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This application has been assessed with regards to surface water drainage design only, together with land 

drainage aspects if deemed necessary.   

 

Other planning matters occasionally effect the surface water drainage design.  If plans relating to other 

matters have been assessed for their impact on the proposed drainage, then it must not be assumed that 

they have been assessed for any other purpose.  The planning officer is advised to check for conflicts with 

any existing approved plans and to consult any relevant consultees as appropriate.  

 

It has been identified that the following consultees may have comments about the plans that have been 

submitted and reviewed for this application:  

 

☐ Landscaping officer (proposed trees and landscaping)  

☐ Tree officer (existing trees)  

☐ Environment Agency (main rivers and fluvial/tidal flood risk, River Arun internal drainage board, 

groundwater source protection zones) 

☐ Southern Water (foul drainage and surface water disposal to public sewer network/groundwater source 

protection zones)  

☐ Portsmouth Water (groundwater source protection zones)  

☒ Lead local flood authority (all other sources of flooding and ordinary watercourses) – LLFA – 

major development and risk management authority for ordinary watercourse  

☐ Other:  Specify ……………………… 

☐ None 
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3.  The proposed discharge rate of 11l/s from 
the development is acceptable with regards 
to NSfS 3.19.  However, the designer has 
not demonstrated that all this flow would 
naturally go to the receiving watercourse, 
and the rate may need to be reduced due 
to other factors (see comments 7 and 11) if 
a connection to the existing network on the 
highway is pursued.  
 

    

4.  No survey data for the existing highway 
network has been submitted.  The condition 
of the network and the size of manholes 
have not been demonstrated.   
 

    

5.  The outfall has been modelled with a 
surcharged depth of 0.5m – what is the 
justification for this depth? 
 
Surcharge level should be based on 
watercourse modelling for the 1% AEP + 
CCA event or the top of the bank if that 
modelling is not available.  See  Standard 3 
- Management of extreme rainfall and 
flooding | Arun District Council  
 

    

6.  Existing highway is modelled to flood 
263.4803m3 at node 6 on the critical 3.33% 
AEP + CCA event.  This demonstrates that 
without adjustments to the existing network 
(with an increase in discharge rate at the 
outfall), the existing network does not have 
spare capacity for the additional flow 
generated by this development.   
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7.  Insufficient information and detail have 
been submitted regarding the proposed 
rainwater harvesting.   
 
Please submit evidence (including 
calculations) that demonstrates that the 
rainwater harvesting has been designed in 
accordance with BS EN 16941-1:2024 
Rainwater Harvesting Systems. 
 
Please refer to the Environment Agency’s 
Rainwater harvesting: regulatory position 
statement.   
 

    

8.  Please submit construction details for the 
rainwater harvesting tanks and more detail 
regarding their connection to the wider 
network.   
 

    

9.  The submitted groundwater monitoring 
demonstrates that groundwater levels in the 
same boreholes were higher in the winter of 
2022-2023 than 2024-2025. Infiltration is 
not viable in the north and east of the site 
as 1m due to high groundwater levels 
(BH301 and BH303).   
 
However, at BH(WS)302 groundwater 
levels peaked at approximately 1.35m 
below ground level.  This may allow for 
shallow infiltration which the submitted 
design precludes.  
 
No groundwater monitoring has been 
submitted for the centre of the site and the 
contours that have been submitted in insert 

    



 

8 
 

12.2 are based on winter 2024-2025 when 
groundwater levels were lower.  
 
Understanding the groundwater levels in 
the centre of the site is important to 
understand the infiltration potential – which 
may be critical for interception. 
 

10.  Infiltration testing was completed in 
December 2023 broadly in accordance with 
BRE DG 365 (the pits were undersized, but 
not significantly so).  Test depths were 
0.5m below ground level which is likely to 
be too deep when groundwater levels are 
considered.  The testing was also more 
centrally located than the groundwater 
monitoring boreholes.  Groundwater levels 
in these locations are unknown.  
 
The infiltration rates, whilst not usable for 
the detailed design for extreme events, 
demonstrate that parts of the site have 
reasonable infiltration potential at shallow 
depth.  This may be critical to help achieve 
interception drainage, however, further 
information regarding groundwater levels 
will be necessary (see point 3).  
 
