo Pack downloadable report.

A site plan marked up with site boundary lines and

School Site Plan block references used by the ESFA for the CDC.

Table 1: Descriptions of CDC documents available to schools

What can | use my CDC School Condition Report for?

CDC condition data for your school is presented in this report for your information
and use. Please note: the words ‘school’ or ‘schools’ as used in this report refer to
schools and all other educational establishments within scope of the CDC.

The CDC data is designed to provide a consistent and comparable view of condition
across the education estate. The data collection process is not invasive nor a
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structural survey, and the report generated from the data is not suitable for asset
management purposes on its own.

This is because the report:

X

X

X

Does not report on hazardous materials (e.g. asbestos)

Does not address critical health and safety (H&S) requirements

Does not assess a school’s compliance with all statutory and legislative
responsibilities

Does not assess building capacity or suitability issues

Does not propose remedial actions to address condition issues

Does not include any cost information

CDC School Condition and Photo Pack reports can, however:

v
v

DN

Help you build an understanding of condition need at your school
Highlight condition issues which need attention or further investigation
(e.g. through a full condition survey or project feasibility study)

Provide a view of roof condition

Provide photographic evidence of condition issues (C, D, Bx and Cx only)
Be used by academies and trusts in support of Condition Improvement

Fund (CIF) bids alongside your own detailed condition surveys
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CDC School Condition Report Content and Structure

This report is split into three sections plus an annex containing guidance:

An overview of the CDC programme

Section 1 — Overview . )
including process and content.

Section 2 - Site and Block Summary | Summary information and photographs
Information for each block on your site(s).

The condition and priority grades
recorded for your buildings and school
external site areas (including playing
fields).

Section 3 — Condition Data Table

Annex A — How to Read this Report Guidance on how to read Section 3.

Table 2: Report content summary

CDC Methodology

Buildings at each school are divided into ‘blocks’ which are identified by their age
and construction type. Where schools have more than one site the report provides
details for the blocks in each site. Some buildings on your site may be split into more
than one block.

A total of twelve common building elements (e.g. roofs, floors/stairs, ceilings) have
been visually assessed by CDC surveyors during the site visit, and have a condition
grading plus a priority rating attributed to them.

Further information about how blocks are defined and the condition assessment
methodology used by CDC surveyors can be found in Section 4 of the CDC Guide
for Schools.


https://www.gov.uk/guidance/condition-data-collection-programme-information-and-guidance
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/condition-data-collection-programme-information-and-guidance
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Providing Feedback

You will have the opportunity to provide feedback via the web-based CDC School
Feedback Survey. You will receive a ‘Smart Survey’ link to the CDC Feedback

Survey via email soon after this report has been made available within the CDC
Portal.

You have limited time in which to complete your Feedback Survey

Your Feedback Survey must be completed within three weeks of receiving the
Feedback Survey link email.

If a school report is released outside of term time, the Feedback Survey email to
you will be delayed until after term time has re-started.
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Section 2: Site and Block Summary Information

This section contains summary information about each block on each site. A
photograph of each block is provided, together with the ESFA block reference
(“EFAA”, “EFAB”, etc) and surveyor assessed age range for the block, floor area and
other descriptive information.

A ‘site’ refers to the parcel of land used by a school with a reference (e.g. “EFA 17). A
separate parcel of land (e.g. separate playing fields) will have a separate site
reference.

The site and block references used correspond to those used on the CDC site plan.

The CDC Site Plan and Photo Pack can be generated from the CDC Portal.
Further guidance on how to access these documents is included in the
school condition report notification communication.

You will need to have your CDC Site Plan and Photo Pack to hand when reading
this report. The site plan provides a visual key to the block references used in
Section 3 of this report.

Block Information Summary Table

Site Block Block Age Range GIFA (m2)
EFA1 ANC1 190
EFA1 ANC2 3
EFA1 EFAA 1961-1970 3374
EFA1 EFAB 2011-2020 36

Total GIFA: 3603 m2
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Block Listing

Summary details for each block are shown below.

Blocks named “ANC1”, “ANC2” etc are ancillary blocks which are not used
specifically for education purposes, such as sheds, ex-caretaker bungalows
in residential use and garages. CDC surveyors do not collect condition
information for ancillary blocks.

Site EFA1
Block ANC1
Building Age

No. of Storeys 1

Basement Area (m2)

Gross Internal Floor Area (m2) | 190

Ground Floor GIFA (m2) 190
Perimeter (m) 0
Average Height (m) 3

Catering Kitchen

Site EFA1
Block ANC2
Building Age

No. of Storeys 1

Basement Area (m2)
Gross Internal Floor Area (m2)
Ground Floor GIFA (m2)

Perimeter (m)

N O W w

Average Height (m)
Catering Kitchen
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Site

Block

Building Age

No. of Storeys

Basement Area (m2)

Gross Internal Floor Area (m2)
Ground Floor GIFA (m2)
Perimeter (m)

Average Height (m)

Catering Kitchen

Site

Block

Building Age

No. of Storeys

Basement Area (m2)

Gross Internal Floor Area (m2)
Ground Floor GIFA (m2)
Perimeter (m)

Average Height (m)

Catering Kitchen

EFA1
EFAA
1961-1970
2

0

3374

2410

353

6

Full Kitchen

EFA1
EFAB
2011-2020
1

0

36

36

25

3

No Kitchen
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Section 3 presents, in table form, the CDC condition information captured by surveyors when they visited the school. This includes
condition grading, priority rating and percentage compositions of existing construction types within the blocks of each site. The table
headings are explained in Annex of this report.

