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 主旨: [FI] S.16 Application No. A/YL-KTN/1253 - Further Information
附件: FI2 for A_YL-KTN_1253 (20261002).pdf

From: Danny Ng 
Sent: Friday, October 2, 2026 10:15 AM 
To: tpbpd/PLAND 

Subject: [FI] S.16 Application No. A/YL-KTN/1253 - Further Information 
 
Dear Sir,  
 
We write to submit further informaƟon, including a revised drainage impact assessment (DIA) for the consideraƟon of 
Government departments (enclosed). 
 
Should you require more informaƟon, please do not hesitate to contact us.  Thank you for your kind aƩenƟon. 
 
Kind Regards, 
 
Danny NG | Town Planner  
R-riches Group (HK) Limited  
 
R-riches Property Consultants Limited | R-riches Planning Limited | R-riches ConstrucƟon Limited  

 



 

 
 

 
The Secretary, 
Town Planning Board, 
15/F, North Point Government Offices, 
333 Java Road, 
North Point, Hong Kong 
 
Dear Sir, 
 
 2nd Further Information 

 
Temporary Holiday Camp, Place of Recreation, Sports or Culture, Barbecue Site 

 and Eating Place with Ancillary Facilities and Associated Filling of Land and Pond  
for a Period of 3 Years in “Agriculture” Zone,  

Various Lots in D.D. 107 and D.D. 109, Fung Kat Heung, Kam Tin, Yuen Long, New Territories 
 

(S.16 Planning Application No. A/YL-KTN/1253) 
 

We write to submit further information, including a revised drainage impact assessment (DIA) 
for the consideration of Government departments (Appendix I).  

 
Should you require more information regarding the application, please contact the 

undersigned at your convenience.  Thank you for your kind attention.  
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
For and on behalf of 
R-riches Planning Limited 

 
Danny NG 
Town Planner 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  

By Email 
 

2 October 2026 



Appendix I

Responses on DSD's Requirements and Reminders

A/YL-KTN/1253

Lots No. 1775 RP, 1785 RP, 1786, 1787 S.B., 1787, 1790 RP IN D.D.107

 AND LOTS 21(PART), 22(PART), 28(PART) IN D.D.109

in D.D.

Site Area: 11456 m2

Land filling works involved? Yes / No
Maximum increase in formation level: m

Maximum level difference with adjoining lot: m
Filling of pond(s) involved? Yes / No

 Estimated size of pond to be filled: m3

No. (A) DSD's Requirements
Fulfilled in the submission?

(Yes / No)

1 Yes

2 Yes

3 Yes

4 Yes

5 Yes

6 Yes

7 Yes

8 Yes

9 Yes

10 Yes

Planning Application No.:

Location:

For sites considered complex (those 1 hectare or larger, in flood-prone areas, or
involving pond filling or major earthworks), you should hire a qualified engineer
(Registered Professional Engineer in the Civil Engineering discipline) to follow DSD
Advice Note No. 1 and submit a proposal signed and certified by the engineer. For other
sites, it is also advisable to hire a qualified engineer to prepare your drainage proposal.

Cross sections showing the proposed drainage facilities and existing and proposed
ground levels of the application site with respect to the adjacent areas should be given.

Adequate surface channels shall be provided to collect and convey the surface runoff
accrued on the application site.

The applicant shall be required to place all the proposed works 3m away from the top of
the bank of any existing watercourses or natural streams. All the proposed works in the
vicinity of the watercourses should not create any adverse drainage impacts, both during
and after construction. Adequate measures should be provided byf the applicant to
DSD's satisfaction in order to prevent the subject site from being eroded and flooded and
to ensure that the capacity of watercourses and the flooding susceptibility of the
adjoining areas would not be adversely affected by the proposed development.

The proposal should indicate how the runoff (the flow direction) within the site and from
the adjacent areas would be discharged to the proposed drainage system.

The applicant should indicate the proposed and existing ground levels of the application
site and ground levels of adjacent areas on the drainage plan.

