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From: Elaine Walby on behalf of Planning.Responses

Sent: 15 July 2026 17:11

To: Planning Scanning

Subject: FW: LU/72/25/OUT

Attachments: Wick, Littlehampton - LU/72/25/OUT

 

 

Elaine Walby 

Technical Support Assistant 

Planning Services 

 

T:  01903 737 904 

E:  elaine.walby@arun.gov.uk 

 

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: Neil Crowther <Neil.Crowther@arun.gov.uk>  

Sent: 15 July 2026 16:01 

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

Subject: LU/72/25/OUT 

 

 

 

Neil Crowther 
Group Head of Planning & Building Control 
 
T:  01903 737839 
E:  neil.crowther@arun.gov.uk  
 
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 www1.arun.gov.uk/planning-application-finder 
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Viable infiltration was accepted by the LLFA and demonstrated within the FRADS report, as detailed above. 

  

Additionally, we have asked for meetings to discuss the scheme and have not been given the opportunity to talk face-to-face. The mention of a ‘single’ drainage solution being 

presented is confusing, as it was the Arun engineer who requested that an alternative approach be considered in the event of infiltration testing not being viable (Arun 

consultation response of 18.05.2026); 

  

 
  

  

  

 
  

This is not correct. We have provided hydraulic calculations in our last response within the FRADS report (Appendices L and M and paras 7.18 to 7.26)). We cannot have a legal 

agreement in place to discharge at this stage, but we have shown that the connection would be through statutory mechanisms with Southern Water/Highways/the EA and not 

private third parties – a typical approach as outlined in paras 7.18 to 7.26. 

  

  

  

There does not appear to be any reasoning in the recommendations as to why Conditions cannot be applied that would satisfy the more technical details. The Arun engineer has 

previously requested that further testing is carried out once the building is demolished, which can only be done post-planning; and the LLFA were satisfied at one stage that 

Conditions could be imposed to their satisfaction (see above and Arun consultation response of 18.05.2026, below); 

  

 
  

  

  

It is disappointing, that the comments do not represent a fair assessment of the significant efforts made to demonstrate that there is a viable engineering solution to the 

management of surface water runoff at the site. By saying that Conditions cannot be applied because the Arun engineer does not consider that they can be met, to my mind 

demonstrates an unwillingness to understand the technical aspects of the site constraints, the current drainage arrangement at the site (via soakaways) and the SuDS principles 

applied to surrounding developments. 

  

The current consultee comments do not represent a fair, objective assessment of the exhaustive technical work undertaken to prove a viable drainage solution exists. To state 

that conditions cannot be applied because they "cannot be met" suggests a fundamental unwillingness to engage with the technical realities of the site, its current drainage (via 

soakaways), and established SuDS principles applied nearby. They can however be addressed by suitably worded conditions as previously suggested by the LLFA. 

  

We ask you to liaise with your drainage consultees to provide an appropriate addendum to this planning committee report, carefully considering the submitted information. 

 

Regards 

 

 

Adrian Goodall 

  

  

  

 