Location Construction | Construction Basis of Condition Repair
(Site/Block) SRR £ 9 | H e Type Type Code Assessment Slade Grade % Priority HIEsD [ROBEED

A 0 N/A

. Unseen - Based B 100 3

11. Site Areas &

EFA1 External Areas / 11.01. |  Generally 11.01.01 on School Bx 0 N/A
Underground Drainage / Discussion / c 0 N/A
Report Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A

A 100 4
11. Site Areas & B 0 N/A
External Areas / 11.03. | Timber / Metal Bx 0 N/A
EFA1 Boundary Walls and | / Chain Link 11.03.02 Seen c 0 N/A
Fences / Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A

A 100 4
, B 0 N/A

11. Site Areas &

EFA1 External Areas / 11.04. | T uel Storage 11.04.02 Seen Bx 0 N/A
Storage Tanks / Tank c 0 N/A
Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
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Location Construction | Construction Basis of Condition Repair
(Site/Block) ERmetiSURE Ceat Type Type Code Assessment Grade Grade % Priority RhotolReference
Tarmac / A 95 4
11. Site Areas & ng;;ite I_Ex
EFA1 External Areas / 11.05. L 11.05.01 Seen EFA1/11.05.01
Ground Surface / Vehicle c
Hardstandings Cx
and Car Parks D 5 1
Tarmac / A 75 4
11. Site Areas & Patcri(smacr:gtﬁlon BBX
EFA1 External Areas / 11.05. . 11.05.03 Seen EFA1/11.05.03
Ground Surface / Vehicle ¢ 15 2
Hardstanding Cx 0 N/A
Areas D 10 1
A 100 4
11. Site Areas & Soft ng 8 wﬁ
EFA1 External Areas / 11.05. | Landscaping / 11.05.05 Seen c 0 N/A
Ground Surface / Planted Areas
Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 100 4
11. Site Areas & ng 8 wﬁ
EFA1 External Areas / 11.05. Grass 11.05.06 Seen c 0 N/A
Ground Surface / Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A

10
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Location Construction | Construction Basis of Condition Repair
(Site/Block) ERmetiSURE Ceat Type Type Code Assessment Grade Grade % Priority RhotolReference
A 50 4
11. Site Areas & Amﬂ;;:l //SOﬂ I_Ex 500 N:?A
EFA1 External Areas / 11.05. y! 11.05.07 Seen
Specialist Cc
Ground Surface /
Surfaces Cx
D
11. Site Areas & A 100 4
B 0 N/A
External Areas / 11.07. Timber / Metal Bx 0 N/A
EFA1 Fences, Walls, Barriers / Chain Link 11.07.02 Seen c 0 N/A
etc (Exc. Site Boundary) ain tin
/ Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
11. Site Areas & A 100 4
B 0 N/A
External Areas / 11.08. Concrete / Bx 0 N/A
EFA1 Steps and Ramps Brickwork / 11.08.01 Seen c 0 N/A
(Including B/alustradmg) Stone Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
11. Site Areas & A 100 4
B 0 N/A
External Areas / 11.09. Bx 0 N/A
EFA1 Covered Walkways and Generally 11.09.01 Seen c 0 N/A
Freestandln/g Canopies Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
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Location Construction | Construction Basis of Condition Repair
(Site/Block) ERmetiSURE Ceat Type Type Code Assessment Grade Grade % Priority RhotolReference
A 95 4
11. Site Areas & B
External Areas / 11.10. Bx
EFA1 Fixed Furniture & Generally 11.10.01 Seen c EFA1/11.10.01
Equipment / Cx
D 5 1
A 0 N/A
11. Site Areas & B 0 N/A
External Areas / 11.11. Bx 0 N/A
EFA1 Freestanding Site Generally 11.11.01 Seen c 0 N/A EFA1/11.11.01
Lighting / Cx 0 N/A
D 100 1
A 100 4
B 0 N/A
12. Playing Fields / Bx 0 N/A
EFA1 12.01. Ground Surface / Grass 12.01.04 Seen c 0 N/A
Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 100 4
Flat Roof B 0 N/A
Unseen - Based
EFA1/EFAA 01. Roofs / 01.01. Structure and 01.01.01 on Surveyors Bx 0 N/A
Structure / Deck - Judaement C 0 N/A
Generally 9 Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A

12
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Location Construction | Construction Basis of Condition Repair
(Site/Block) 2 T S (E e Type Type Code Assessment i Grade % Priority LD R I
A 100 4
, B 0 N/A
Pitched Roof Unseen - Based
EFA1/EFAA 01. Roofs /01.01. Structure - 01.01.02 on Surveyors X 0 N/A
Structure / Generall Judgement c 0 N/A
y 9 Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A
01. Roofs / 01.02. Flat | Flexible Sheet: E'?X 705 N:;’A
EFA1/EFAA Roof Covering and Single Ply or 01.02.01 Seen c o5 5 EFAA/01.02.01
Insulation / Built Up Cx 0 N/A
D
A 4
B 50 3
01. Roofs / 01.02. Flat
EFA1/EFAA Roof Covering and G'aRze‘ilALeaS/ 01.02.06 Seen Eéx 00 NéA EFAA/01.02.06
Insulation / ooflights S
Cx 0 N/A
D
A
01. Roofs /01.03. | Flexible Sheet: > 5 N?A
EFA1/EFAA Pitched Roof Covering Single Ply or 01.03.03 Seen c o5 > EFAA/01.03.03
and Insulation / Built Up Cx 0 N/A
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Location Construction | Construction Basis of Condition Repair
(Site/Block) ERmetiSURE Ceat Type Type Code Assessment Grade Grade % Priority RhotolReference
A 0 N/A
B 50 3
01. Roofs / 01.03.
EFA1/EFAA | Pitched Roof Covering | G226 Areas /| 93 0 Seen BCX 500 VA EFAA/01.03.08
and Insulation / ooflights
Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 0 N/A
B 100 3
01. Roofs / 01.04. Flat - Bx 0 N/A
EFA1/EFAA Roof Drainage / Aluminium 01.04.03 Seen C 0 N/A
Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 0 N/A
B 100 3
01. Roofs / 01.05. . Bx 0 N/A
EFA1/EFAA Pitched Roof Drainage / Aluminium 01.05.03 Seen c 0 N/A
Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 90 4
01. Roofs / 01.06. > 100 N?A
EFA1/EFAA Fascias Soffits and Timber 01.06.01 Seen c
Peripheral Joinery / Cx
D