Sand trap or provision alike should be clearly indicated on the proposed drainage plan
and provided before the collected runoff is discharged to the existing drainage facilities.

If there is existing surface runoff flowing from the adjoining lots towards the application
site, peripheral surface channels with sufficient drainage capacity, set at a level lower
than the adjoining lots, should be constructed to collect and convey the runoff (See
Sketch A).

Where boundary walls or hoarding are erected, adequate openings should be provided
to allow existing overland flow from the adjoining lots to pass through (see Sketch A).

The proposed development should neither obstruct overland flow nor adversely affect
any existing natural streams, village drains, ditches and the adjacent areas, etc., unless
there is proper diversion.



11 Yes

12 Yes

13 Yes

14 Yes

15 Yes

16 Yes

17 Yes

18 Yes

19 Yes

20 Yes

21 Yes

22 Yes

23 Yes

24 Yes

25 Yes

0
Fulfilled in the submission?

(Yes / No)

1 Yes

The applicant should clearly indicate the full alignment of the discharge path from the
application site all the way down to the ultimate discharge point (e.g. a well-established
stream course/public drainage system).

The applicant should clearly indicate the existing drainage facilities on the proposed
drainage plan. Site photos of existing drainage facilities including the discharge point
(e.g. existing local village drain and its downstream drainage facilities) should be
provided in order to demonstrate the presence and reflect condition of the existing
drainage system. Also, the applicant should provide site photo(s) to demonstrate size of
the existing drainage facilities.

The applicant should demonstrate with hydraulic calculation that the proposed drainage
facilities are adequate to collect, convey and discharge the surface runoff accrued on the
application site and the overland flow intercepted from the adjacent lands.  External
catchment shall be properly considered

Cover levels and invert levels of the proposed and existing drainage facilities should be
shown on the drainage plan. Invert levels of drainage facilities at the upstream should be
higher than that at the downstream. Also, gradients and sizes of the proposed and
existing drainage facilities should be shown on the drainage plan.

Any existing drainage facilities within/outside the application site should not be disturbed
or interfered with until any necessary diversion works, which have been accepted by the
owner of the existing drainage facilities, have been satisfactorily completed. Such
diversion works should be carried out by the applicant at his/her own cost. Moreover,
sufficient allowance for future maintenance of the existing drainage facilities should be
provided.

For the construction details of the proposed drainage facilities, reference should be

Grating should be provided for the surface channels.

(B) DSD's Reminders

Precast concrete pipe should generally be used for stormwater connection.

Connection of the proposed and existing drainage facilities shall be designed and
constructed such that there is no water leakage at the proposed connection.

Connection to existing drainage facilities should be designed and constructed to prevent
back flows at the drainage outlet when water level at the existing drainage facilities is
high.

Catchpit should be provided at where a proposed surface channel changes direction /
gradient.

The applicant should provide details for connection of the proposed and existing
drainage facilities.

The applicant should check flow velocity of the proposed drainage facilities. The flow
velocity is suggested to be within a range, i.e. 0.75 m/s to 3.0 m/s.

Stormwater Drainage Manual (SDM) and the newly promulgated SDM - Corrigendum
published by DSD shall be considered in the hydraulic calculation. Also, storm constants
of HKO Headquarters shall be adopted.  In generael, a 10-year design return period is
sufficient for village drainage systems.

The applicant should provide construction details of the proposed drainage facilities.

Deposition of sediment in stormwater drainage system should be considered in the
hydraulic calculation as per the requirement in Stormwater Drainage Manual (Section
9.3).



2 Yes

3 Yes

4 Yes

5 Yes

6 Yes

7 Yes

8 Yes

The applicant is required to rectify/modify the drainage system if they are found to be
inadequate or ineffective during operation. The applicant shall also be liable for and shall
indemnify claims and demands arising out of damage or nuisance caused by a failure of
the drainage system.

No construction debris, silt and sediments, or cementitious materials should be
discharged into or deposited inside any existing natural streams, watercourses, drains,
ditches or sewers from the application site without prior approval. Any blockage or
damage arising from the proposed development shall be made good at the cost of the
applicant and to DSD's satisfaction.   The applicant shall also be liable for and shall
indemnify against all claims and demands arising out of or in connection with this regard.

