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1.2. It is the responsibility of the applicant or their drainage designer to provide this evidence. Without it, 

we are unable to assess whether the proposed development would increase flood risk. Without this 

information at this stage, it cannot be ensured that the proposed layout and scale of development 

are feasible. 

 
1.3. 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. 

 
1.4. Even where infiltration is viable, space on this site is highly constrained, and apart from blanket 

soakaways for areas of hardstanding (which can be positioned within 5 m of buildings), soakaways 

are unlikely to be viable within such a limited site area. However, it is noted that there is an 

irregularity in the plans, and at this stage we are not certain whether the garage buildings to the rear 

of the site will be retained. Should these be demolished as part of the proposal, additional space for 

soakaways may become available. 

 
1.5. Soakaways must be located at least 5 m from buildings and highways. The block plan indicates that 

the building will be less than 1 m from the proposed structure and will abut an existing garage. 

Furthermore, the proposed structure may disrupt existing soakaways on the site, which have not 

been assessed for the purposes of this submission. If the existing drainage for the property is 

disrupted and there is no space for an alternative solution, the risk of flooding will increase. 

 
1.6. The drainage statement also indicates that alongside infiltration to side a restricted discharge to an 

existing surface water sewer will be used.  A surface water sewer can be found running in Glamis 

Street and Williams Street. Plans indicate an assumed incorrect position of the surface water sewer 

which is actually positioned in the footpath on the opposite side of the roads from the site, based 

upon the Public Sewer records. This will need to be verified by the applicant. 

 
1.7.  No evidence or permission has been provided to confirm whether discharge to the public drainage 

system is permitted, or whether the drain has sufficient hydraulic capacity. The applicant has not 

provided any further information on how they may drain the site if infiltration is later found to be 

unviable or the connection to the surface water sewer can be achieved. For this reason, we object 

to the proposal. The submission of such evidence may also affect the scale and layout of the 

development. 

 
1.8. Subject to the viability of infiltration, it is likely that the proposal would require a hybrid solution, but 

as it currently stands, insufficient evidence has been provided to demonstrate that surface water 

falling on the site will not increase the risk of flooding, on site or elsewhere. 

 
 

2. Interception drainage 

2.1. Interception drainage is currently provided though permeable paving, water butts and a green roof. 

If, when evidence is presented, infiltration is found to be unviable, measures to include interception 

drainage will need to be added.  
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2.2. To accord with Standard 2 of the NSfS, evidence is required to demonstrate that at least the first 

5mm of rainfall from the majority events falling onto positively drained surfaces, does not runoff from 

site into the piped drainage system. As this has not been demonstrated we object to the proposal 

on this basis. 

 

2.3. Please note, consideration of interception drainage is critical to the conceptual design of the site in 

determining the scale and layout of the development.  

 

2.4. Where infiltration is not viable, there is a risk that interception drainage for the impermeable areas 

drained to the permeable paving may only be delivered by evapotranspiration. Additional 

interception features may need to be included within the proposed layout. 

 

3. Extreme rainfall and flooding 

3.1. 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 on this basis. 

 

4. Water quality 

4.1. Insufficient evidence has been provided to demonstrate water quality benefits, and therefore 

Standard 4 of the NSfS has not been met. As infiltration is proposed only in part (and its viability has 

not yet been confirmed) and as some areas of roof drainage appear to lack any treatment provision, 

further consideration of alternative measures to ensure adequate water quality management will be 

required. 

 

4.2. The submission of this evidence may affect the scale or layout of the development. Therefore, we 

object to the proposal on these grounds.  

 

5. Amenity 

5.1. A green roof is proposed, which would provide amenity benefits consistent with Standard 5 of the 

Systems NSfS. While this information is noted, it is not expected to influence the overall scale or 

layout of the development. We therefore raise no objection on these grounds, subject to a condition 

requiring submission of detailed evidence of the proposed amenity benefits. 

 

6. Biodiversity 

6.1. A green roof is proposed, which would provide biodiversity benefits consistent with Standard 6 of the 

Systems NSfS. While this information is noted, it is not expected to influence the overall scale or 

layout of the development. We therefore raise no objection on these grounds, subject to a condition 

requiring submission of detailed evidence of the proposed biodiversity benefits. 

 

7. Construction, operation, maintenance, decommissioning and structural integrity 

7.1. Insufficient information regarding the construction, operation and maintenance of the SuDS system, 

and therefore Standard 8 of the Systems NSfS.  However, in the absence of significant existing 

trees which could impact the scale and layout and location of SuDS features, most elements of this 

standard can normally be secured via condition.  The submission of a Management and 

Maintenance Plan is unlikely to affect the scale or layout of the development. Accordingly, we do not 

object to the proposal on these grounds, subject to a condition securing the detailed surface water 

drainage design. 
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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: Kathryn Welch <Kathryn.Welch@arun.gov.uk>  

Sent: 08 April 2026 13:10 

To: Planning.Responses <Planning.Responses@arun.gov.uk>; Harry Chalk <Harry.Chalk@arun.gov.uk> 

Cc: Paul Cann <Paul.Cann@arun.gov.uk>; Joe Dixon <Joe.Dixon@arun.gov.uk> 

Subject: BR/5/26/PL 

 

Hi, 

 

Please find the engineers response attached; an objection. 

 

Kind regards, 

 

Kathryn Welch 

Senior Planning Officer, Planning Department  
 

Please note: My working hours are currently split between Development Management and ADC Engineers, which may result in extended response times. Development 
Management: Tuesdays and Thursdays ADC Engineers: Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays 

T:  01903 737789 
E:  kathryn.welch@arun.gov.uk  
 
Arun District Council, Civic Centre, Maltravers Rd 
Littlehampton, West Sussex, BN17 5LF 
www.arun.gov.uk 

 

       
 

 
 

 

 