14
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Location Construction | Construction Basis of Condition Repair
(Site/Block) ERmetiSURE Ceat Type Type Code Assessment Grade Grade % Priority D (R EEEE
A 100 4
B 0 N/A
. Ground Unseen - Based
EFA1EFAA | U2 Floorsand Stairs/ 1 g i o'soig | 02.01.01 on Surveyors Bx 0 N/A
02.01. Floor Structure / C 0 N/A
Floor Structure Judgement
Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 100 4
Unseen - Based B 0 N/A
02. Floors and Stairs / Suspended Bx 0 N/A
EFA1EFAA | 02.01. Floor Structure / | Floor Structure | 020102 Oj‘ui“re"rﬁg? c 0 N/A
9 Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 100 4
02. Floors and Stairs/ | Concrete (and Unseen - Based ng 8 wﬁ
EFA1/EFAA 02.02. Floor Screed) 02.02.01 on Surveyors
; s ! C 0 N/A
Construction Finish / Construction Judgement
Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 100 4
02. Floors and Stairs / Exposed ng 8 wﬁ
EFA1/EFAA 02.03. Floor Applied Construction 02.03.01 Seen c 0 N/A
Finish / Finish Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A

15
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Location Construction | Construction Basis of Condition Repair
(Site/Block) ERmetiSURE Ceat Type Type Code Assessment Grade Grade % Priority RhotolReference
A 100 4
. Hardwood B 0 N/A
02. Floors and Sta_lrs/ Strip / Wood Bx 0 N/A
EFA1/EFAA 02.03. Floor Applied lock 02.03.02 Seen C 0 N/A
Finish / block / Sprung
Flooring Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 90 4
02. Floors and Stairs / | Vinyl / Rubber BBX
EFA1/EFAA 02.03. Floor Applied / Cork in Tiles 02.03.03 Seen C 10 1 EFAA/02.03.03
Finish / / Sheet Cx 0 N/A
D
A 100 4
. B 0 N/A
02. Floors and Stairs / -
EFA1/EFAA 02.03. Floor Applied | Ceramic Tiles 02.03.04 Seen Bx 0 N/A
Finish / | Terrazzo C 0 N/A
s Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 60 4
02. Floors and Stairs / ng 400 N?A
EFA1/EFAA 02.03. Floor Applied Carpet 02.03.05 Seen c
Finish / Cx
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Location Construction | Construction Basis of Condition Repair
(Site/Block) 2 T S (E e Type Type Code Assessment i Grade % Priority Hielie MR EEe
Concrete A 100 4
02. Floors and Stairs / Tsrér:g;u;ﬁ’d I_Ex 8 wﬁ
EFA1/EFAA | 02.04. Internal Staircase 02.04.01 Seen
Construction / Metal c 0 N/A
Balustrading / Cx 0 N/A
Handrails D 0 N/A
Plaster /
Render / g 95 4
. Plasterboard /
EFA1EFAA | 03 Cellings /03.01. 1 ip o ining/ | 03.01.02 Seen Bx EFAA/03.01.02
Ceiling Construction / . C 5 2
Fibreboard /
X Cx 0 N/A
Acoustic
- D
Lining
Suspended
Ceiling; A 90 4
- Timber B
EFA1/EFAA | 03 Ceilings /03.01. Boarding / 03.01.03 Seen Bx EFAA/03.01.03
Ceiling Construction / Panels / C 10 2
Fibreboard / Cx 0 N/A
Acoustic Tiles D
[ Matal Tilac
A 100 4
04. External Walls, Concrete Unseen - Based ng 8 wﬁ
EFA1/EFAA Windows and Doors / 04.01.01 on Surveyors
04.01. Block Structure / Frame Judgement c 0 N/A
U Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A




Department
for Education

Condition Data Collection Report
Hempland Primary Academy

Location Construction | Construction Basis of Condition Repair
(Site/Block) ERmetiSURE Ceat Type Type Code Assessment Grade Grade % Priority D (R EEEE
A 100 4
B 0 N/A
04. External Walls, . Unseen - Based
EFA1/EFAA | Windows and Doors/ | -oadbearing 04.01.06 on Surveyors | BX 0 N/A
04.01. Block Structure / Masonry Judgement c 0 N/A
i 9 Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 100 4
04. External Walls B 0 N/A
. ’ Exposed
EFA1EFAA | Windowsand Doors/ | ) oo yearing 04.02.07 Seen Bx 0 N/A
04.02. External Masonr C 0 N/A
Envelope / y Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 100 4
04. External Walls, Component B 0 N/A
Windows and Doors / Metal Bx 0 N/A
EFAT/EFAA 04.02. External Windows & 04.02.14 Seen c 0 N/A
Envelope / Doors Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 0 N/A
04. External Walls, Component B 0 N/A
Windows and Doors / Timber Bx 0 N/A
EFA1/EFAA 04.02. External Windows & 04.02.15 Seen c 100 o EFAA/04.02.15
Envelope / Doors Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A