Comments from HyD, TD and RMO shall be sought if drainage works are proposed to be
carried out within highway polygon or on carriageway.

form HBP1 to this Division for application of technical audit. Upon our acceptance of the
connection application, the applicant shall carry out the proposed connection works in

If the existing drainage facilities, to which the applicant proposed to discharge the
stormwater from the application site was not maintained by this office, the applicant
should identify the owner of the existing drainage facilities and seek agreement from the
owner prior to commencement of the proposed works. In the case that it is a local village
drains, DO/YL should be consulted.

The applicant should consult DLO/YL and seek consent from the relevant owners for any
drainage works to be carried out outside his lot boundary before commencement of the
drainage works.

The applicant should be reminded to minimize the possible adverse environmental
impacts on any existing watercourses in his design and during construction. EPD and
AFCD should be consulted on possible environmental and/or ecological impacts of the
proposed development which is in the vicinity of any existing watercourses.
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1. Synopsis 
 

The drainage proposal for Temporary Place of Recreation, Sports or Culture, 

Barbecue Site and Eating place with Ancillary Facilities at lots 1786, 1787 S.B , 

1787 S.B., 1787 RP in D.D 107 and lots 21(part), 22(part), 28(part) in DD109 
which prepared by Wings & Associates Consulting Engineers Ltd (W&A) and 

submitted by R-Riches Property Consultants Ltd on 5 December 2025.  The 

drainage proposal was rejected by Planning Department on 9 April 2026. 

 

Subsequently, Lots 1775 RP, 1785 RP and 1790 RP in DD are included in the 

Application Site, hence, the Application Site area is larger than that in April 2026 

submission. In May 2026, Henry Chan & Partners Consultant Engineering Ltd is 

engaged to carry out drainage impact assessment (DIA) to this revised Application 

Site Layout Plan in Appendix B & C (with Lots No.). 

 

This DIA has been prepared taking into account the enlarged site boundary, and in 

response to the comments given by the Drainage Services Department (DSD) on 

22 September 2026. (R to C table in Appendix A refers) 

 

2. Proposed Development 
 
The Applicant is operating a venue for day camping, barbecue site and recreational 

activities at Lots 1786, 1787 S.B & 1787 RP in DD107, subject of a previous 

application (Ref. No. A/TL-KTN/693) approved on 10 February 2022.  The 

extent of this day camp area is shown on the plan attached in Appendix E.  In this 

proposed development, subject Application Site further extend the camping area 

for temporary storage, reception of facility and car park. Hence, Lots 1775 RP, 

1785 RP 1790RP in DD107, Lots 22(Part), 28(Part) in DD109 are included in this 

Application. 

 

This DIA Report presents the impact of proposed additional drains due to the 

proposed extension of recreation, sports or culture, barbecue site, and eating place 

with ancillary facilities on the private lots. This Report is reference to SDM 

Corrigendum Nos. 1/2022 and 1/2024, and DSD  comments offered on W&A 

drainage proposal report in December 2025.   

 

It should be noted that the proposed development has no land filling works and 

there is no change to existing ground levels. 



3. Site Description 
 

The Application Site is located at Fung Kat Heung, Kam Tin, Yuen Long.  An 

unnamed road to the west that serves as the vehicle access to San Tam Road.  

There is a steep descent and a ponding area at Lot 21 in D.D. 109, which is used 

for collecting stormwater. 

 

 
Site Lot Plan 

 
The lot covers an area of about 2685m2 with wooden fence wall which will not 

block the surface runoff in or out the Site.  Approximately 3930m2 of the plan 

area (34% of total catchment area) is covered by structures or paved by concrete.  

