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• Code of practice for the structural design of pavements using modular paving units 

• Building Regulations Approved Document H 

• CIRIA Report 753 – ‘The SuDS Manual’ 

• ‘National standards for sustainable drainage systems (SuDS)’ Published by the Department for 
Environment, Food & Rural Affairs (DEFRA) July 2025 

• Tools for the design and evaluation of sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) published by 
UKSuDS (HR Wallingford) 

• ‘Flood risk assessments: Climate change allowances’ published by the Environment Agency • 
BS 8582:2013. ‘Code of practice for surface water management for development sites’ 

 
The proposed surface water drainage layout and associated construction details are shown on 
Drawing 006 included in Appendix 1. 
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2. FLOOD RISK 
 

Interrogation of flood mapping (https://flood-map-for-planning.service.gov.uk) shows that the site 
is located in Flood Zone 3 and is at risk of flooding from the sea. Sites located in Flood Zone 3 have 
a 1 in 200 (0.5%) or greater chance of flooding each year. An extract from the mapping is shown in 
Figure 2.1. 
 
The proposed development is residential in nature and as can be seen in Figure 2.2, is classed as 
‘More Vulnerable Development’ (source: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-
change). 
 

 
Figure 2.1 – extract from flood zone mapping 

 

 
Figure 2.2 – Development Classification 
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Figure 2.3: Flood risk compatibility 

 
 
More vulnerable developments placed in Flood Zone 3 are considered appropriate development 
(source: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-change) only if the exception test can 
be passed, as can be seen in Figure 2.3. The Exception Test requires two additional elements to be 
satisfied (as set out in paragraph 164 of the National Planning Policy Framework) before allowing 
development to be allocated or permitted in situations where suitable sites at lower risk of flooding 
are not available following application of the sequential test. It should be demonstrated that: 
 

• development that has to be in a flood risk area will provide wider sustainability benefits to the 
community that outweigh flood risk; 

• and the development will be safe for its lifetime taking account of the vulnerability of its users, 
without increasing flood risk elsewhere, and, where possible, will reduce flood risk overall. 
 

 
The following flood risks have been considered and are discussed in more detail in subsequent parts 
of this document: 
 

• Flood risk from rivers or the sea 

• Flood risk from surface water 

• Flood risk from groundwater and reservoirs 

• Flood risk from sewers 

• Historic flood records 

• Flood risk from the existing site 

• Flood risk from the proposed development 
 
 
The flood risks and their flood risk frequencies are set out in Table 2.1 
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Risk of flooding Yearly chance of flooding 

Very low risk <0.1% 
(less frequently than once in 1000 years) 

Low risk 0.1% to 1% 
(once in every 100 – 1000 years) 

Medium risk 1% to 3.3% 
(once in every 30 – 100 years) 

High risk >3.3% 
(more frequently than once in 30 years) 

Table 2.1: Flood risk & flood risk frequency 
 
 
2.1 Flood risk from rivers or the sea 
Interrogation of flood mapping shows that the site is located in an area where there is very low 
yearly risk of flooding from rivers or the sea, and a low risk of flooding from rivers or sea between 
2036 and 2069. This is shown in Figures 2.4 & 2.5. 
 
 

 
Figure 2.4 – Yearly chance of flooding (rivers and sea) 
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Figure 2.4 – Chance of flooding (rivers and sea) 2036-2069 

 
 
Interrogation of the Arun DC Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) and also Product 4 data from 
the Environment Agency (EA) confirm that the site is not at risk from fluvial flooding but is at risk 
from flooding from the sea. 
 
Extracts from SFRA mapping are included in Appendix 2. 
 
Product 4 data, which was obtained for a site 50m to the west of No. 86 Ancton Way in 2021, is 
included in Appendix 3. Updated Product 4 data has been requested from the EA but may not be 
received from them by 19th November 2025, the date requested by Arun DC planning department 
for this revised document. This is due to the 20 working days needed by the EA to provide this data 
from the date it was requested of them. 
 
