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2. The test results are broadley [sic] similar to those approved 3 doors down at Little Glebe in Littleheath Road Ref AL/83/19/DOC. This

infiltration rate (3.23 E-05) then provides a bench mark for the provided test results and as such should provide significant evidence that

the results are a worst case and true result. The application here uses 3.5 xE™. So this should be sufficient evidence to show that the
infiltration rate applied is accurate for the area and not an inappropriate value that would results in a vastly undersized soakaway.

73 > m© = o
S [
o @ g < o o o -
— 2 c =2 a = = = o O
S 5 2 Z o = T 273
e = i —= = o
@] ool v = - b= o UV - o
[ o £ O % k= £ = 4
~ W (7] e - — % c + S 0
< - E o 2 o 3 Suog
~ v »n S % < c N € c o
— W o = Z © o - F S
o 5 = v e v =) o 5 Y O
~ B O o i ] o T S 5
3 < = = o v o @
< : 0o O - g " O > v w
wn h =5 A4 [ [ - 'C c
“— 5] @] G a o o E =
[ . e 9 > bt < i
o ot S o £ © 1]
= I3} (93 — @ prov] ()
=z ot Q2 bt a ¢ 0 3
3 2 5 3 “ o £ >z23
3 e A= < £ S TL
2 Q c o 4 . o ot e O BT o
© <14} (] - = e o < ot 'S 8 9 °
S £ 2 = ; o 3 S 8§ <2
= © T 5 47 ° b 2 Q w® =
= c .. s = © v oo oz
c o0 _~ Q =) v = ©
T 3 o £ = o » v o3
=) ad ] c 0 v > 0 o = &=
o = i o v c o) £ e
(3] w i =) = [y] +~ m s o
0 i = =] %
= v 5= c i 3 @ T 352
2 £ % £ & oy 2 < 527
- P o) A = v -
— = et - - = =4 v o o =22
© = i [T 2 © - L = o .9 4
@ ] = o n s oS 2
— - i c B 2 (] o £ - S v g
o x s 8 = 7 o c 29 0
e [1] 4 2 S o %) < b= o= a8
2 : . 2z c 2o S tp 83
2 - b s B ) 2 > © % M U g
= o 2 > g 0 - o c m @ £ o
s} 2 o o = » = o ) ()] w0
= 3 P - O © © £ Awd o
o = ; 2 £ -
W on D > Ve = Q Ll e
o = £ c % 8% X a oz
N : E © o u 2%
c = 42 17 P < S = o m @ 2 O
o > 4 >z = Q@ o =5 2 ¢
i - 4 = i 2 Qv 2 S @ o
4] = 3 s 9 “ < © = o s o ¢ &
= R G Q res - L n 4= 3
o = . o o s = > C = v £ .2 5
[oR . [ E X c s o c L
T \N = & =] © O o) 3
© c 2 b H = 2 o0 o o EF o
= o © , =) 5 O 9 g o c
wn > = 4 [ o ©c > = 2 s ¥ =5
= o] o © g X un = = &8
= = e - © v [ T > 2T
(@) oo cC c < o c c
[(}] ] pata T} = 0 Cc o g
< O c = -9 & 4 w5 O o c 0 C ©
= 0 = 4 T 5 = ” - ] w B = >~ ' ©
c ~ % o > k2 P < > 2= T w3 C
= O O [ [T ot £ = - = o] > 0 »n o
- - + B - g = © o = © c O > ¢ ©
~ . ck® b — © @ 0 O - = —
o 8 G o 5 © < = £ ° O m=sS
c 0 o0 5 5 c % = =B > o = 35 e 5
v Ty 4 3] A o) 0 a < S+ o =
v o 5 3 .9 It & z < o Rrar} o
v < A -, - B 7 5w Q Qo g ©
= = 2 © 3544 v = T O T o N
s w v I e < n v 0 w»n = .
s W g = : S a9 z o p 0@ =
3L o 8« + o > © 0 oS wvxs g
8 T o c M 2 9 = m Dt 25 z >
9 = = n Q2
£ = S g o e 5 3 J2c o,
5 = b © c v oz m = c £ v =
0o © e S £ 3 w o Y v ow
s o u 2 = = S o a . »nx O
=l ) 0 C =\ S o © 5 U © ‘G &
T - ° 2 2 P ol St Yca
° S v = Q o S - C 0 ®
5 € =) 0 o 3 m —
[ —_ v o g BT O c £ FE
£ 5 a = < =] x = = on
= () [T} > o v 9 7, ) o T o
R = ; v o S c T 5 L a
© 9 ] X~ “= S £ B0 =
o & g =t © = © m O S8 g9
(o - 2 G H © o L 5 08 g+
c + @ S (S ge) S = i
v 3 ) T Y5 = c 3 > C = E > © g
= QO — > £ 5 v a $ S m© Ny c H v 2
T © © v Y e L o - [T 2 - > < 5
WV (n (7] - O o [<13] =~ w T 3 c C bt )
£z £ B g D § 2 2 55052
o = =T Y
2 2 2 S cw o) a < £ ® 5 3o+
v 9 o U = @ o+ S o v T g .o
~ m = W o <18} = o B N o % S [ =]
v o o TRRCAE ~% w v © v & v 53 3w
£ = = c o X = £ O c o £ 5 < 2 3
= = = - © £ — - = > = v o © T
) < n 1t} ~ 0 o