Additionally, there is about 1657m2 of plan area (8% of total catchment area) 

consists of a pond.  General views of the Application Site existing conditions are 

presented as follows: 

 



 

P1 - Fence Wall of Lots No.21, 22 & 28 in DD109 

 

 

P2  General view of Lots No.21, 22 & 28 in DD109 



 

P3 General view of Lots No.21, 22 & 28 in DD109 

 

 
P4  General view of Lots No.21, 22 & 28 in DD109 



 

P5 - General view of Lots No.21, 22 & 28 in DD109 

 

 

P6 & P7 Existing Pond at Lot 21 in DD109 for collecting Stormwater 

 

 



 

P8 & P9 - General view of Lots No.1786, 1787 S,B & 1787 RP in DD107 

 

 

P10 & P11 - General view of Lots No.1786, 1787 S,B & 1787 RP in DD107 

 

 

 



 

4. Existing Drainage System of the Application Site And Pond 
Capacity 

 

4.1 As shown on previous topographic survey plan attached in Appendix D, there 

is an existing constructed 300 UC. The constructed fall directions in this 

channel are random. There is another set of constructed drainage system for 

the existing camp site consisting of a 270 UC (Appendix E refers). Both 

drainage systems serve their respective catchments and discharged into an 

existing pond. Despite the fact that the 300 UC is expected to be inefficient 

due to its random fall directions along its flow path, there has been no 

flooding recorded in the area.  

 

4.2 The existing pond capacity retrieved from Dec 2025 Report is attached in 

Appendix F for reference. The pond capacity based on the GeoInfo Map and 

the topographic survey is estimated to be 1370.3 m3. 

 

 

5. Retention Capacity Of Pond In Lot 21 
 

5.1 Pond retention time for existing condition 

(Existing Drainage in Lots 1789, 1787 S.B and 1787 RP in DD107 only) 

 

The existing pond in Lot 21 serves to retain all surface runoff from adjacent 

areas. The extent of catchment areas is shown in Appendix G.  

 

The hydraulic calculation and design of the u-channel refer to the Stormwater 

Manual, SDM Corrigendum No.1/2024 and SDM Corrigendum No.1/2022. 

 

Design Assumption of Hydraulic Calculation: 

 

Runoff Coefficient for Hard Paved area  0.95 

Runoff Coefficient for grass area  0.25 

 

Return Period  50 years 

 

Storm Constants (HKO Headquarters) 

a = 505.5,  b = 3.29,  c = 0.355 



 

Design flow:    = 0.667 m3/s 

Pond Capacity:  = 1370.3m3 (From Previous drainage proposal) 

 

Retention time:  = 1370.3 / 0.667 / 60  34 mins.  

 

5.2 With Proposed Drainage System for the Application Site 

 

As shown in Figure 1 to 7, presently the catchment areas remained 

unchanged. However, this is due to the proposed additional drainage system 

for the enlarged site area. Additionally, some areas will be lawn, and gravel 

covered or hard paved during operation. These additional drain paths and the 

alternation of surface run-off coefficients will affect the retention time of the 

Pond. Hence, based on the following design assumptions: 

 

Runoff coefficient for hard paved  0.95 

Runoff coefficient for gravel area  0.65  

Runoff for lawn area  0.25 

 

Return period and storm constants same as 5.1. 

 

Pond retention time for proposed drainage system 

 

Design flow:   = 0.782 m3/s 

Pond Capacity:  = 1370.3m3 (From previous drainage proposal) 

 

Retention time:  = 1370.3 / 0.782 / 60 29 mins.  

 

5.3 Although the Application Site is larger in plan area, the catchment areas 

around the Pond in Lot 21 have not actually been altered since there was no 

proposed earth works or landscaping works that will alter the existing ground 

profile around the Pond. Only some areas will be hard paved or covered in 

gravel, within proposed surface channels to intercept the runoff and discharge 

into the Pond.    

 

Therefore, based on the Pond retention times estimated under 5.1 & 5.2, the 

estimated time for the Pond to reach its full capacity under a severe storm 

period is marginally reduced by only 5 minutes.  



6. Drainage Impact of the Proposed Development 
 
The Application Site levels are generally higher than the surrounding adjacent 

ground levels. (Figure 1 to 7 refers) 

 

A small proportion of the ground will be hard paved as shown on plan attached in 

Appendix H. 