18
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Location Construction | Construction Basis of Condition Repair
(Site/Block) ERmetiSURE Ceat Type Type Code Assessment Grade Grade % Priority RhotolReference
A 100 4
04. External Walls, Component B 0 N/A
Windows and Doors / PVCu Bx 0 N/A
EFAT/EFAA 04.02. External Windows & 04.02.16 Seen c 0 N/A
Envelope / Doors Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
75/25 Part
Glazed Part A 100 4
04. External Walls, Infill Panel B 0 N/A
Windows and Doors / Framed Bx 0 N/A
EFA1/EFAA 04.02. External Curtain 04.02.18 Seen c 0 N/A
Envelope / Walling or Cx 0 N/A
Integrated D 0 N/A
\Aindow. &
04. External Walls, A 100 4
. B 0 N/A
Windows and Doors / Exposed Bx 0 N/A
EFA1/EFAA 04.03. External P 04.03.01 Seen
. Envelope C 0 N/A
Envelope Applied
Finishes / Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
04. External Walls, A 100 4
. B 0 N/A
Windows and Doors / Bx 0 N/A
EFA1/EFAA 04.03. External Render 04.03.04 Seen c 0 N/A
Envl‘iliﬁ?ehAp?“ed Cx 0 N/A
shes D 0 N/A
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(Site/Block) ERmetiSURE Ceat Type Type Code Assessment Grade Grade % Priority D (R EEEE
05. Internal Walls and | Exposed Walls S 180 Nl;fA
Doors / 05.01. Walls & Partitions Bx 0 N/A
EFA1/EFAA and Partitions Structure / No 05.01.01 Seen
) - o C 0 N/A
Construction Finishes Finish / Self
and Applied Finishes / Finished Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 100 4
05. Internal Walls and Walls and B 0 N/A
Doors / 05.01. Walls Partitions Bx 0 N/A
EFA1/EFAA and Partitions 05.01.02 Seen
) - Plastered C 0 N/A
Construction Finishes o
and Applied Finishes / Finish Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
05. Internal Walls and A 100 4
B 0 N/A
Doors / 05.01. Walls Glazed Screen Bx 0 N/A
EFA1/EFAA and Partitions iy 05.01.03 Seen
) - Partition C 0 N/A
Construction Finishes
and Applied Finishes / Cx 0 N/A
PP D 0 N/A
05. Internal Walls and g 180 NL/1A
Doors / 05.01. Walls Sliding / Bx 0 N/A
EFA1/EFAA and Partitions Folding 05.01.04 Seen c 0 N/A
Construction Finishes Partition
and Applied Finishes / Cx 0 N/A
PP D 0 N/A
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(Site/Block) ERmetiSURE Ceat Type Type Code Assessment Grade Grade % Priority D (R EEEE
A 100 4
05. Internal Walls and Walls and B 0 N/A
Doors / 05.01. Walls Partitions Bx 0 N/A
EFA1/EFAA and Partitions . 05.01.08 Seen
; - Applied C 0 N/A
Construction Finishes .
and Applied Finishes / Cermaic Tiles Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 100 4
B 0 N/A
05. Internal Walls and R Bx 0 N/A
EFA1/EFAA Doors / 05.02. Doors / Solid Timber 05.02.01 Seen C 0 N/A
Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 100 4
B 0 N/A
06. Sanitary Ware / Bx 0 N/A
EFA1/EFAA 06.01. Sanitary Ware / Generally 06.01.01 Seen c 0 N/A
Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 0 N/A
B 0 N/A
07. Mechanical Services | Hydro-Carbon Bx 0 N/A
EFAA /07.01. Heat Source / Heat Source 07.01.01 Seen C 0 N/A EFAA/07.01.01
Cx 0 N/A
D 100 1
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Location Construction | Construction Basis of Condition Repair
(Site/Block) ERmetiSURE Ceat Type Type Code Assessment Grade Grade % Priority RhotolReference
A 0 N/A
B 0 N/A
07. Mechanical Services . Bx 0 N/A
EFAA /07.02. Ancillary Plant / Ancillary Plant 07.02.01 Seen c 0 N/A EFAA/07.02.01
Cx 0 N/A
D 100 1
A 100 4
07. Mechanical Services BBX 8 wﬁ
EFAA / 07.04. Heat Emitters No Heating 07.04.01 Seen c 0 N/A
and Pipework / Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 30 4
07. Mechanical Services Wet Svstem ng
EFAA / 07.04. Heat Emitters Emit¥ers 07.04.02 Seen c 5 ° EFAA/07.04.02
and Pipework / Cx 0 N/A
D 65 1
A 0 N/A
. . B 0 N/A
07. Mechanical Services
EFAA / 07.04. Heat Emitters Forc‘i‘/je':fated 07.04.05 Seen BCX 8 wﬁ EFAA/07.04.05
and Pipework / Cx 0 N/A
D 100 1
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Location Construction | Construction Basis of Condition Repair
(Site/Block) ERmetiSURE Ceat Type Type Code Assessment Grade Grade % Priority RhotolReference
A 10 4
07. Mechanical Services Distribution I_Ex
EFAA / 07.04. Heat Emitters . 07.04.08 Seen EFAA/07.04.08
. Pipework C
and Pipework / C
X
D 90 1
A 0 N/A
. . B 0 N/A
07. Mechanical Services -
EFAA /07.05. Hot & Cold Cla'O.r ifiers 07.05.02 Seen Eg‘ 8 H;ﬁ EFAA/07.05.02
Water / (Indirect)
Cx 0 N/A
D 100 1
A 0 N/A
. . Distribution B 0 N/A
07. Mechanical Services -
EFAA /07.05. Hot & Cold | Systems (inc 07.05.03 Seen Bx 0 N/A EFAA/07.05.03
Water / Tanks & C 0 N/A
Outlets) Cx 0 N/A
D 100 1
A 0 N/A
Fuel System B 100 3
07. Mechanical Services Pipework Bx 0 N/A
EFAA / 07.06. Fuel System / (Meter to 07.06.01 Seen c 0 N/A
Boiler) Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
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Location Construction | Construction Basis of Condition Repair
(Site/Block) 2 T S (E e Type Type Code Assessment i Grade % Priority LD R I
