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level would not allow 1m of unsaturated ground below the base of any infiltrating feature, infiltration 

to ground has therefore been ruled out. 

 

1.2. Instead, it is proposed to move down the hierarchy to the next priority destination, as defined by 

Standard 1 of the NSfS. Mapping data indicates that there are no suitable watercourses available for 

discharge; however, a private surface water drain is located approximately 40 m to the west. 

 

1.3. A visual inspection undertaken by the applicant has indicated that this pipeline may be redundant. 

However, we believe this system to be non-redundant but possibly requiring work to ensure it is fully 

operational. The applicant has stated that they are prepared to undertake the necessary works to 

bring the drain back into use. Whilst it has been indicated that a CCTV survey has been undertaken, 

this has not been submitted as part of the application. How the pipe outfall currently discharges onto 

the beach/into the sea will also need to be assessed to ensure that it is fit for purpose. Furthermore, 

no evidence has been provided to demonstrate that the owner of the drainage system would permit 

a new connection. 

 

1.4. It has been confirmed that an unrestricted discharge rate may be appropriate, given that the sewer 

ultimately discharges to a tidal waterbody, namely the English Channel. Whilst this is acceptable in 

principle, no evidence has been provided to demonstrate that the drain has sufficient capacity to 

convey these unrestricted flows. In addition, the contributing catchment area has not been identified 

on the submitted plans. Tidal locking may also need to be considered. 

 

1.5. It is also acknowledged that any new connection to the private drain would need to operate via 

gravity drainage, as the use of a pumped solution would be strongly discouraged and would only be 

considered acceptable in exceptional circumstances. Whilst it is recognised that ground levels 

appear to fall from the site towards the location of the drain, no topographical survey has been 

submitted to confirm that a gravity-fed system can be achieved at this stage. 

 

1.6. Water re-use measures would also be expected for a development of this nature. Although the 

Surface Water Drainage Strategy indicates that water butts will be utilised, this recommendation 

appears to relate to a different scheme. In any event, the installation of water butts would not affect 

the scale or layout of the development and could be secured by condition. 

 

1.7. The application site falls within the Lidsey Wastewater Treatment Catchment Area. This catchment 

is the subject of a Surface Water Management Plan due, in part, to a recognised history of foul 

sewer flooding. The site is located within a Local Flood Risk Zone identified within the Surface 

Water Management Plan (LFRZ_015). The plan states that flood risk from pluvial flooding and 

surcharge of the public sewer network is high. 

 

1.8. Infiltration to the ground has been ruled out, and discharge to a surface water drain is considered 

acceptable in principle. However, at this stage, further information is required to demonstrate that a 

connection is feasible and can be delivered as proposed. We therefore have no option but to object 

until viability is proven.  

 

2. Interception drainage 

2.1. The applicant has indicated that interception of surface water can be achieved using a SuDS 

planter, however this appears to have be specified in connection with another scheme. As such no 

interception features have been provided for this scheme. As infiltration has been discounted, 
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interception features are imperative to ensuring compliance with Standard 2 of the NSfS. Features 

we could expect to see in a project of this size and scale include: 

 

· water butts or other means of reuse that are not designed for regular daily demand attached to all new 

downpipes. 

· raingardens and bioretention features attached to all new downpipes. 

· permeable surfacing. 

 

2.2. These features may affect affect the scale or layout of development and therefore cannot be secure 

by condition. We object to the proposal for this reason. 

 

3. Extreme rainfall and flooding 

3.1. Drainage calculations have been submitted; however, these appear to relate to a different 

development proposal and are therefore not applicable to the current application. 

 

3.2. The site is located within an area identified as future Flood Zone 3a. The application should 

therefore be supported by Environment Agency Product 4 data, as the use of publicly available, 

non-site-specific datasets may not provide an accurate representation of future flood risk at the site. 

 

3.3. Furthermore, an area at the front of the proposed dwelling is shown to fall within the future 0.1% 

Annual Exceedance Probability (AEP) surface water flood extent. This area appears to interact with 

the footprint of the proposed garage and, as such, further assessment is required to demonstrate 

the implications of future flood risk for the proposed development. 

 

3.4. These events (3.3) may need to be accounted for in any design. For further guidance, please refer 

to our SuDS in Flood Areas document available online at www.arun.gov.uk/surfacewater. 

 

3.5. At present, no modelling or supporting evidence specific to this development; 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 proposed development. 

Therefore, this application does not accord with the NPPF as set out above and we object to the 

proposal. 

 

4. Water quality 

4.1. Insufficient evidence of water quality benefits has been provided, and as such, Standard 4 of the 

NSfSDS 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. Insufficient amenity benefits arising from the proposed SuDS have been identified, and therefore 

Standard 5 of the Systems NSfSDS has not been met. However, the submission of such evidence 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 details of amenity benefits. 

 

6. Biodiversity 

6.1. Insufficient biodiversity benefits arising from the proposed SuDS have been identified, and therefore 

Standard 6 of the Systems NSfSDS has not been met. However, the submission of such evidence is 
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☐ Lead local flood authority (all other sources of flooding and ordinary watercourses)  

☐ Other:  Specify ……………………… 

☐ None 
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