 

Therefore, the changes in paving condition and the corresponding surface run-off 

due to the proposed development has insignificant impact to its adjacent ground. 

The proposed drainage system to this Application Site is shown in Figure 1 to 7 

in Appendix H. 

 

 
7. Conclusion 

 

7.1 The existing run-off of the area discharge into an existing Pond located in 

Lot 21. The area understudy neither fall within flood prone areas (such as 

low-lying areas and flooding blackspots) nor involve pond filling. There has 

been no report of flooding since the camp site went into operation in 2022. 

 

7.2 The increased in site area to cater for the increase facilities to be provided for 

the BBQ campsite has basically not increased the catchment areas. 

 

7.3 Two sets of hydraulic calculations based on existing ground conditions and 

the proposed alternations under this applications have been carried out to 

assess the stormwater drainage impact. 

 

The design makes reference to current SDM Corrigendum, together with 

DSD comments offered under previous application in Dec 2025. The results 

indicate that the estimated retention time for the Pond to reach its full 

capacity will only decreased slightly by 4 minutes. Hence, it can be 

concluded that the stromwater drainage impact under this application is 

minimal.  

 

7.4 Based on detailed channel design under this study, it is recommended that: 

 

(i) Existing 270 UC be increased in size to 420UC. 



 

(ii) The existing 300 UC, whose flow direction appears improper and 

inefficient be removed, and a new 325 UC be reconstruct alongside. 

 

(iii) Proposed channels be added in the area to ensure efficient run-off into 

the Pond. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

APPENDIX A 

 

Response to Comment Table Based on Comments in 

22 September 2026 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 22 September 2026 
DSD/LD Comment Response to DSD/LD Comments 

(a) Please clarify the discrepancy of the 
pond area mentioned in September 
2025 Report in Appendix F 
(1202m2) and Figure 2 in Appendix 
H (1084.4m2). 

(a) Noted.  The pond area is revised to 
1202m2 in Figure 2 and related 
calculation. 

(b) Consideration should be given to 
provide catchpit(s) at the turning 
points of the proposed upgraded 
u-channels. 

(b) Noted.  Catchpits are provided in 
all turning points of the proposed 
upgraded u-channels. 

(c) 
as shown on Section B-B in Figure 4 

 
CONSTRUCTED 270 UC 

APPROVED IN  
10 FEB 2022 TO BE UPGRADED TO 
420 UC   

(d) As shown on Section B-B, the 
existing ground level is higher than 
the area at the right.  Please provide 
peripheral surface channel to collect 
the surface runoff accrued on the 
application site. 

Noted.  A 225mm peripheral channel 
is proposed at east of Catchment B to 
collect the surface runoff 

(e) Please include the C.L. and I.L. of 
channels at starting point and 
existing catchpit(s) in the drainage 
plan. 

Noted.  Drainage layout plan revised 
accordingly. 

(f) Please provide the connection 
details at the discharge point and 
indicate details (e.g. cover level, 
invert level and watercourse bottom 
level) in the drawing. 

Noted.  The connection detail is 
provide in Fig. 8 for reference. 

(g) Please demonstrate the adopted 
distance (on plan) measured on the 
line of natural flow between the 
summit and the point under 
consideration for the calculation of 
time of concentration. 

Noted.  The distance applied in the 
calculation of time of concentration is 
show on the layout plan for runoff 
estimation in Appendix G & H. 

  



(h) According to Appendix I, it is noted 
in the calculation of drainage 
capacity and Table A15 that a 400 
mm dia. pipe in 1: 83 would be 
adopted at the downstream of the 
existing catchpit which is not 
consistent to the plan (375 mm dia. 
pipe in 1:83). Please clarify. 

Noted.  The existing pipe should be a 
375 mm dia. uPVC pipe, and the 
gradient should be 1:23. The drainage 
plan and the calculations have been 
revised accordingly.  

(i) Please review Manning's coefficient 
and be reminded to adopt the values 
commonly used for design as per 
SDM. 