A 100 4
B 0 N/A
07. Mechanical Services . . Bx 0 N/A
EFAA /07.06. Fuel System / Fill Point 07.06.02 Seen c 0 N/A
Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 100 4
Fuel Storage B 0 N/A
07. Mechanical Services ry s Bx 0 N/A
EFAA / 07.06. Fuel System / | 12K Winin 07.06.03 Seen C 0 N/A
Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 0 N/A
07. Mechanical Services ng 180 N?A
EFAA / 07.07. Mechanical Local Extract 07.07.01 Seen c 0 N/A
Ventilation / Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 0 N/A
. . B 100 3
07. Mechanical Services
EFAA / 07.07. Mechanical Ducted 07.07.02 Seen Bx 0 N/A
Ventilation / System c 0 N/A
Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
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(Site/Block) 2 T S (E e Type Type Code Assessment i Grade % Priority LD R I
A 0 N/A
07. Mechanical Services Kitchen I_Ex 8 wﬁ
EFAA / 07.07. Mechanical 07.07.03 Seen EFAA/07.07.03
Ventilation / Extract c 0 N/A
Cx 0 N/A
D 100 1
A 100 4
. . B 0 N/A
07. Mechanical Services .
EFAA /07.07. Mechanical | NO Mechanical |7 7 o4 Seen Bx 0 N/A
Ventilation / Ventilation C 0 N/A
entiiatio Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 100 4
. . B 0 N/A
07. Mechanical Services .
EFAA / 07.08. Air Conditioning | O"denser’Pip | o7 g o4 Seen Bx 0 N/A
/ ework C 0 N/A
Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 100 4
07. Mechanical Services Split AC ng 8 wﬁ
EFAA / 07.08. Air ?ondmonmg System 07.08.02 Seen c 0 N/A
Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
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Location Construction | Construction Basis of Condition Repair
(Site/Block) ERmetiSURE Ceat Type Type Code Assessment Grade Grade % Priority D (R EEEE
A 100 4
07. Mechanical Services No DX I_Ex 8 wﬁ
EFAA / 07.08. Air ?ondmonlng Conditioning 07.08.03 Seen C 0 N/A
Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 0 N/A
07. Mechanical Services Fire Hose BBX 8 wﬁ
EFAA / 07.09. Fire 07.09.02 Seen EFAA/07.09.02
Suppression / Reel(s) ¢ 0 N/A
Cx 0 N/A
D 100 1
A 100 4
07. Mechanical Services No Fire ng 8 wﬁ
EFAA / 07.09. Fire s . 07.09.05 Seen c 0 N/A
Suppression / uppression
Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 0 N/A
07. Mechanical Services Drainage ng 8 wﬁ
EFAA / 07.10. Above Ground Pipework 07.10.01 Seen c 0 N/A EFAA/07.10.01
Drainage / System Cx 0 N/A
D 100 1
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Location Construction | Construction Basis of Condition Repair
(Site/Block) ERmetiSURE Ceat Type Type Code Assessment Grade Grade % Priority RhotolReference
A 100 4
. . B 0 N/A
08. Electrical Services / .
EFAA 08.01. Electrical Supply & Main | g 4 g4 Seen Bx 0 N/A
Distribution / Switch Panel C 0 N/A
Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 0 N/A
08. Electrical Services / BBX 8 wﬁ
EFAA 08.01. Electrical Sub Mains 08.01.02 Seen c 0 N/A EFAA/08.01.02
Distribution / Cx 0 N/A
D 100 1
A 0 N/A
. . B 100 3
08. Electrical Services / o
EFAA 08.01. Electrical Distribution 08.01.03 Seen Bx 0 N/A
Distribution / Boards c 0 N/A
Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 0 N/A
08. Electrical Services / Outgoin Unseen - Based ng 8 wﬁ
EFAA 08.01. Electrical Cirguitsg 08.01.04 on Surveyors a 0 N/A EFAA/08.01.04
Distribution / Judgement Cx 0 N/A
D 100 1
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(Site/Block) 2 T S (E e Type Type Code Assessment i Grade % Priority LD R I
A 0 N/A
08. Electrical Services / I_Ex 8 wﬁ
EFAA 08.03. Automatic BMS 08.03.01 Seen c 0 N/A EFAA/08.03.01
Control Systems / Cx 0 N/A
D 100 1
A 50 4
B 50 3
08. Electrical Services / Bx 0 N/A
EFAA 08.04. Small Power / Outlets 08.04.01 Seen C
Cx
D
A 0 N/A
08. Electrical Services / ng 8 wﬁ
EFAA 08.05. Lightning Generally 08.05.01 Seen c 0 N/A EFAA/08.05.01
Protection / Cx 0 N/A
D 100 1
A 10 4
B
08. Electrical Services / o Bx
EFAA 08.06. Lighting / Luminaires 08.06.01 Seen c EFAA/08.06.01
Cx
D 90 1
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Location Construction | Construction Basis of Condition Repair
(Site/Block) 2 T S (E e Type Type Code Assessment i Grade % Priority LD R I
A 0 N/A
B 0 N/A
08. Electrical Services / Emergency Bx 0 N/A
EFAA 08.06. Lighting / Lighting 08.06.02 Seen c 0 N/A EFAA/08.06.02
Cx 0 N/A
D 100 1
A
08. Electrical Services / External BBX 600 N:?A
EFAA ' o Lighting on 08.06.03 Seen EFAA/08.06.03
08.06. Lighting / C
Block Facades Cx
D 40 1
A 100 4
B 0 N/A
08. Electrical Services / . Bx 0 N/A
EFAA 08.07. Fire Alarm / Main Panel 08.07.01 Seen c 0 N/A
Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 100 4
B 0 N/A
08. Electrical Services / | Devices/Wirin Bx 0 N/A
EFAA 08.07. Fire Alarm / g 08.07.02 Seen c 0 N/A
Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
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(Site/Block) ERmetiSURE Ceat Type Type Code Assessment Grade Grade % Priority D (R EEEE