The designer has proposed the use of filter 
drains to allow some shallow infiltration.  
However, some of these are in the areas 
where groundwater has been demonstrated 
to be too high to allow for infiltration.   
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The use of shallow infiltration should be 
prioritised and coordinated with the ground 
investigations to ensure a compliant design.   
 

11.  No interception assessment has been 
submitted.  Please refer to our guidance at  
https://www.arun.gov.uk/interception-
drainage-guidance-note for information about 

how to demonstrate compliance with 
interception drainage standards.   
 

    

12.  The network floods on the critical 3.33% 
AEP event (both onsite and offsite).  This is 
unacceptable.  Please redesign so that the 
system does not flood for this event.   
 
It is not agreed that the loading docks are 
designated to hold or convey water as part 
of the design.  The docks are clearly shown 
as holding a flooded volume within the 
network model.   
 

    

13.  The temporary flooding of the loading 
docks for the 1% AEP +CCA event may be 
acceptable.  However, the risk and impact 
of the proposed flooding has not been 
adequately assessed.   
 

    

14.  Rehabilitation following a flood event has 
not been adequately detailed.   
 

    

15.  It has not been demonstrated that the 
temporary flooding within highways 
following development will be shallow, slow 
flowing and represent a low hazard.  
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16.  Water treatment has not been adequately 
demonstrated and is unlikely to meet 
national standards for suds.  The design 
relies heavily upon the use of bypass and 
retention separators to treat water.   
 
Source control features are not prioritised.    

    

17.  The water quality assessment should 
consider each treatment train individually.  
This should be for frequent events (ie. not 
relying on the system surcharging to 
achieve water treatment from upstream 
features).  
 

    

18.  The simple index assessment incorrectly 
states that surface water from non-
residential roofs requires no treatment.   
 

    

19.  The SuDS Manual pollution hazard index of 
0.6 (as opposed to 0.8) for metals in the 
delivery yards has not been adequately 
justified.   
 

    

20.  As runoff is proposed to be collected within 
rainwater harvesting features, the design 
should incorporate the treatment required 
for the proposed use.  See comment 7.  
 

    

21.  Amenity benefits offered by the SuDS 
design are limited.   Some of the areas that 
are designed to flood in the critical 1% AEP 
+ CCA event will provide multifunctional 
benefit, as they are used for both flood 
storage and for vehicle docking. However, 
the surface water drainage design does 
little to contribute towards placemaking and 
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environmental enhancement. Water is not 
kept at or close to  
the surface and the design is of a 
conventional subterranean piped network 
with tanks forming the bulk of the storage. 
 
A ‘pond’ has been included but this has no 
connection to the network and appears to 
only drain itself (with no overflow).  It also 
has the potential to conflict with a storage 
tank that is beneath it (with less than 
300mm depth between the two).   
 
The ’open features’ and depression areas 
will only provide additional storage in high 
intensity events therefore their infiltration 
and amenity potential are extremely limited.  
 
The designer refers to coordination with 
landscaping, however, the landscaping is 
what delivers the amenity, rather than the 
drainage of the development.  
 

22.  No biodiversity risk and opportunity 
assessment has been submitted or referred 
to.   
 

    

23.  Please submit evidence that demonstrates 
that NSfS standard 6.7 has been complied 
with.  
  

    

24.  An impermeable liner has been specified 
(Lotrak 300) in both the construction details 
and the construction method statement.  
This will be acceptable where infiltration is 
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not viable, but the strategy implies that filter 
drains will infiltrate.  Please clarify.   
 

25.  The construction method statement does 
not include detailed information about the 
construction of the tanks and prevention of 
groundwater ingress. 
  

    

26.  The construction method statement does 
not include detailed information regarding 
how high groundwater levels will be 
managed (if encountered).  
 

    

27.  The construction method statement does 
not include detail of how silt will be 
managed during construction.   
 

    

28.  Please submit raw FEH 22 point data for 
the site confidentially to 
land.drainage@arun.gov.uk in accordance 
with clause 5.1.7 of the FEH Web Service 
terms of use.   
 