Noted.  T
revised to 0.014, which is commonly 
used for design. 

(j) Please supplement the calculation of 
hydraulic radius in Table 2.2 of 
Appendix I. 

Noted.  The calculation of the 
hydraulic radius(R) is show on the 
Table 2.2. 

(k) Please review whether the 
catchment 5 should be considered in 
the hydraulic calculation of the 
proposed 325 UC. 

Noted.  The channel proposed in the 
middle of Catchment 4 considers 
Catchments 3, 4, and 5. The proposed 
channel has been revised to 325UC. 

(l) Please review whether the material 
of the proposed outlet pipes should 
be precast concrete instead of 
prestressed concrete and update the 
roughness coefficient as 
appropriate. Reference should be 
made to Stormwater Drainage 
Manual published by DSD. Please 
indicate clearly the material of the 
outlet pipes on the drainage plan. 

Noted.  The outlet pipe capacity has 
been revised to reflect the updated 
roughness coefficient. The pipe material 
is indicated on the drainage plan. 

(m) The details of catchpit with sand 
trap or provision alike was indicated 
on Figure 8 in Appendix H. 
However, the feature of catchpit 
with sand trap was not clearly 
indicated on plan and legend. Please 
review. 

Noted.  The catchpit with sandtrap 
(CP5) is indicated on plan and catchpit 
schedule. 

  



(n) The development should neither 
obstruct overland flow and nor 
adversely affect existing natural 
streams, village drains, ditches and 
the adjacent areas, etc. 

Noted. 

(o) The planning application number of 
the drainage impact assessment 
should be read as 

-  

Noted.  The application No. stated in 
the report cover is revised to 

- . 

(p) The application site is in the vicinity 
of an existing pond. The applicant 
shall be required to place all the 
proposed works 3m away from the 
pond. All the proposed works in the 
vicinity of the pond should not 
create adverse drainage impacts, 
both during and after construction. 
Proposed flooding mitigation 
measures if necessary shall be 
provided at the resources of the 
applicant to satisfaction of this 
Division or the Town Planning 
Board. 

Noted 

(q) The applicant should be reminded to 
minimize the possible adverse 
environmental impacts on the 
existing pond in his design and 
during construction. DEP and 
DAFC should be consulted on 
possible environmental and/or 
ecological impacts of the 
development. 

Noted 
 

(r) The existing drainage facilities, to 
which the applicant proposed to 
discharge the stormwater from the 
application site was not maintained 
by this office. The applicant should 
identify the owner of the existing 
drainage facilities and seek 
agreement from the owner prior to 
commencement of the proposed 

Noted. 



works. In the case that it is a local 
village drains, DO/YL should be 
consulted. 

(s) The applicant should resolve any 
conflict/disagreement with relevant 
lot owner(s) and seek permission 
from DLO/YL for laying new 
drains/channels/catchpits and/or 
modifying/upgrading existing ones 
in other private lots or on 
Government Land, where required, 
outside the 

Noted. 

(t) Where walls or hoarding are erected 
along the site boundary, adequate 
openings should be provided to 
allow existing overland flow from 
the adjoining lots to pass through 
(please see Sketch A).  

Noted. 

(u) The applicant is required to rectify 
the drainage system if they are 
found to be inadequate or 
ineffective during operation. The 
applicant shall also be liable for and 
shall indemnify claims and demands 
arising out of damage or nuisance 
caused by a failure of the drainage 
system. 

Noted. 

 



 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX B 

 

The Application Site Location Plan 
  





 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX C 

 

The Application Site with Lots No. 
  





