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1.2. Infiltration to ground has been ruled out due to the anticipated geology.  Under normal 

circumstances, a desk based study would be insufficient to rule out infiltration, however, due to the 

scale and type of development, the site’s location, fully within flood zone 3, and with access to a 

surface water sewer, it is accepted that infiltration can be ruled out.  There is therefore no objection 

in principle to the proposed connection of surface water to the public surface water sewer as the 

runoff destination. 

 
1.3. However, insufficient information has been submitted regarding the existing drainage arrangements 

of the site.  The proposed extension is directly over the mapped public surface water sewer.  It is 

unclear if Southern Water (SWS), the asset owner, have been consulted regarding the proposal.  An 

easement to the sewer may need to be observed or the sewer diverted to the satisfaction of SWS.  

The sewer is a 675mm diameter pipe laid at relatively shallow depth.  This means that it is likely to 

need an easement and that a diversion would be required.  The scope for diversion is limited within 

the site as the proposed building footprint extends to the boundary at the southwest corner.  

Therefore, the diversion may need to be in third party land, yet adjacent to this site is the railway 

embankment.  This may impact the deliverability of the proposed extension and its surface water 

drainage design.  It has not therefore been demonstrated that a viable disposal location has been 

identified for this proposed extension and therefore I object to the application.   

 
1.4. Even if the disposal point was changed to manhole 8752 (on the public sewer records as submitted 

by the applicant) the challenges associated with building over the existing sewer would remain.  If 

planning permission is granted and the sewer network is damaged by the proposed extension then 

this would impact flood risk upstream in the catchment.   

 
1.5. In addition to the potential flood risk caused by the proposed extension, the application is in conflict 

with 1.6 of the national standards for SuDS which states that;  “Where access to third party land is 

required to facilitate discharge to a final destination, evidence that any necessary easements are in 

place for the lifetime of the development shall be provided to the approving body.” 

 

2. Interception drainage 

2.1. No interception assessment has been submitted with the application and interception drainage is not 

discussed at all within the drainage strategy.  Infiltration is not proposed on the site and therefore 

interception can only be delivered by water reuse or evapotranspiration.  No SuDS features which 

offer these benefits are proposed.  No departure from the national standards from SuDS has been 

requested. 

 

2.2. It is acknowledged that opportunities to achieve interception will be limited within the confines of the 

site whilst also meeting our requirements for SuDS in Flood Areas.  However, opportunities to 

intercept the first 5mm of rainfall for the majority of rainfall events should be maximised.  Some 

SuDS features, like green roofs, which assist in meeting this standard cannot be agreed and 

secured via condition as their late introduction would contradict approved site plans and elevations.  

It is therefore important that interception is properly considered at this stage of the planning process.  

On this basis I object to the application.  

 

3. Extreme rainfall and flooding 

3.1. The proposed development introduces new built form within an area at risk of flooding.  The site is 

wholly located within flood zone 3a – at high risk of flooding from rivers or the sea.   
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3.2. The area where the extension is proposed is also at risk of surface water flooding in the 0.1% 

annual exceedance probability [AEP] event.  This is used as a proxy for the 1% AEP + an allowance 

for climate change in the absence of a dataset for that event.  The 1% AEP pluvial event (with no 

climate change) conflicts with the edge of the proposed extension. 

 
3.3. The site is also identified as likely to be at high risk of groundwater flooding in our Strategic Flood 

Risk Assessment.   

 
3.4. The drainage for the proposed extension would place SuDS features in a pluvial flood area.  The 

application does not demonstrate that the surface water drainage of the site would function under 

flood conditions.  

 
3.5. The calculations that have been submitted to support the application do not follow national 

guidance.  When adjusted it is expected that the storage needed will increase.  For example 

outdated rainfall data has been used (FSR instead of FEH22), the incorrect climate change 

allowance has been applied to the 1% AEP event (40% instead of 45%)  

 
3.6. The greenfield runoff calculation uses the IH124 method, as opposed to an FEH method as 

prescribed by the national standards for SuDS.  The proposed discharge rate is more than 5 times 

the greenfield discharge rate which is more than the maximum relaxation factor suggested by the 

national standards for SuDS.  In fact, the outflow rate is demonstrated to be 1.1l/s by the simulation 

results, which is higher than the 0.7l/s suggested by the strategy.   

