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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)  

☐ Other:  Specify ……………………… 

☐ None 
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through a minimum of two 
basins during lower order 
events, which are most 
important for treatment. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

manner to that described, 
however, these are 
“typically for small systems 
that serve part of a single 
property or driveway” (The 
SuDS Manual p335), not 
for the areas proposed in 
the base of the basins.   

5.  There is ground raising in 
excess of 500mm over a 
significant area of the site.  
Please submit evidence that 
this will have no negative 
hydrological impact. 
 

The site levels have been 
designed to respect the 
natural catchments of 
the site, within the context 
of the proposed drainage 
strategy. There are 
not any surface water flow 
paths across the site that 
will be impacted by 
ground raising. Refer to 
Figure 1 below. The levels 
strategy is shown on 
the drainage layout 
drawings in Appendix A. 

The areas of localised 
flood risk may be receiving 
surface water from outside 
the redline boundary, has 
this been checked? Would 
the raising affect that?   
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the rate to Qbar. There is 
no flooding shown in the 
drainage calculations. 

in the legal agreement.  
That element of the point is 
closed.   

8.  Please submit calculations 
and contributing area plans 
specific to the enabling 
works and IRM.  
 
It is advised that a separate 
set of calculations are also 
included with the addition of 
the assumed contributing 
areas from later parcels.   
 
It is understood that the 
basins will serve the wider 
site and the calculations 
need to account for this, 
however, it is necessary to 
determine that the 
discharge rate is 
appropriate for each phase 
of development to ensure 
that flood risk is not being 
increased.   
 
The contributing area plans 
should align with the 
calculations, both for the 
detailed contributing areas 
for the submitted IRM and 
enabling works phases and 
the assumed contributing 
areas.  
 

Updated calculations have 
been provided in Appendix 
B. Additional 
calculations have been run 
for the enabling works and 
IRM only. This 
shows no flooding in the 
network for the IRM only 
scenario. 

The contributing area plans 
are insufficient.  Please 
submit plans showing the 
contributing areas hatched 
to correspond with the 
calculations.  The plan may 
include a table of values 
and a total.  
 
The Southern 2 IR ONLY 
does not include the 
contributing areas of the 
ponds. These can be 
approximated from the 
depth/area tables for the 
pond structures for the 
comment below.    
 
The calculations 
demonstrate that the 
discharge rates for IRM 
exceed QBAR for the 
equivalent contributing 
areas:   
 
QBAR is 2.42l/s/ha 
 
North 
Contributing area: 3.038ha  
Therefore max 7.35 l/s for 
IRM. Discharging at 12.5 
l/s.  
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Please ensure that the 
contributing areas of the 
basins are accounted for.  
  

Southern 1 IR Only 
1.352ha 
QBAR is 3.27 l/s for IRM. 
Discharging at 6.8l/s.  
 
Southern 2 IR Only 
Contributing area: 2.509ha 
QBAR is 6.07 l/s for IRM. 
Discharging at 8.4 l/s.  
 
How will the design be 
adjusted to ensure that 
flood risk is not increased 
prior to later phases being 
constructed?  
 
The network model 
contributing area for S278 
works is incorrect (for 
example in the north 
currently shown as 320m2 
contributing at S278 S8, 
yet the gully catchment 
plans shows 2870m2).  
 
Please also justify the 
PIMP of 25%.  Analysis of 
the FEH 22 data implies 
that this value should be 
closer to 34%.   
 

9.  Swales with underdrains 
have very shallow 
gradients.  Please submit 
evidence that the adopting 

The swales are shallow by 
design to encourage water 
retention and 

The underdrains in the 
swales proposed within the 
approved technical note at 
outline were proposed to 
have 600mm diameter 
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As stated in comment 3 
infiltration may still be 
allowed for interception in 
parts of the site where 
groundwater levels are 
lower.  
 

achieved in accordance 
with the ADC guidance 

 

The initial assessment 
indicates that the majority 
of interception for the 
upstream parcels will need 
to be secured within the 
parcels themselves which 
will impact their layout.  

12.  There is an area of surface 
water flood risk at the Ford 
Lane roundabout, the 
designer’s statement to 
accompany this application 
states that this is accounted 
for in the calculations.  
However it is unclear what 
volume of additional surface 
water is added to the 
system here or how it is 
accounted for.  Has the 
catchment been modelled.  
There should be a clear 
explanation within the 
statement that aligns with 
the submitted (updated) 
calculations.  
 
It is noted that there are 
additional areas of surface 
water flood risk elsewhere 
on the site.  Some of these 
are likely to accept surface 
water from outside the 
redline boundary.  When 
these areas are included in 
future applications it will be 

For clarity, the surface 
water flood risk shown at 
the Ford Lane roundabout 
originates from the 
development site and will 
be managed through the 
implementation of the 
development and its 
drainage system. It is not 
proposed that runoff from 
areas outside of the 
development are captured 
within the proposed 
drainage system. Refer to 
Figure 1 above. 
 
 
Noted for future 
applications 

Ford Lane falls from both 
directions (east and west) 
towards the proposed 
roundabout as 
demonstrated by the 
submitted Topographical 
Survey and PAS 128 Utility 
Survey (Sheet 1, project 
32809).   
 
It is acknowledged that 
there are gullies on the 
southern side of the road 
to the west of the proposed 
roundabout, however, 
none are shown on the 
north (which is a lower 
elevation than the centre) 
and the east (north or 
south).  It is therefore 
expected that some 
surface water from Ford 
Lane will be captured by 
the drainage system and 
as such this should be 
accounted for.  Please 
demonstrate how this is 
done.   
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Please indicate the design 
parameters for when 
railings have been 
considered necessary (or 
not).   
 