 
2.2 Flood risk from surface water 
Interrogation of flood mapping shows that the site is located in an area where there is very low 
yearly risk of flooding from surface water, and a low risk of flooding from surface water between 
2036 and 2069. This is shown in Figures 2.6 & 2.7. 
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Figure 2.6 – Yearly chance of flooding from surface water 

 
 

 
Figure 2.7 – Chance of flooding from surface water 2036-2069 

 
 

2.3 Flood risk from groundwater and reservoirs 
Interrogation of flood mapping shows that the site is located in an area flooding from either of these 
sources is unlikely. This is summarised in Figure 2.8 
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Figure 2.8 – summary of flood risk from other sources 

 
 
2.4 Flood risk from sewers 
The SFRA contains no record of any sewer flooding at the site. According to the landowner, there 
have been no records of sewer flooding in the past two years. 
 
 
2.5 Historic flood records 
Interrogation of the SFRA indicates that the site is located in an area where incidents of flooding 
have been recorded although not at the site address. 
 
 
2.6 Flood risk from the existing site 
The existing site comprises a single residential dwelling with the usual hard and soft landscaping. 
The total impermeable area (dwelling + outbuilding + hard landscaping) is approximately 150 sq.m. 
 
The roof of the existing dwelling presently drains to a soakaway. The hardstanding at the front of 
the property drains to the road. 
 
 
2.7 Flood risk from the proposed development 
Following development of the site, the impermeable area will total approximately 95 sq.m. The 
increase in risk of overland (exceedance) flows reaching adjacent properties will be mitigated 
against by designing the surface water drainage system to cater for flows arising from the 1 in 100 
year storm event plus an allowance for climate change, and the resultant risk of flooding to 
properties off-site will be low. 
 
 
2.8 Impact of climate change 
The site is located within an area influenced by tidal flooding, so climate change allowances for peak river 
flow and rainfall are not directly relevant to the assessment of flood risk from the sea. 
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2.9 Mitigation measures 
It is important to recognise the effects of climate change and for the design of new developments 
to consider and to build in, resilience to flooding of all forms. Figure 2.9 shows the approach to 
design, which is required by current guidance. It has been reproduced from Improving the Flood 
Performance of New Buildings (flood resilient construction), published by Department for 
Communities and Local Government. 
 
 

 
Figure 2.9 – Design Approach 

 
 
The proposed development is classed as more vulnerable and the standing advice for such 
developments covers the following: 
 
• floor levels 
• flood resistance and resilience measures 
• access and escape 
• surface water management 

 
 
2.9.1 Floor levels 
Standing advice recommends that finished floor levels are set 300mm above the 0.5% AEP 
plus an allowance for climate change, and if this is not possible to raise the floor level as 
much as possible, consider moving vulnerable uses to upper floors and to include extra flood 
resistance and resilience measures. 



86 Ancton Way, Bognor Regis, West Sussex PO22 6JP 
 

FLOOD RISK ASSESSMENT & THE MANAGEMENT OF SURFACE WATER RUN-OFF 
 

 

10 
 

 
The proposal is to construct a replacement dwelling, and the finished floor level of the 
proposed dwelling will be set at the same level as the existing finished floor level, reflecting 
the floor levels of the existing and adjacent properties. 
 

 
2.9.2 Flood resistance and resilience measures 
Standing advice requires that the design should be appropriately flood resistant and resilient 
by incorporating the following measures: 
 

• using flood resistant materials that have low permeability to at least 600mm above 
the estimated flood level 

• making sure any doors, windows or other openings are flood resistant to at least 
600mm above the estimated flood level 

• using flood resilient materials to at least 600mm above the estimated flood level by 
raising all sensitive electrical equipment, wiring and sockets to at least 600mm above 
the estimated flood level 

• making it easy for water to drain away after flooding such as installing a sump and a 
pump 

• making sure there is access to all spaces to enable drying and cleaning; ensuring that 
soil pipes are protected from back-flow such as by using non-return valve. 
 
 

To protect the dwelling from the risk of flooding from fluvial sources, the intention is to 
adopt a water exclusion strategy. Flood resilient construction (masonry) will be used. There 
are two possible entry points for water into the extension and these are: 
 

• Air vents 
Air vents will be fitted with covers to prevent water ingress which would be fixed in 
place to prevent water entering the sub floor voids. As an alternative, self-closing 
vents could be installed 

• Doors. 
To prevent water ingress via the door openings, the doors will either be specialist 
manufactured flood-resistant doors, or a flood barrier will be provided, held in situ 
by channels fixed to the wall on each side of the door opening. The barrier would be 
dropped into place when needed. 