10. We do feel that Ms Burrow has over step the mark and this condition would now fail the 6 mark test for planning conditions.

pply this condition, despite the applicants providing a robust design and test result then the applicant

reserves the right to appeal (+ costs) against ADC.

11. Should ADC be minded to a
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12. We fully understand the policy, but given the tests were conducted straight after the winter period, when in theory the soil would have
been at it’s wettest, we are at a loss why the results cannot be considered appropriate. If the tests were conducted in August /
September or even October, we would then agree with the tests being carried out at “inappropriate time of year”, as Ms Burrows puts

13. Broadly speaking the test, based on Ms Burrow’s comments couldn’t be undertaken till the end of the year and then result in a further
application taking 8 weeks minimum (based on current ADC turn around) which would result in a time frame of nearly 8 months. This is
totally unacceptable and disproportionate given the geotechnical make up, the water table level, the sites topography and the
soakaway positioning.

Roger Spencer’s Comments following peer review of both my comments and all relevant documentation supplied to support AL/66/21/PL,
AL/31/21/DOC and AL/62/19/PL:

“Dear Sarah,

! have looked at the Application and your response. There would seem to be further ‘soils’ information recently received; this shows
that the first 2m or so of excavation is consistent. It does however show that the trial pits were all taken in the footprint of the
proposed building and not at the SW soakaway or the foul drainage field, which is not ideal or as per the guidance.

As you know, the Council takes the issue of flood risk very seriously and we provide responses to our Planning colleagues on all
appropriate Planning Applications accordingly. We ensure that our responses are based on evidence and we look for that evidence to
be presented in line with accepted and published guidelines.

It would seem that the application in question has not presented the information required in our established manner for you to
properly assess the evidence base. You have rightly requested the information in the required format, or in clearer type when the
submitted document was illegible. | am relatively confident that the proposed surface water regime would be suitable and effective, it
has not however been possible to assimilate the ‘snippets’ of data into a coherent body making it difficult to sign it off at this point.

There are a number of queries outstanding that the Applicant may be able to satisfy without recourse to further testing or delay but
that is not guaranteed.

We would require the results of any appropriate testing undertaken, and the methodology to be in accordance with BRE 365 (or similar
approved) — a note on a previous application for this site (AL/31/21/DOC) states that infiltration testing was undertaken in November
2020 (with a value 1.385 e-4); the same application has a supporting statement showing an infiltration value of 2.77 e-4 (applied
FoS?) but | do not believe that these have been presented other than as the end result — especially the note on the drawing.

The value used for this Application is in one place 3.50 e-5 (or 3.495 e-5). This is stated as being based on an average time (implying
more than one test was carried out); we require the worst case and not the average. However, from the side-by-side photos provided,
it does not appear that BRE 365 was followed. Whilst the pit in the right photo is empty, it is not full in the left, implied starting
condition. The document states that the results and designed are presented separately. The only other ground investigation results |
can see are within the Checklist and this states the infiltration rate to be 6.99 10-5. Groundwater monitoring would suggest that
groundwater was below the level at which there would be conflict with the infiltration measures proposed (the 2.4m holes remaining
dry). One of the groundwater points from AL/31/21/DOC was quite close to the proposed soakaway location.