A 0 N/A

08. Electrical Services / B 100 3
08.08. Security Systems | Intruder Alarm Bx 0 N/A
EFAA & Other Alarm Systems System 08.08.01 Seen C 0 N/A
/ Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 0 N/A

08. Electrical Services / B 100 3
08.08. Security Systems Access Bx 0 N/A
EFAA & Other Alarm Systems Control 08.08.02 Seen C 0 N/A
/ Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 0 N/A

08. Electrical Services / B 100 3
08.08. Security Systems Bx 0 N/A
EFAA & Other Alarm Systems CCTV System 08.08.03 Seen c 0 N/A
/ Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 0 N/A
08. Electrical Services / IT ng 180 N?A

EFAA 08.09. Communications . 08.09.01 Seen

and Infrastructure / infrastructure C 0 N/A
Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
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Location Construction | Construction Basis of Condition Repair
(Site/Block) ERmetiSURE Ceat Type Type Code Assessment Grade Grade % Priority D (R EEEE
A 100 4
09. Redecorations / I_Ex 8 wﬁ
EFA1/EFAA 09.01. External - Walls Unpainted 09.01.01 Seen C 0 N/A
(Masonry Paint) / Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 100 4
09. Redecorations / B 0 N/A
09.02. External - . Bx 0 N/A
EFA1/EFAA Windows Doors and Unpainted 09.02.01 Seen C 0 N/A
External Joinery / Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 0 N/A
09. Redecorations / B 0 N/A
09.02. External - . Bx 0 N/A
EFA1/EFAA Windows Doors and Painted 09.02.02 Seen c 100 > EFAA/09.02.02
External Joinery / Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 100 4
09. Redecorations / ng 8 wﬁ
EFA1/EFAA 09.03. Internal - Walls Unpainted 09.03.01 Seen c 0 N/A
and Internal Joinery / Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
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(Site/Block) 2 T S (E e Type Type Code Assessment i Grade % Priority LD R I
A 0 N/A
09. Redecorations / I_Ex 180 N:?A
EFA1/EFAA 09.03. Internal - Walls Painted 09.03.02 Seen C 0 N/A
and Internal Joinery / Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 100 4
09. Redecorations / BBX 8 wﬁ
EFA1/EFAA | 09.04. Internal - Ceilings Unpainted 09.04.01 Seen C 0 N/A
/ Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 0 N/A
09. Redecorations / ng 180 N?A
EFA1/EFAA | 09.04. Internal - Ceilings Painted 09.04.02 Seen c 0 N/A
/ Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
Teaching - A 100 4
. . Sports / Multi- B 0 N/A
10. Fixed Furniture and )
EFA1/EFAA | Fittings/10.01. Fixed | LurPoseUse 4461 09 Seen Bx 0 N/A
Furniture and Fittings / Sports / Dining ¢ 0 N/A
/ Assembly Cx 0 N/A
Halls D 0 N/A
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(Site/Block) ERmetiSURE Ceat Type Type Code Assessment Grade Grade % Priority D (R EEEE
Teaching - S 180 NZ}A
10. Fixed Furniture and General / Bx 0 N/A
EFA1/EFAA Fittings / 10.01. Fixed Other (Non 10.01.03 Seen C 0 N/A
Furniture and Fittings / Science / C 0 N/A
Sports) X
D 0 N/A
A 0 N/A
10. Fixed Furniture and | Non-Teaching BBX 180 N:?A
EFA1/EFAA Fittings / 10.01. Fixed - Catering 10.01.04 Seen C 0 N/A
Furniture and Fittings / Kitchen Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
Non-Teaching g ;8 g
10. Fixed Furniture and - Toilets / Bx 0 N/A
EFA1/EFAA Fittings / 10.01. Fixed Showers / 10.01.05 Seen c
Furniture and Fittings / Changing Cx
Rooms
D
Non Teaching A 100 4
- Other B 0 N/A
10. Fixed Furniture and (Circulation / Bx 0 N/A
EFA1/EFAA Fittings / 10.01. Fixed Cloaks / 10.01.06 Seen c 0 N/A
Furniture and Fittings / Admin /
Storage / Staff Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A