 
 
2.9.3 Access and escape 
The site is located within a flood zone and it is necessary to ensure that the occupants are 
fully aware of flood risk. The occupants will be advised to sign up to the Environment 
Agency’s Flood Warning Service. 
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Standing advice requires details of emergency escape plans to be provided for any parts of 
a building that are below the estimated flood level. These plans should show that any single 
storey buildings or ground floors without access to upper floors can access a safe refuge 
above the estimated flood level; that any basement rooms have clear internal access (for 
example a staircase) to an upper floor above the estimated flood level; a safe route of access 
and escape which is set above the estimated flood level and connects the site to an area 
away from flood risk. The property has no basement and there is stair access from ground 
floor level to the first floor. The first floor provides a safe refuge should it be required. There 
are two entry/exit points at the property: the front door (which gives access to Ancton Way) 
and the back door (which gives access into the rear garden). 
 
 
2.9.4 Surface water management 
Standing advice requires that Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) should be provided for 
all developments involving surface water drainage in flood risk areas; and for major 
developments involving surface water drainage. The standing advice also states that in the 
event SuDS are not included, the local planning authority (LPA) should be provided with clear 
evidence of why their use would be inappropriate. The management of surface water is 
discussed in sections 3 & 4.  
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3. SURFACE WATER DRAINAGE – DESIGN PRINCIPLES 
CIRIA Report 753 – The SuDS Manual’ sets out the design approach and the design criteria to be 
used when preparing the designs for a sustainable drainage system; and ‘National standards for 
sustainable drainage systems (SuDS)’ Published by the Department for Environment, Food & Rural 
Affairs (DEFRA) July 2025 sets out the standards for sustainable drainage systems. These standards 
are used in conjunction with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and Planning Practice 
Guidance and have been applied when preparing the design for this development. 
 
In order to meet the requirements of these publications, planning policy and current best practice 
guidance, the following are now considered and discussed: 
 

• Underlying geology 

• Groundwater pollution 

• Climate change 

• Sustainability and SuDS hierarchy and standards 

• Storm frequency climate change and urban creep 

• Timetable for implementation 

• Management and maintenance 

• Exceedence flows 
 
 

3.1 Underlying geology 
Interrogation of British Geological Survey Mapping indicates that the site is underlain by chalk 
(bedrock geology) with superficial deposits of river terrace deposits and raised beach deposits. 
An extract from the mapping is shown in Figure 3.1. 
 
Excavations carried out for foundations for the newly-built adjacent property at No.88 Ancton 
Way confirmed that chalk is present at shallow depth. This can be seen in the photograph 
included in Appendix 4. 
 
Inspections of the trial pits to assess the underlying geology, and witnessing of the soakage 
tests were carried out by Herbert Stumpp Ltd. 
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Figure 3.1 – extract from British Geological Survey mapping 
© British Geological Survey 
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3.2 Groundwater pollution 
The site is not located within a Source Protection Zone (SPZ) and this can be seen from the extract 
from MAGIC Map published by DEFRA reproduced as Figure 3.2. In broad terms, SPZs are defined 
according to how long it will take a pollutant to travel from the point under consideration to the 
source from where groundwater is taken. These definitions are: inner zones (SPZ1), outer zones 
(SPZ2) and total catchments (SPZ3).  
 
The sources of surface water run-off into the ground are from the roof and from the areas of hard 
landscaping around the site. Surface water run-off from roofs is generally considered ‘safe’ in terms 
of pollutant types and levels of pollutants, although airborne particles which settle on these areas 
can contain elevated levels of pollutants and these particles are generally washed off with the first 
flush of rainfall and conveyed into the drainage system. 
 
The patio to the rear of the proposed dwelling and the parking area to the front will be permeably 
surfaced and beneath these permeable surfaces will be an aggregate drainage blanket. 
 
The parking area is a potential source of pollutants such as hydrocarbons, phosphates, glycols, 
alcohols and heavy metals. Engines can leak, and accidental spillages can occur. It is well-
documented that drainage blankets assist with removing pollutants such as these. The majority of 
silt and the pollutants which become attached to it are usually trapped within the top 30mm of the 
drainage blanket, and organic pollutants such as petrol and diesel tend to biodegrade due to the 
length of time they are retained, during which microbial and natural action break down these 
pollutants into their less harmful components 
 
It is therefore considered that the risk of groundwater pollution is low. 
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3.3 Climate change 
‘Flood risk assessments: climate change allowances’ prepared by the Environment Agency 
recommends varying levels of allowance for climate change and requires that allowances for 
climate change are applied to the peak rainfall intensities used in the design storms to be 
considered. 
 
