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responsibility of the applicant or their drainage designer to provide this evidence. As the submission of 

such evidence may affect the scale and layout of the proposal, we object until such time that a viable 

discharge location is evidenced.  

 

To support an infiltration-based design, winter groundwater monitoring must be undertaken to confirm 

that a minimum of one metre of unsaturated ground can be maintained between the base of the 

soakaway or infiltration structure and the peak groundwater level. Ground conditions and infiltration 

potential in Bognor are highly variable. While infiltration may be feasible in some areas, others 

experience high groundwater levels or poor infiltration rates that render it unviable. This must be robustly 

demonstrated by the applicant. 

 

If infiltration is not viable, then alternative sustainable means of draining the site are summarised as 

follows:   

  

1. Water reuse – not proposed but will not provide a full design solution and can be secured via 

condition. 

2. Infiltration – not investigated.   

2. To a watercourse – A main river (Aldingbourne Rife) can be found 100m to the north-east. A 

culverted ordinary watercourse is located approx. 42m to the south-east, although its extent and 

connectivity are uncertain, but possibly extends into Brooks Lane at the rear of the property. 

3. To a surface water sewer – A public surface water sewer can be found to the front  of the property in 

the road. 

4. To a highway drainage system – None available to the best of our knowledge.   

5. To a combined sewer – None available.    

 

It is essential that each discharge destination is considered in strict priority order, with higher priority 

options fully explored and demonstrably exhausted before progressing to lower priority alternatives. 

Robust evidence must be provided to discount a higher priority destination. 

 

In this case, ADC has identified a number of potential alternative discharge locations should infiltration 

prove unviable. In accordance with the drainage hierarchy, the first option to be fully explored is 

discharge to a watercourse. Any discharge to a watercourse would be subject to the necessary consent 

being obtained from the relevant authority. In the case of the culverted ordinary watercourse it would 

need to be proven that it has positive connectivity to the wider system and that it is fit for purpose. 

 

However, in this instance, discharge to the main river may be achievable via the public surface water 

sewer network operated by Southern Water. This network ultimately discharges to Aldingbourne Rife and 

should therefore be investigated as a potential point of discharge. 

 

Accordingly, robust evidence should be provided demonstrating why any higher-order discharge options 

within the drainage hierarchy are not feasible before reliance is placed on lower-order alternatives. 

  

Surface water must not be discharged into the foul sewer. The foul sewer is not a recognised 

disposal location in the Standard 1 of the NSfS.  It is important to recognise that combined sewers are 

intentionally designed to take both foul and surface water runoff. Even if the foul sewer has the capacity 

to accommodate additional flows or has an element of surface water already in it, it is not considered 

combined. 
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2. Interception drainage 

Interception features should be included within the SuDS design, as no details have been provided then 

we are unable to assess this information. However, in recognition that the National Planning Policy 

Framework states that SuDS should be proportionate to the nature and scale of the proposal we are 

willing to accept that the following interception features can demonstrate compliance without further 

detailed assessment. 

 

- Infiltration features designed to meet extreme rainfall standards. 

- Water butts or other means of reuse that are not designed for regular daily demand attached 

to all new downpipes. 

- Raingardens and bioretention features attached to all new downpipes. 

- Permeable surfacing. 

 

These features will not affect the scale or layout of development and as such can be secured by 

condition.  

 

3. Extreme rainfall and flooding 

The entire site lies within Flood Zone 3a (FZ3a). Product 4 data has been submitted, which identifies the 

primary source of flooding as tidal; however, a risk from fluvial flooding is also present. The rear section 

of the garden (nodes 3 and 4) also falls within a future Flood Zone 2 (FZ2), where the flood risk is 

identified as being from fluvial sources. 

 

SuDS features may be located within areas at risk of flooding where the flood risk is solely tidal and no 

other sources of flooding are present. Therefore, full consideration should be given to whether SuDS 

features can be appropriately located within the rear of the site. Further guidance, including exceptions 

relating to the design of SuDS within areas at risk of flooding, can be found at: 

www.arun.gov.uk/surfacewater. 

 

The northeastern part of the site is also at risk of surface water flooding during the 1% AEP event, with 

an additional area of flood risk shown between the garage and dwelling during the 0.1% AEP event. 

When climate change allowances are applied, the area proposed for the extension is also shown to be at 

risk of surface water flooding during the 0.1% AEP event. 

 

This flood risk must be appropriately considered within the surface water drainage strategy. The 

proposed development must either have due consideration for overland surface water flows entering the 

site from adjacent land or demonstrate that no SuDS features will be located within areas at risk of 

surface water flooding. Furthermore, any proposed changes to ground levels must not displace 

floodwater or increase flood risk elsewhere. 

 

At present, no modelling or supporting evidence; such as ground investigations or drainage plans have 

been submitted for engineering assessment. In the absence this evidence, we cannot assess if flood risk 

will be increased by the surface water drainage of the proposed development. Therefore, this application 

does not accord with the NPPF as set out above and we object to the proposal. 

 

 

4. Water quality 

Insufficient evidence of water quality benefits has been provided, and as such, Standard 4 of the NSfS 

has not been met. However, the submission of this evidence is unlikely to affect the scale or layout of the 
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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)  

☐ Other:  Specify ……………………… 

☒ None 
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