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advise whether the design of the development is safe for the lifespan of the development and the 

Planning Authority must determine whether there are any suitable sites at lower flood risk zone 

classification and whether there are wider sustainability benefits to the community that outweigh the 

flood risk. 

 

1. Runoff destination 

1.1. The applicant proposes to discharge surface water part to a combined sewer and part to the River 

Arun watercourse. Water reuse is not proposed but should be in accordance with the hierarchy for 

sustainable drainage. There is relatively small contributing catchment but there may be potential 

demand for non-potable water, there may also be a need for small scale landscape irrigation. 

1.2. The drainage assessment states that the existing site discharges to the River Arun but the proposed 

development discharges part to the public sewer. This is not in accordance with the drainage 

hierarchy which states runoff destinations should be to watercourses before sewers. Evidence has 

not been provided that the higher priority destination has been utilised to the maximum effect 

practicable. Note – It is accepted that infiltration is not suitable in this location. 

1.3. The runoff destination is not currently in accordance with the requirements of the NSfS. Therefore, 

we object to the application.   

1.4. Please note if evidence is provided that connection to the sewer is necessary, further details of the 

location and depth of the sewer will be required to demonstrate connection is feasible with discharge 

by gravity without the need for mechanical pumping. Drainage capacity checks will also be required 

and comment from Southern Water that the connection is acceptable should be provided. 

 

2. Interception drainage 

2.1. The opportunities for interception drainage include lined permeable paving and green roofs or walls, 

or other method to be proposed by the applicant. The drainage assessment states that there is no 

external paved area available to locate permeable paving but this does not appear to be the case 

from the submitted plans as there is a ground floor level car park. 

2.2. Evidence has not been provided to justify the lack of interception drainage provided as part of the 

sustainable drainage design. Inception drainage is not currently in accordance with the requirements 

of the NSfS. Therefore, we object to the application.   

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 may only be delivered by 

evapotranspiration. No SuDS features which allow evapotranspiration are proposed. There may be 

a case for reduced reliance on interception drainage for an unrestricted outlet to a tidal estuary, 

however no departure from the national standards from SuDS has been requested. It is unclear 

where interception features may be included within the proposed scale and layout. 

 

3. Extreme rainfall and flooding 

3.1. The drainage strategy is to attenuate large return period storms within a below ground storage tank 

with a restricted outlet to a sewer for the roof area, and the external areas to discharge to the River 

Arun without restriction. 

3.2. The design shown in the drainage assessment is a concept level mark-up of the site plan and not an 

engineering design with sufficient information for full planning stage.  

3.3. There are a number of deficiencies in the drainage calculations when reviewed against current 

SuDS standards and guidance and the Arun DC drainage checklist, set out below. 

3.4. The CV values are set to 0.95 and should be 1.0.  
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3.5. The rainfall profiles are not in accordance with best practice and should utilise the latest FEH point 

data. 

3.6. The climate change allowance is incorrectly stated as 40% for the design storm. The allowance 

should be 40% for the 3.3% AEP storm and 45% for the 1% AEP design storm. 

3.7. The combined peak discharge rate is not clarified in the drainage assessment. This should be as 

close as reasonably practicable to greenfield runoff for a previously developed site. The combined / 

total outflow from the drained areas should be assessed. 

3.8. The drainage strategy plan states the flow control is 1.7 litres per second, whereas the 100 year 

greenfield runoff rate for the site is stated as 0.29 litres per second. It is our view that the 

development proposals and assessment has not demonstrated that the sustainable drainage 

system cannot achieve close to greenfield runoff rates. A relaxation factor can be agreed in 

accordance with the NSfS (para 3.21) which should be no greater than 5 times GFR for the 50% 

AEP and 1% AEP storms. However, the development may be able to achieve rates of 0.5 - 1.0 litres 

per second depending on the design solution. The design should then incorporate measures to 

reduce the risk of blockage of the flow control device. Please note the requirement for flow control 

would not apply to direct discharges to the tidal main river, see below. 

3.9. The NSfS permits unrestricted discharge to large tidal estuaries and the sea as development runoff 

cannot significantly affect water levels. 

3.10. The River Arun is tidal at this location and therefore not considered to be a sensitive receptor.  

In some cases, it may be possible to discharge surface water at an unrestricted rate.  The 

Environment Agency (EA) is the risk management authority for the Arun as it is a designated Main 

River.  No evidence has been submitted to demonstrate that the proposed discharge rates, volumes 

or flow parameters have been agreed with them.  This is an expectation of the NSfS.  A flood risk 

activity permit will also be required from the EA.   

3.11. If unrestricted discharge is permitted, storage is required where there is a risk that the system 

could be tidally locked and attenuation may be required to storm water without flooding. The 

downstream surcharge should be based upon the Mean Highwater Spring Tide.   

3.12. Careful consideration will be needed of how to protect that storage from tidal/fluvial flooding. 

There is guidance on the Arun DC webpages regarding SuDS in Flood Areas. The application 

needs to consider the possibility of floodwater entering attenuation. 

3.13. Management of extreme rainfall is not currently in accordance with the requirements of the 

NSfS. Therefore, we object to the application.   

 

4. Water quality 

4.1. No mitigation or specific design is proposed for water quality. No assessment is provided on the 

mitigation of water quality for the sustainable drainage system. 

4.2. Water quality mitigation should meet minimum standards such as the SuDS Manual Simple Index 

Approach or equivalent assessment. 

4.3. It is possible but currently unclear whether the design of pollution control could be achieved below 

ground without affecting scale and layout. 

4.4. Water quality mitigation is not currently in accordance with the requirements of the NSfS (Standard 

4). Therefore, we object to the application.   

 

5. Amenity 

5.1. No mitigation or specific design is proposed for amenity / multifunctionality and no assessment is 

provided on the amenity aspect for the sustainable drainage system. 

5.2. Whilst the opportunities on a site such as this may be limited, there should be consideration of this 

aspect of sustainable drainage design and incorporation where feasible. 
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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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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: 20 November 2025 10:15 

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

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

Subject: RE: Planning Consultation on: LU/141/25/PL 

 

Hi Kathryn,  

Find the consultation response – an objection – attached.   
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I am submitting this consultation on behalf of Paul, our Principal Drainage Engineer.  It has been 

completed by one of our external consultants.   

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: 19 August 2025 17:49 

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

Subject: Planning Consultation on: LU/141/25/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/141/25/PL 

Registered:  15th August 2025 

Site Address: 57 River Road Littlehampton BN17 5DD 

Grid Reference: 502356 102130 

Description of Works: Partial demolition of number 57 River Road, change of use & re-development 
to provide a flatted development comprising 9 No apartments with private 
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amenity space, parking & cycle storage, including the partial demolition of the 
adjacent boundary wall to provide a new pedestrian access & the creation of a 
floating pontoon with resident morning spaces (resubmission following 
LU/251/21/PL). This application affects the character & appearance of the 
Littlehampton River Road Conservation Area & is in CIL Zone 4 (Zero Rated) 
as flats. 

  

The Council have received the above application.  

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 18th September 

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 

Mr S Davis 

Planning Officer- Arun District Council 

Telephone: 01903 737874 

Email: Simon.Davis@arun.gov.uk 
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