The allowances to be used are obtained directly from that publication and it can be seen from 
the extract reproduced as Figure 3.3 that the allowances vary between 20% and 45%, 
depending upon the lifespan of the development and the exceedance rainfall event. It is 
considered that as the development is of a residential nature, a life span for the development 
of 100 years is appropriate, which means that the development will be in use until, say, 2125. 
The 1% annual exceedance rainfall event is appropriate and the central and upper end 
allowances for this event are 25% and 45%. An allowance of 45% will therefore be used. 
 
 

 
Figure 3.3 – peak rainfall allowances 
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3.4 Sustainability and SuDS standards and hierarchy 
‘National standards for sustainable drainage systems (SuDS)’ state and give guidance on the 
seven standards to be considered and they are: 
 

• Run-off destination 

• Interception drainage 

• Extreme rainfall and flooding 

• Water quality 

• Amenity 

• Biodiversity 

• Construction, operation, maintenance, decommissioning and structural integrity 
 
 

3.4.1 Run-off destination 
Soakage tests at two depths have confirmed that infiltration is viable and it is therefore 
not necessary to offer an alternative disposal location. Standards require at least 1m 
between the base of any SuDS feature and the peak winter groundwater table. 

 
3.4.2 Interception drainage 
2nr rainwater downpipes will be provided on the rear of the proposed dwelling to pick 
up surface water run-off from the roof. Each downpipe will flow into a rainwater butt 
and then into a rain garden instead of into a drainage blanket located beneath a 
permeable surface. Two rain gardens will be provided - one alongside each side 
boundary in the rear garden. The roof area is 75 sq.m (82.5 sq.m. with 10% allowance 
for urban creep) and a total area of 16.5 sq.m. of rain garden is required (20% of the roof 
area). Each rain garden will be 10.4m long and will be 0.8m wide, providing a total area 
of 16.6 sq.m. 8.3 sq.m. will be provided on each side. All paved surfaces will be laid so 
as to be permeable. 
 
3.4.3 Extreme rainfall and flooding 
A flood risk assessment has been prepared and this is included in Section 2 of this 
document. The site is at low risk of flooding from surface water and this is shown in 
Figures 2.6 & 2.7 of the FRA/surface water design document and is also confirmed by 
inspection of Arun DC’s own SFRA. Flooding is from tidal sources and there is no 
evidence that the site is at risk from flooding by fluvial sources. 

 
3.4.4 Water quality 
Water quality has been considered and groundwater pollution is discussed in section 
3.2 of this document. The principal source of surface water run-off is from the roof of 
the proposed dwelling. Surface water run-off from roofs is generally considered 'safe' 
in terms of pollutant types and levels of pollutants, although airborne particles which 
settle on these areas can contain elevated levels of pollutants and these particles are 
generally washed off with the first flush of rainfall and conveyed into the drainage 
system. The roof will discharge into rain gardens where the planting, retention of the 
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surface water run-off, and subsequent microbial and natural action will break down 
the pollutants into their less harmful components. This is well-documented. Any new 
hard landscaping around the site will be permeable, and again any pollutants will be 
treated by microbial and natural action in the drainage media beneath them. 

 
3.4.5 Amenity 
The rain gardens will slow surface water run-off and will provide a garden feature for 
the use and enjoyment by the occupants of the dwelling. A project of this size has 
little potential to offer amenity on a wider scale, e.g. beyond the confines of the si te. 
 
3.4.6 Biodiversity 
The rain gardens will be planted with native, nectar-rich plants, which will provide 
food for pollinators such as butterflies and bumblebees, and will attract birds. It will 
also enhance the natural habitat. 

 
3.4.7 Construction, operation, maintenance, decommissioning & structural 

integrity 
Construction details and maintenance requirements are considered in this document, 
with various details shown on Drawing 006. Management and maintenance are 
discussed in section 3.7. Structural design is discussed in section 4. 

 
 
‘National standards for sustainable drainage systems (SuDS)’ also state and give guidance on 
the drainage hierarchy to be followed and this is: 

 
 
Runoff from the development shall be discharged to the following final destinations, to the maximum 
extent practicable, in accordance with the below hierarchy: 

• priority 1: collected for non-potable use 

• priority 2: infiltrated to ground 

• priority 3: discharged to an above ground surface water body 

• priority 4: discharged to a surface water sewer, or another piped surface water drainage system 

• priority 5: discharged to a combined sewer 
Note 1: priority 1 is the highest priority and priority 5 is the lowest. 
 