As noted, there has been some data provided for infiltration but that is not at the depths exactly relating to the proposals, This is not a
showstopper providing the soil strata is consistent — as above, the recently received data shows this to be the case for the footprint of
the building. The soil data originally available was not legible and you have requested a better quality copy of the data — further data
has only recently been forthcoming and then it relates to the building footprint only.

Given the evidence presented so far, | am confident that the non-conforming pit used for the testing will not unduly prejudice the
results but even with the small pit, the methodology within BRE 365 would seem not to have been followed, we would welcome clarity

ARUN DISTRSFICERIRL ATPRe R ain Soakaway House and Garage document states that onsite infiltration test results are not available but that the value
of 3.5 10-5 (noted above) is used.



I am still concerned that there are other issues on the site:

The site proposed to be drained (foul) by use of a treatment plant and drainage field — this is within a source protection zone (SPZ), we
are not aware whether consultation has been had with the Environment Agency as mentioned in the recently received ‘Further
Information’. Likewise, the surface water soakaway is within the SPZ but contamination is unlikely, as any driveway proposals are
assumed to be constructed in permeable materials (as AL/31/21/DOC).

The potential for dissolution features has been mentioned in the recently received reports. From the soils reports, the chalk is at a
depth that the soakaway should not be detrimental but it is good that the report mentions it. However, | am not sure the risk is low, as
we have photographic evidence of numerous dissolution holes in woods on the opposite side if Littleheath Road.

I note that the Tree Officer cannot support the Application and has objected. Also, that Southern Water are concerned about not
making use of the main foul sewer nearby.

Regards,

Roger Spencer
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| hope this clarifies my consultation, Maria, please feel free to contact myself or Roger if any further clarification is required. | apologise for the
delay in my response, | hope you can see that it has been considered at length it has just taken some time for each of us to consider.

Kind regards

Aran LR
&

WAL

From: Maria Tomalova <Maria.Tomalova@arun.gov.uk>
Sent: 05 August 2021 12:48

To: Sarah Burrow <Sarah.Burrow@arun.gov.uk>
Subject: FW: Planning Consultation on: AL/66/21/PL

Sarah,

Please see below.
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From: Phil Hamblin _
Sent: 19 July 2021 14:

To: Maria Tomalova <
Cc: Daniel Vick <§:
Subject: FW: Planning Consultation on: AL/66/21/PL

CALTION: This email originated from outside of the organisation. You should take extra care when clicking links or opening
attachments - if you are unsure the content is safe contact the IT Helpdesk hefore clicking or opening.

Dear Maria

We would like to register our unreserved disappointment at the comments from Ms Burrow and the forcing of yet a further set of infiltration
tests that will ultimately force the application to a substantial delay and result in a further application that cannot be made till next year.

The review should be taken on a risk-based approach to the location of the development (NPPF 157), therefore reviewing each planning
application on it’s site context rather than one brush fits all.

This relentless over aggressiveness approach is not in the spirit / context of the NPPF and certainly not in the interest of all concerned and is
actually an inappropriate strategy to adopt.

The sites geological make up is of a highly permeable sub-soil which has been justified with the testing and the subsequent results applied due
diligently into the design criteria that Arun DC require.

Ms Burrow knew that any subsequent retesting of the infiltration rate would fall outside of the true winter period, but given it is directly after
the winter period, should provide significant confidence that the test portrays an accurate infiltration rate.

We therefore request that Ms Burrow’s review is peer reviewed to provide an unbiased and balanced approach to the application of W DM3
The NPPF also notes under paragraph 38 (see text below) and it is clear that in this instance Ms Burrow has not taken note of this NPPF advise.

38. Local planning authorities should approach decisions on proposed development in a positive and creative way. They should use the full
range of planning tools available, including brownfield registers and permission in principle, and work proactively with applicants to secure
developments that will improve the economic, social and environmental conditions of the area. Decision-makers at every level should seek to
approve applications for sustainable development where possible.