 
3.7. The design has been modelled with level inverts which does not reflect best practice (as opposed to 

level soffits).   

 
3.8. Due to the inaccuracies in the modelling and the location of SuDS features in flood areas without 

adequate risk assessment I object to the application.  The applicant has not demonstrated that 

sufficient storage can be provided on site without increasing flood risk.   

 

4. Water quality 

4.1. 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 development. Therefore, we do not object to the proposal on these grounds, subject to 

a condition securing the provision of details demonstrating water quality benefits. 

 

5. Amenity 

5.1. The Flood Risk Assessment suggests that permeable paving may be incorporated into the design, 

this would provide a limited multifunctional benefit.  However, no further evidence or information is 

provided to confirm where it might be installed.  The inclusion of permeable paving also introduces a 

conflict with the requirements for locating SuDS in flood risk areas.  This is because it is not possible 

to seal the permeable paving from surface water inundation from elsewhere.  Replacement of 

concrete hardstanding with permeable paving is likely to have little to no impact on the amenity of 

the area.  It is acknowledged that, given the industrial nature of the site, there are limited 

opportunities for SuDS to enhance its amenity value. 

 

5.2. Without further evidence of the amenity benefits arising from the proposed SuDS being identified, 

Standard 5 of the NSfS has not been met. It is unclear how any amenity benefits may be provided 

without affecting the scale and layout of the development and therefore I object to the proposal.   
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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)  

☐ Other:  Specify ……………………… 

☐ None 
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Drainage Engineers response  

 

 
 
Arun District Council, Civic Centre, Maltravers Rd 
Littlehampton, West Sussex, BN17 5LF 
www.arun.gov.uk 

 

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

       
 

 
 

 

From: Sarah Burrow <Sarah.Burrow@arun.gov.uk>  

Sent: 22 October 2025 13:02 

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

Cc: Harry Chalk <Harry.Chalk@arun.gov.uk>; Kathryn Welch <Kathryn.Welch@arun.gov.uk>; Paul Cann 

<Paul.Cann@arun.gov.uk> 

Subject: RE: Planning Consultation on: LU/119/25/PL 

 

Hi Harry,  

Please see my consultation – an objection – attached.  Apologies for the delay in response.   
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Kind regards 

Sarah Burrow 
Flood Risk and Drainage Engineer, Coastal Engineers and Flood Prevention 
 
T:  01903 737815 
E:  sarah.burrow@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: 14 July 2025 08:49 

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

Subject: Planning Consultation on: LU/119/25/PL 

 

To: Engineers (Drainage) 
  

NOTIFICATION FROM ARUN DISTRICT COUNCIL 

Town & Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) 

Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015  

Planning Permission 

Application No: LU/119/25/PL 

Registered:  11th July 2025 

Site Address: Unit 11a To Unit 11d Lineside Way Littlehampton BN17 7EH 

Grid Reference: 501860 102800 

Description of Works: Extension of industrial unit and installation of new palisade fencing gates to 
adjoin existing dropped kerb (resubmission following LU/303/24/PL). This 
application is in CIL Zone 4 (Zero Rated) as other development. 

  

The Council have received the above application.  
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Click here to view the application and 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. 

Should you have any comments to make, these should be sent by replying to this email by 14th August 

2025 . You can also monitor the progress of this application through the Council web site: 

https://www.arun.gov.uk/planning-application-search 

The application will be determined having regard to the development plan policies (if any are relevant) and 

other material considerations. The development plan can be accessed via the website 

https://www.arun.gov.uk/development-plan as can information on what comments we can consider 

https://www.arun.gov.uk/planning-application-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.  

Should the application go to appeal the Planning Inspectorate will publish any comments made to the 

Council on their website:https://acp.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/ but they will protect personal details. 

In the absence of a reply within the period stated, I shall assume that you have no observations to make. 

Yours sincerely 

Harry Chalk 

Planning Officer- Arun District Council 

Telephone: 01903 737577 

Email: harry.chalk@arun.gov.uk 

  

PLCONSULT (ODB) 2020 