 
 

• Priority 1: Collected for non-potable use 
2nr rainwater butts will be provided to the rear of the property to store rainwater for 
garden use. These will overflow when full into a rain garden. The storage of rainwater 
for larger-scale re-use has been discounted because the area that would receive surface 
water is relatively small and to serve the property reliably, an overly large tank would 
be required to be sited below ground. This is considered impractical. 

 

• Priority 2: Infiltrated into the ground 
British Geological Survey maps shows that the underlying geology of the site is chalk. 
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Surface water run-off from the existing site and other properties in the area presently 
drains to soakaways. 
 
Testing to establish the soil infiltration rate was carried out for No.88 Ancton Way in 
January 2023. The location of the trial pit where these tests were undertaken is shown 
on Drawing 006 and the results of the tests and calculation of the infiltration rates are 
included in Appendix 5. The locations of the tests were approximately 4m from the 
centre of the development site. 
 
The method of calculating the soil infiltration rate is by taking a known volume of water 
and dividing it by the product of the surface area of the excavation exposed to water 
measured between two points and the time taken for that volume of water to fall 
between those two points. The method is the same for both BRE 365 and Building 
Regulations Part H and the size of the trial pit makes no difference to the methodology 
or to the result. For BRE 365 a trial pit should be between 1m and 3m long, and 0.3m 
and 1m wide; and for Part H a trial pit should be 300mm square and at least 300mm 
deep. The pit for the upper level test was 1.0m x 1.0m x 0.6m deep and the pit for the 
lower level test was 0.5m x 0.5m x 1.0m deep. 
 
Infiltration tests were carried out at 0.6m below ground level and at 1.0m below ground 
level and the infiltration rate at the higher level was calculated to be 1.16 x 10-5m/s ; and 
the infiltration rate at the lower level was calculated to be 8.8 x 10-6 m/s. 
 
The method of calculating the soil infiltration rate f is correct and is compliant with both 
BRE 365 and Building Regulations Part H methods. 
 
Inspections of the trial pits to assess the underlying geology, and witnessing of the 
soakage tests were carried out by Herbert Stumpp Ltd. 
 
The results show that infiltration drainage is feasible and it is therefore the proposed 
method for the dispersal of surface water run-off. 
 
All patios, paths and hardstandings around the development site will be permeably 
surfaced and will infiltrate directly into the ground. Surface water run-off from the roof 
of the proposed dwelling will discharge into rain gardens. 

 

• Priority 3: discharged to an above ground surface water body 
There is no above ground surface water body to discharge to, so this has been 
discounted. In any case, this option is lower down the hierarchy than the proposed 
infiltration drainage techniques. 

 

• Priority 4: Discharged to a surface water sewer, or another piped surface water drainage 
system 
There is no surface water sewer or piped drainage system to discharge to so this has 
been discounted. In any case, this option is lower down the hierarchy than the proposed 
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infiltration drainage techniques. 
 

• Priority 5: discharged to a combined sewer 
There is no combined sewer to discharge to so this has been discounted. In any case, 
this option is lower down the hierarchy than the proposed infiltration drainage 
techniques. 

 
 
3.5 Storm frequency, climate change & urban creep 
Planning policies and current guidance require the surface water drainage system to be 
designed to receive flows from a 1 in 30 year +45% climate change event without flooding. 
The storage system and the below ground pipework leading to it have been designed to 
receive flows from a 1 in 100 year +45% climate change event without flooding. The measured 
impermeable areas used in the calculations include a 10% allowance to take into account 
urban creep. 
 
 
3.6 Timetable for implementation 
The proposed surface water drainage system will be constructed as part of the development 
of the site and will be operational prior to occupation. 
 

 
3.7 Management and maintenance 
Responsibility for maintenance will rest with the owner of the proposed dwelling, and regular 
inspection and maintenance of the drainage system, its components and its contributing areas 
will be required. 
 
The construction details and the proposed drainage layout drawing show that the drainage 
system complies with the relevant requirements of Part H of the Building Regulations in 
respect of maintenance, access, pipe diameters and gradients; and they also show that the 
proposed materials are of a suitable nature for the intended use. Construction of the drainage 
system and installation of individual components will be tested where required in accordance 
with the Building Regulations, current codes of practice and manufacturer’s 
recommendations. 
 