Room / Plant)
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A 100 4
Flat Roof Unseen - Based B 0 N/A
EFA1/EFAB 01. Roofs / 01.01. Structure and 01.01.01 on Surveyors Bx 0 N/A
Structure / Deck - Judaement C 0 N/A
Generally 9 Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 100 4
01. Roofs / 01.02. Flat | Flexible Sheet: E'?X 8 wﬁ
EFA1/EFAB Roof Covering and Single Ply or 01.02.01 Seen C 0 N/A
Insulation / Built Up Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 100 4
B 0 N/A
01. Roofs / 01.04. Flat - Bx 0 N/A
EFA1/EFAB Roof Drainage / Aluminium 01.04.03 Seen c 0 N/A
Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 100 4
01. Roofs / 01.06. > 8 wﬁ
EFA1/EFAB Fascias Soffits and Metal 01.06.02 Seen c 0 N/A
Peripheral Joinery / Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
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(Site/Block) 2 T S (E e Type Type Code Assessment EEEE Grade % Priority LD R I

A 100 4

B 0 N/A
: Ground Unseen - Based
EFA1EFAB | 02 Floorsand Stairs/ | g soliq | 02.01.01 on Surveyors | X 0 N/A
02.01. Floor Structure / C 0 N/A
Floor Structure Judgement

Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A

A 100 4
02. Floors and Stairs/ | Concrete (and BBX 8 wﬁ
EFA1/EFAB 02.02. Floor Screed) 02.02.01 Seen C 0 N/A
Construction Finish / Construction Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A

A 100 4
02. Floors and Stairs / | Vinyl / Rubber ng 8 wﬁ
EFA1/EFAB 02.03. Floor Applied / Cork in Tiles 02.03.03 Seen c 0 N/A
Finish / / Sheet Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A