 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX D 

 

Topographic Survey Records of Existing 300 UC 

 

  





 

 

 

 

APPENDIX E 

 

Constructed 275UC Layout Plan 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 





 

 

 

 

APPENDIX F 

 

Estimated Pond Capacity Abstract from 

December 2025 Report 

 

 

  





 

 

 

 

APPENDIX G 

 

Estimation of Existing Pond Retention Time under 

existing condition 

 

(i) Existing Catchment for Pond 

(ii) Estimated on Existing Pond Retention Time 

 
  









 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX H 

 

- Estimation of Existing Pond Retention Time 

under this Application 

 

- Figure 1 to 7  

 

  























 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX I  

 

Channel Design 

- Figure 8 
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 Table 14 - Recommended Roughness Values  ks  
 

Source : HR Wallingford et. al. (2006) 

Material 
Classification (see note 1) 

Suitable values of ks (mm) 

Good Normal Poor 

Smooth Materials (Pipes)    

Drawn non-ferrous pipes of aluminium, brass, copper, lead, etc. and non-metallic 
pipes of Alkathene, glass, perspex, uPVC, etc. 

- 0.003 - 

Asbestos Cement 0.015 0.03 0.06 

Metal    

Spun bitumen or concrete lined - 0.03 - 

Cast iron, epoxy lining, coupling joints - 0.015 0.03 

Ductile iron, polyethylene lining, push-fit joints - 0.06 0.15 

Ductile iron, polyurethane lining, push-fit joints 0.015 0.03 0.06 

Wrought iron 0.03 0.06 0.15 

Rusty wrought iron 0.15 0.6 3.0 

Uncoated steel 0.015 0.03 0.06 

Rusty steel - 0.15 0.3 

Steel, epoxy lining, push-fit joints 0.03 0.06 0.15 

Galvanised iron, coated cast iron generally 0.06 0.15 0.3 

Uncoated cast iron 0.15 0.3 0.6 

Tate relined pipes 0.15 0.3 0.6 

152mm x 51mm corrugated plate, unpaved circular pipe, running full 50 60 - 

76mm x 25mm corrugated plate, unpaved circular pipe, running full 25 30 - 

Old tuberculated water mains as follows :    

Slight degree of attack 0.6 1.5 3.0 

Moderate degree of attack 1.5 3.0 6.0 

Appreciable degree of attack 6.0 15 30 

Severe degree of attack 15 30 60 

(Good: up to 20 years use; Normal: 40 to 50 years use; Poor : 80 to 100 years 
use) 

   

Wood    

Wood stave pipes, planed plank conduits 0.3 0.6 1.5 

Concrete    

Prestressed 0.03 0.06 0.15 

O  0.06 0.15 0.6 

Spun pre  0.06 0.15 0.3 

Monolithic construction against steel forms 0.3 0.6 1.5 

Monolithic construction against rough forms 0.6 1.5 - 
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Table 14 (Cont'd) 
 

Material 
Classification (see note 1) 

Suitable values of ks (mm) 

Good Normal Poor 

Clayware    

Glazed or unglazed pipe:    

With sleeve joints 0.03 0.06 0.15 

dia < 150mm - 0.03 - 

dia > 150mm - 0.06 - 

Pitch Fibre (lower value refers to full bore flow) 0.003 0.03 - 

Glass Reinforced Plastic (GRP) 0.03 0.06 - 

uPVC    

Twin-walled, with coupling joint 0.003 0.006  

Standard, with chemically cemented joints - 0.03 - 

Standard, with spigot and socket joi  m to 9 m intervals - 0.06 - 

New Relining of Sewers    

Factory manufactured GRP 0.03 - - 

Brickworks    

Glazed 0.6 1.5 3.0 

Well pointed 1.5 3.0 6.0 

Old, in need of pointing - 15 30 

Slimed Sewers (see note 3 & Section 8.3.1)    

Sewers slimed to about half depth; velocity, when flowing half full, approximately 
0.75 m/s: 

   

Concrete, spun or vertically cast - 3.0 6.0 

Asbestos cement - 3.0 6.0 

Clayware - 1.5 3.0 

uPVC - 0.6 1.5 

Sewers slimed to about half depth; velocity, when flowing half full, 
approximately 1.2 m/s : 

   

Concrete, spun or vertically cast - 1.5 3.0 

Asbestos cement - 0.6 1.5 

Clayware - 0.3 0.6 

uPVC - 0.15 0.3 
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