The maintenance requirements for the drainage system are summarised as follows: 
 
Gutters 
Materials:  Plastic/composite/steel gratings, plastic gutters and gullies, 

precast concrete channels 
Maintenance requirements: Monthly inspections to assess condition and to ensure no 

accumulations of debris or silt. Remove any debris and carry out 
jetting/flushing and repairs as necessary to ensure continued 
operation.  
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Permeable paving 
Materials: Clay/concrete pavers with stone media beneath 
Maintenance requirements: Sweeping of the surface 2 – 4 times per year, removal of any 

surface debris as it appears, and the removal of any weed and 
plant growth. Sweeping can be carried out manually or 
mechanically. Mechanical sweeping should only be carried out 
with the suction feature turned off to prevent the accidental 
removal of any surface grit. 

 
 
Water butts & diverters 
Materials: Plastic 
Maintenance requirements: Twice yearly inspections to assess condition of water butts and 

to ensure no accumulations of debris or silt. Remove any debris 
as necessary. Regular inspection of diverter inlet and outlet 
pipes to ensure no blockages 

 
 
Rain gardens 
Materials: Live plants 
Maintenance requirements: Careful selection of plants to ensure they are appropriate for the 

conditions. Regular weeding, pruning and trimming to ensure 
the garden does not become overgrown. Regular inspection of 
plants to assess their health and replacement of dead and dying 
plants. 

 
  



86 Ancton Way, Bognor Regis, West Sussex PO22 6JP 
 

FLOOD RISK ASSESSMENT & THE MANAGEMENT OF SURFACE WATER RUN-OFF 
 

 

22 
 

4. DESIGN 
 
The proposal is for surface water run-off from the proposed dwelling to drain into the ground via a 
drainage blanket located beneath the rear patio and via the permeable driveway/parking area to 
the front of the property. The design has been broken down into the following sub-headings and 
these are subsequently discussed in detail: 
 

• Groundwater monitoring 

• Structural performance 

• Hydraulic performance 

• Exceedence flows 
 
 

4.1 Groundwater monitoring 
A groundwater monitoring point was installed at the site in April 2023 and water levels were 
observed and recorded regularly. The monitoring point comprised a 1.5m length of perforated 
plastic pipe inserted into the ground to a depth of 1.45m and surrounded with shingle. A 
photographic record is included in Appendix 6. The results of the monitoring are tabulated in 
Table 4.1. Monitoring took place between Apil 2024 and April 2025. The location of the 
monitoring point is shown on Drawing 006. It is a requirement that there is not less than 1.0m 
distance between the highest recorded groundwater level and the underside of any planar 
drainage blanket or soakaway. The ground level at the monitoring point is 9.600m and the 
highest ground water level recorded was 220mm above the base of the monitoring point., i.e. 
8.370m. No formation level is permitted to be lower than 9.370m. Formation levels are shown 
on Drawing 006. 
 

Date Depth of water above base 

27.04.2024 95mm 

16.05.2024 75mm 

25.05.2024 Dry 

07.06.2024 Dry 

30.06.2024 Dry 

20.07.2024 Dry 

02.08.2024 Dry 

08.08.2024 Dry 

06.09.2024 Dry 

11.10.2024 150mm 

01.11.2024 Dry 

15.11.2024 Dry 

23.12.2024 Dry 

18.01.2025 Dry 

30.01.2025 220mm 

14.02.2025 Dry 

18.03.2025 Dry 

20.04.2025 Dry 

Table 4.1 – Groundwater levels 
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4.2 Structural performance 
The parking area and the patio will be permeably surfaced and will be constructed to meet 
the requirements of the anticipated traffic loads. The minimum depth of aggregate sub-base 
which will be used to form the drainage blanket beneath these areas will be either the depth 
required to provide the satisfactory storage volume or the depth required to provide 
satisfactory structural performance, whichever is the greater of the two. 
 
The parking area will be subjected to light car use and will be surfaced using one of the 
following options: 
 

• Permeable resin bound gravel designed in accordance with Marshall’s Permeable Paving 
Design Guide; BS EN 13108 Bituminous mixtures (material specifications); and Asphalt 
Applications AA1 and AA2 published by the Mineral Products Association. This requires 
150mm of open graded crushed rock sub base (drainage aggregate). 