A 100 4
02. Floors and Stairs / ng 8 wﬁ
EFA1/EFAB 02.03. Floor Applied Carpet 02.03.05 Seen c 0 N/A
Finish / Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
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(Site/Block) 2 T S (E e Type Type Code Assessment i Grade % Priority LD R I
Suspended
Ceiling; A 100 4
03. Ceili /03.01 Timoer I_E 8 wﬁ
- Lellings VT Boarding / X
EFAT/EFAB Ceiling Construction / Panels / 03.01.03 Seen C 0 N/A
Fibreboard / Cx 0 N/A
Acoustic Tiles D 0 N/A
[ Matal Tilac
A 100 4
04. External Walls, Unseen - Based BBX 8 wﬁ
EFA1/EFAB Windows and Doors / Timber Frame 04.01.04 on Surveyors
04.01. Block Structure / Judgement c 0 N/A
o Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 100 4
B 0 N/A
04. External Walls, . Unseen - Based
EFA1/EFAB | Windows and Doors/ | -o@dbearing 04.01.06 on Surveyors | BX 0 N/A
04.01. Block Structure / Masonry Judgement c 0 N/A
o Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
Unknown A 100 4
04. External Walls, B 0 N/A
Windows and Doors / Envelope Bx 0 N/A
EFA1/EFAB Substrate 04.02.03 Seen
04.02. External C 0 N/A
Beneath
Envelope / Aoplied Finish Cx 0 N/A
PP D 0 N/A
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Location Construction | Construction Basis of Condition Repair
(Site/Block) ERmetiSURE Ceat Type Type Code Assessment Grade Grade % Priority D (R EEEE
A 100 4
04. External Walls B 0 N/A
. ’ Exposed
EFA1EFAB | Windowsand Doors/ | o yearing 04.02.07 Seen Bx 0 N/A
04.02. External Masonr C 0 N/A
Envelope / y Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 100 4
04. External Walls, Component B 0 N/A
Windows and Doors / Metal Bx 0 N/A
EFAT/EFAB 04.02. External Windows & 04.02.14 Seen c 0 N/A
Envelope / Doors Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 100 4
04. External Walls, Component B 0 N/A
Windows and Doors / Timber Bx 0 N/A
EFAT/EFAB 04.02. External Windows & 04.02.15 Seen c 0 N/A
Envelope / Doors Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
04. External Walls, A 100 4
. B 0 N/A
Windows and Doors / Exposed Bx 0 N/A
EFA1/EFAB 04.03. External P 04.03.01 Seen
; Envelope C 0 N/A
Envelope Applied
Finishes / Cx 0 N/A
Inishes D 0 N/A
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(Site/Block) ERmetiSURE Ceat Type Type Code Assessment Grade Grade % Priority D (R EEEE
04. External Walls, A 100 4
s B 0 N/A
Windows and Doors /| ;h 00/ pyc Bx 0 N/A
EFA1/EFAB 04.03. External ) 04.03.03 Seen
; Boarding C 0 N/A
Envelope Applied
Finishes / Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
05. Internal Walls and | Exposed Walls g 180 NZ}A
Doors / 05.01. Walls & Partitions Bx 0 N/A
EFA1/EFAB and Partitions Structure / No 05.01.01 Seen
) - L C 0 N/A
Construction Finishes Finish / Self
and Applied Finishes / Finished Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 100 4
05. Internal Walls and Walls and B 0 N/A
Doors / 05.01. Walls Partitions Bx 0 N/A
EFA1/EFAB and Partitions 05.01.02 Seen
) - Plastered C 0 N/A
Construction Finishes o
and Applied Finishes / Finish Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 100 4
05. Internal Walls and Walls and B 0 N/A
Doors / 05.01. Walls Partitions Bx 0 N/A
EFA1/EFAB and Partitions . 05.01.08 Seen
, - Applied C 0 N/A
Construction Finishes .
. L. Cermaic Tiles Cx 0 N/A
and Applied Finishes / D 0 N/A
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A 100 4
B 0 N/A
05. Internal Walls and - Bx 0 N/A
EFA1/EFAB Doors / 05.02. Doors / Solid Timber 05.02.01 Seen C 0 N/A
Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 100 4
07. Mechanical Services BBX 8 wﬁ
EFAB / 07.04. Heat Emitters No Heating 07.04.01 Seen C 0 N/A
and Pipework / Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 100 4
. . B 0 N/A
07. Mechanical Services
EFAB / 07.04. Heat Emitters | 'St System 07.04.02 Seen Bx 0 N/A
nd Pinework / Emitters C 0 N/A
and Flpewo Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 100 4
. . B 0 N/A
07. Mechanical Services L
EFAB / 07.04. Heat Emitters |  Distribution 07.04.08 Seen Bx 0 N/A
nd Pinework / Pipework C 0 N/A
and Fipewo Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
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A 100 4
. . B 0 N/A
07. Mechanical Services o
EFAB /07.05. Hot & Cold Calorifiers 07.05.01 Seen Bx 0 N/A
Water / (Direct) C 0 N/A
Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 100 4
. . Distribution B 0 N/A
07. Mechanical Services X
EFAB /07.05. Hot & Cold | SyStems(inc | o7 o5 g3 Seen Bx 0 N/A
Water / Tanks & C 0 N/A
Outlets) Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 100 4
. . B 0 N/A
07. Mechanical Services .
EFAB /07.07. Mechanical | No Mechanical | o7 47 oy Seen Bx 0 N/A
Ventilation / Ventilation C 0 N/A
entiiatio Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 100 4
07. Mechanical Services No DX ng 8 wﬁ
EFAB / 07.08. Air ?ondmonmg Conditioning 07.08.03 Seen c 0 N/A
Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
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A 100 4
07. Mechanical Services No Fire I_Ex 8 wﬁ
EFAB / 07.09. Fire S . 07.09.05 Seen c 0 N/A
Suppression / uppression
Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 100 4
07. Mechanical Services Drainage BBX 8 wﬁ
EFAB / 07.10. Above Ground Pipework 07.10.01 Seen C 0 N/A
Drainage / System Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 100 4
08. Electrical Services / ng 8 wﬁ
EFAB 08.01. Electrical Sub Mains 08.01.02 Seen c 0 N/A
Distribution / Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 100 4
. . B 0 N/A
08. Electrical Services / L
EFAB 08.01. Electrical Distribution 08.01.03 Seen Bx 0 N/A
Distribution / Boards c 0 N/A
Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
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(Site/Block) ERmetiSURE Ceat Type Type Code Assessment Grade Grade % Priority RhotolReference
A 100 4
. . B 0 N/A
08. Electrical Services / .
EFAB 08.01. Electrical OC;J.tgo.'tng 08.01.04 Seen Bx 0 H/ ﬁ
Distribution / ircuits c 0 /
Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 100 4
B 0 N/A
08. Electrical Services / Bx 0 N/A
EFAB 08.04. Small Power / Outlets 08.04.01 Seen C 0 N/A
Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 100 4
B 0 N/A
08. Electrical Services / . Bx 0 N/A
EFAB 08.06. Lighting / Luminaires 08.06.01 Seen c 0 N/A
Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 100 4
B 0 N/A
08. Electrical Services / Emergency Bx 0 N/A
EFAB 08.06. Lighting / Lighting 08.06.02 Seen c 0 N/A
Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
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Location Construction | Construction Basis of Condition Repair
(Site/Block) ERmetiSURE Ceat Type Type Code Assessment Grade Grade % Priority RhotolReference
A 100 4
External B 0 N/A
08. Electrical Services / . Bx 0 N/A
EFAB o Lighting on 08.06.03 Seen
08.06. Lighting / Block Facades C 0 N/A
Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 100 4
B 0 N/A
08. Electrical Services/ | Devices/Wirin Bx 0 N/A
EFAB 08.07. Fire Alarm / g 08.07.02 Seen c 0 N/A
Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 100 4
08. Electrical Services / B 0 N/A
08.08. Security Systems | Intruder Alarm Bx 0 N/A
EFAB & Other Alarm Systems System 08.08.01 Seen C 0 N/A
/ Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 100 4
08. Electrical Services / IT ng 8 wﬁ
EFAB 08.09. Communications infrastruct 08.09.01 Seen c 0 N/A
and Infrastructure / infrastructure
Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
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Location Construction | Construction Basis of Condition Repair
(Site/Block) 2 T S (E e Type Type Code Assessment EEEE Grade % Priority LD R I
A 100 4
09. Redecorations / I_Ex 8 wﬁ
EFA1/EFAB 09.01. External - Walls Unpainted 09.01.01 Seen C 0 N/A
(Masonry Paint) / Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 100 4
09. Redecorations / B 0 N/A
09.02. External - . Bx 0 N/A
EFA1/EFAB Windows Doors and Unpainted 09.02.01 Seen C 0 N/A
External Joinery / Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 100 4
09. Redecorations / ng 8 wﬁ
EFA1/EFAB 09.03. Internal - Walls Unpainted 09.03.01 Seen c 0 N/A
and Internal Joinery / Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
A 100 4
09. Redecorations / ng 8 wﬁ
EFA1/EFAB 09.03. Internal - Walls Painted 09.03.02 Seen c 0 N/A
and Internal Joinery / Cx 0 N/A
D 0 N/A
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