Is the grill on 462 
necessary?  The pipe 
diameter is 300mm so 
small enough to prevent 
access and it’s an outfall 
rather than inlet so grill 
could increase risk of 
blockage.   
 
On 519 as it is an inlet, is a 
grill needed to capture 
solids (leaf matter for 
example) from the basin?  
 
518- the stay wet level is 
3.75 not 3.63.   
 
444 only the elevation 
shows the grill (preferred) 
please include on section 
and plan views.  
 
448 missing pipe invert 
level.  
  

28.  The RoSPA Desktop safety 
review quotes depths that 
do not reflect those shown 
in the submitted calculations 

The updated RoSPA 
Assessments will be 
submitted with IRM 
Reserved Matter Condition 

Condition 6 imposed under 
F/14/24/RES relates to 
play areas.  Please submit 
the updated RoSPA 
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and plans. Please get the 
report adjusted to suit the 
updated modelling.  
 
(For example, north basin 1 
is quoted as being 2.1m in 
overall depth and a 
maximum water level of 
1.8m deep.  The modelling 
shows a maximum water 
level of 2.14m excluding the 
permanent water level of 
0.3m which is not 
accounted for in the storage 
calculations.  This results in 
a maximum water depth of 
2.44m and the maximum 
depth of the basin being 
2.8m as shown by the site 
sections.  The report also 
refers to the need for PRE 
when water levels are 
regularly 900mm or deeper, 
the most likely storm that 
has been modelled is the 
50% AEP (1 in 2 year) 
event and this shows water 
depths of >900mm 
excluding the permanent 
water depths in both 
northern basins).   
 

6. All recommended 
mitigation as required 
based on final approved 
designs will be 
incorporated. It is agreed 
that PRE will need to be 
implemented as per 
RoSPA recommendations. 

assessment related to the 
drainage areas which this 
condition seeks to 
discharge.  
 
We have concerns about 
the depth of the basins 
which have been raised 
previously.  It is expected 
that designers risk 
assessments will have 
already been completed for 
the basins, please submit 
these to demonstrate that 
health and safety has been 
adequately considered 
during the design process 
– the RoSPA desktop 
safety review should 
supplement the DRAs.  
 

29.  Please submit detailed 
plans for the basins, 
including setting out plans 
(it is critical that they are 

Updated drawings are 
provided in Appendix A 

Thank you.  RoSPA report 
is awaited as per comment 
28 in relation to details 

  







 

23 
 

be appended to the 
maintenance and 
management plan – they 
will not be assessed as part 
of the planning process.   
 

will be provided as part of 
the handover. 

assessment should have 
been completed and made 
available.   

4.  Please detail potential 
performance risks for 
components are described. 
This should include a 
description of 
the likely impacts of 
malfunction to aid fault 
finding.   
 
For example – blocked 
hydrobrake, or hydrobrake 
bypass left open.  Consider 
all components.  
 

Refer to updated section 3 Please correct and provide 
further detail for 
hydrobrakes.  One of the 
most important risks is the 
bypass door being left 
open for example.  The 
blockage risk seems to be 
copied from the Pozidrain 
section which is not 
applicable (hydrostatic 
pressure build up).   
 
Consider risk of headwall 
grilles being left open 
following maintenance. 
 
Has the risk of 
eutrophication been 
considered in the design 
and maintenance of the 
stay wet areas?  
 
Stipulate removal of 
unapproved saplings within 
lined features please.   
   

  

5.  Detail the implications of 
lack of maintenance or 
incorrect maintenance in the 
overarching summary.  

Refer to updated section 2 Consider expanding on the 
statement (operate as 
originally designed) to at 
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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 

 
 

 

 

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

Sent: 16 September 2026 13:38 

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

Cc: Land Drainage <Land.Drainage@arun.gov.uk>; Simon Brooksbank <Simon.Brooksbank@arun.gov.uk> 

Subject: RE: Planning Re-Consultation on: F/22/26/DOC 

 

Please find enclosed our consultants response, not recommending the discharge of conditions. 

Regards 

Paul Cann 
Principal Drainage Engineer, Coastal Engineers and Flood Prevention 
 
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: 01 July 2026 15:48 

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

Subject: Planning Re-Consultation on: F/22/26/DOC 

 

To: Engineers (Drainage) 
  

NOTIFICATION FROM ARUN DISTRICT COUNCIL 

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 

Application No: F/22/26/DOC 

Registered:  23rd March 2026 

Site Address: Land at Ford Airfield Ford 
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Grid Reference: 499204 102967 

Category: Discharge of Conditi 

Description of Works: Approval of details reserved by condition under F/4/20/OUT relating to conditions 28- Proposed foul drainage system, 29- 
Proposed surface water drainage scheme, 30- Discharges to watercourses and 31-Maintenance & management of 
surface water drainage system. 

  

I am able to inform you that I have received an amendment to the above application dated 26th May 2026 relating to: New and updated documents.  

If you should wish to make further representations as a result of this amendment, please make any further comment by 15th July 2026. 

Click here to view the application, documents and make further comments 

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. 

Yours sincerely 

Simon Brooksbank 

Planning Case Officer-Arun District Council 

Telephone: 01903 737881 

Email: simon.brooksbank@arun.gov.uk 

PLRECON_DOC (ODB) 2020 