    

29.  Please submit buoyancy calculations.  
 

    

30.  The planning officer is alerted to ground 
level variations in excess of 300mm.  It is 
unclear if these changes will affect surface 
water flow paths as topographical 
information has not been submitted for the 
neighbouring site.   
  

    

31.  The cover level of SW50 does not appear 
to correlate with the finished levels plan.  
Cover level on the drainage layout and 
modelling is 3.341 and the levels in this 
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If a designer would like a .docx version of this document to aid administration of responses, please request this by email to land.drainage@arun.gov.uk.  

 

area are shown to drop from 3.251 in the 
centre of the access to 3.080 at the north of 
the bell mouth.   
 
Not all cover levels have been checked due 
to anticipated design changes, however, 
please make sure that they correspond 
between the layout, model and finished 
levels drawing.  
 

32.  Please submit long and cross sections for 
any open drainage features.   
 

    

33.  The SuDS Overview Plan shows an 
indicative pipe on section b, from the 
depression in the land (open land drainage 
feature) to the filter drain.  This is not 
shown on the drainage layout.  
 

    

34.  Please submit construction details and 
specifications for all bypass and retention 
separator units.  
 

    

35.  Please detail venting on attenuation tanks.   
 

    

36.  Please submit detail for the channel drains 
in the loading dock.  
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PL-Consultation- Engineers response 

 

 

Arun District Council, Civic Centre, Maltravers Rd 

Littlehampton, West Sussex, BN17 5LF 

www.arun.gov.uk 

 
To register to receive notification of planning applications in your area please go to 
https://www1.arun.gov.uk/planning-application-finder 

 

 
Connect with us: Facebook  I  X  I   Instagram 

 

From: Paul Cann <Paul.Cann@arun.gov.uk>  

Sent: 09 January 2026 09:59 

To: Planning.Responses <Planning.Responses@arun.gov.uk> 

Cc: Land Drainage <Land.Drainage@arun.gov.uk>; Emma Sheppard <Emma.Sheppard@arun.gov.uk> 

Subject: RE: Planning Consultation on: BE/141/25/DOC 

 

Please find enclosed our external consultants response. Please note that there are currently serious 

concerns over the proposals and the potential to increase flood risk. 

Regards 

Paul Cann 
Principal Drainage Engineer, Coastal Engineers and Flood Prevention 
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T:  01903 737819 
E:  paul.cann@arun.gov.uk  
 
Arun District Council, Civic Centre, Maltravers Rd 
Littlehampton, West Sussex, BN17 5LF 
www.arun.gov.uk 

 

       
 

 
 

From: Planning.Responses <Planning.Responses@arun.gov.uk>  

Sent: 17 December 2025 13:49 

To: Land Drainage <Land.Drainage@arun.gov.uk> 

Subject: Planning Consultation on: BE/141/25/DOC 

 

To: Engineers (Drainage) 
  

NOTIFICATION FROM ARUN DISTRICT COUNCIL 

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 

Application No: BE/141/25/DOC 

Registered:  16th December 2025 

Site Address: Land at Oldlands Farm Newlands Road Bognor Regis PO22 9NN 

Description of Works: Approval of details reserved by condition imposed under BE/150/22/OUT 
relating to condition 22-surface water drainage scheme. 

  

The Council have received the above application to discharge conditions. I shall be pleased to receive any 

observations you may wish to make in respect of those conditions relating to your field of expertise.  

Click here to view the Discharge of Condition application and view the documents The website is updated 

once a day in the evening, so you may need to wait until the day after this notification to view the 

documents. 

Click here to view the original application and decision notice 

Should you wish to make any comments click on the link and click  into ?Enter Comment? or if this is not 

possible email your response to planning.responses@arun.gov.uk  by 3rd January 2026.  

Please be aware that any comments you may make will be available on our website so please do 

not insert personal details or signatures on your reply. 
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In the absence of a reply within the period stated, I shall assume that you have no observations to make. 

Yours sincerely 

Emma Sheppard 

Planning Case Officer- Arun District Council 

Telephone:  

Email: emma.sheppard@arun.gov.uk 

  

  

  

PLCONDOC (ODB) 2020 






