1 Ms Burrow’s email relating to the previous application (Ref Al/31/21/DOC) to clear this condition was dated 20th April 2021
WhICh was already outside what she is citing as the winter period and as a result the new test was in an “{rapys i of
vaar”. We feel that Ms Burrow unduly delayed her comments, as they were right at the end of the appllcatlon process and as a
result compromised the whole process. As the tests were duly completed on 28-04-2021, only 7 days after her comments, we feel
this should be accepted, as the issue of waiting till the next winter season was not raised in her observations and it is put that Ms
Burrow has failed to advise the applicant and act in a constructive manner. As a result of her actions the applicant is now facing a
disproportionate delay, that will cause a further 8 months period of limbo before a resubmission can be actioned.

2 The test results are broadley similar to those approved 3 doors down at Little Glebe in Littleheath Road Ref AL/83/19/DOC. This
infiltration rate (3.23 E-05) then provides a bench mark for the provided test results and as such should provide significant
evidence that the results are a worst case and true result. The application here uses 3.5 xE™. So this should be sufficient evidence
to show that the infiltration rate applied is accurate for the area and not an inappropriate value that would results in a vastly
undersized soakaway.

3 The results are no different to those presented in the first application, which where subsequently refused (Ref AL/31/21/DOC) or
the results accepted under application AL/83/19/DOC

4 The results are the result of a full BRE DG 365 test in ground that is at a lower level than the surrounding properties

5 The water level is well below any construction level and has been justified by the winter monitoring and historic boreholes
immediately adjacent to the site. As such the infiltration rates are not affected by any capillary action of the soil, unlike they would
be in a soil with a high water table.

6 The geological make up is such that the soil drains very quickly and this has been due diligently recorded.

ARUNPISTRICT COURPH ALERiBgraphical layout of the site shows that the soakaway is approximately 2.40m below any surrounding properties and
Littleheath Road there issue of excess flow issues is not really an issue on this site.
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The time delay caused by Ms Burrow applying this condition is disproportionate and she has to be aware of the consequences of
the very zealous and onerous application of the condition cited

The design which has multiple factors applied over and above what BRE DG365 requires, and more specifically the FOS of 2 on
subsequent infiltration rate. This is not actually as requirement of the BRE DG365 test, but something ADC have derived. This
therefore provides a very large increase in the size of the soakaway. This may well be the case should overflow flooding be an issue
in built up areas, but the application site is within a rural area and the location of the soakaway is well below any other dwelling or
access road, due to the site’s topographical levels.

We do feel that Ms Burrow has over step the mark and this condition would now fail the 6 mark test for planning conditions.

Should ADC be minded to apply this condition, despite the applicants providing a robust design and test result then the applicant
reserves the right to appeal (+ costs) against ADC.

We fully understand the policy, but given the tests were conducted straight after the winter period, when in theory the soil would
have been at it’s wettest, we are at a loss why the results cannot be considered appropriate. If the tests were conducted in August
/ September or even October, we would then agree with the tests being carried out at “inappropriate time of year”, as Ms Burrows
puts it.

Broadly speaking the test, based on Ms Burrow’s comments couldn’t be undertaken till the end of the year and then result in a
further application taking 8 weeks minimum (based on current ADC turn around) which would result in a time frame of nearly 8
months. This is totally unacceptable and disproportionate given the geotechnical make up, the water table level, the sites
topography and the soakaway positioning.

Base on the above points we wish to request that Ms Burrow’s objection and refusal to the infiltration test is peer reviewed to provide an
unbiased and reasonable approach.

Policy W SP1 (Water) This has already been covered under the application

Policy W DM1 (Water Supply) is covered under other documentation submitted. No comments have been received on the water supply policy.
Please provide comments

Policy W DM2 (Flood Risk). Information relating to this has been provided. Yet no comments or approval given . Please provide comments

Policy W DM3(SUDS). The design is based on a climate change of 40%, which is above the policy requirement. Given that the soakaway is
approximately 2.40m below any surrounding properties and Littleheath Road there issue of excess flow issues is not really an issue on this

site.

It is therefore put that the applicants design takes account of policies W DM 1, 2 & 3 and as such the overzealousness of applying the condition
should be removed




et

X e

Fus

q“;{ ‘

c el

= (o

st

B

s T %

[0 b
XX o

S

&

ARUN DISTRICT COUNCIL AL/86/21/PL