• Permeable tarmac designed in accordance with Marshall’s Permeable Paving Design 
Guide; BS EN 13108 Bituminous mixtures (material specifications); and Asphalt 
Applications AA1 and AA2 published by the Mineral Products Association. This requires 
150mm of open graded crushed rock sub base (drainage aggregate). 

• Permeable block paving designed in accordance with BS 7533. This requires 150mm of 
open graded crushed rock sub base (drainage aggregate). 

• Unbound stone contained in a cellular system such as Bodpave by Green-Tech or a 
Geoweb system. Examples are included in Appendix 7. This surface requires at least 
200mm of aggregate beneath it for satisfactory structural performance. 

 
The patio will be subjected to pedestrian traffic only and will be designed to meet the 
structural requirements of Traffic Category 1 of BS 7533. For satisfactory structural 
performance, the patio requires a minimum of 100mm depth of open graded crushed rock 
sub base (drainage aggregate). 
 
 
4.3 Hydraulic performance 
Calculations are included in Appendix 8 to show the design for the planar infiltration. The 
calculations have been prepared using the tool provided by UKSuDS (HR Wallingford) and are 
based on FEH Rainfall data. 
 

• Planar infiltration 
This covers the design of the permeable surfaces, and the calculations show that: 
 
No urban creep: 
per 1.0 sq.m. of surface, and allowing for a 1 in 100 year event plus 45% allowance for 
climate change, a safety factor of 10, and a depth of aggregate of 125mm, the required 
base area (plan area of the planar infiltration) is 0.9 sq.m which is less than that provided 
(1.0 sq.m) and is therefore satisfactory. 
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+10% for urban creep: 
per 1.1 sq.m. of surface (1.0 sq.m. + 10% for urban creep), and allowing for a 1 in 100 
year event plus 45% allowance for climate change, a safety factor of 10, and a depth of 
aggregate of 125mm, the required base area (plan area of the planar infiltration) is 1.0 
sq.m. which is equal to that provided (1.0 sq.m) and is therefore satisfactory. 
 
125mm depth of aggregate is therefore required for satisfactory hydraulic performance. 
This needs to be compared to the minimum depth of sub base (drainage aggregate) that 
is required for satisfactory structural performance, and this comparison is shown in 
Table 4.2. 

 
 

 Minimum depth required for: Minimum depth 
to be provided Construction format Structural 

design 
Hydraulic 

design 

Resin bound on 
permeable tarmac 

150mm 125mm 150mm 

Permeable tarmac 150mm 125mm 150mm 

Block paving 150mm 125mm 150mm 

Patios/paving etc 100mm 125mm 125mm 

Table 4.2: Depth of drainage aggregate required 
 
 
In the case of the parking bay, the structural design (150mm) governs the depth of aggregate 
required, and in the case of the patio, the hydraulic design (125mm) governs the depth of 
aggregate required. 
 
 
4.4 Exceedence flows 
The proposed ground levels within the site will remain largely as they are at present. Overland 
flows resulting from flooding of the drainage system in the event that the 1 in 100 year + 45% 
climate change event is exceeded would flow as they do at present (i.e. prior to development). 
Flows generated in this way will be rare and will present a very low risk. 
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5. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
 
This document was originally prepared in February 2025. It was revised in June 2025 to 
address comments made by Arun DC drainage engineers in their consultation response dated 
10/6/2025 and a summary of the response to those comments is included in letter form in 
Appendix 9. 
 
Further revisions to this document were made in November 2025 to address further 
comments made by Arun DC drainage engineers in their consultation response dated 
27/10/2025. These further revisions are summarised in the comments highlighted in red in 
the document included in Appendix 10. 
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Our ref: SSD240165 
Date:  12/11/2021 

 

   

Enquiry Regarding Product 4 for a Flood Risk Assessment for 68 Ancton Way, 
Elmer, PO22 6JP. 
 
Thank you for your enquiry which was received on 11th October 2021. 
 
We respond to requests under the Freedom of Information Act 2000 and 
Environmental Information Regulations 2004. The information is attached.   
 
The information on Flood Zones in the area relating to this address is as follows: 
 

The site is in an area located within Flood Zone 3 as shown on our Flood Map 
for Planning (Rivers and Sea). 
 
Note - This information relates to the area that the above named property is in and 
is not specific to the property itself as it is influenced by factors such as the height 
of door steps, air bricks or the height of surrounding walls. We do not have access 
to this information and is not currently used in our flood modelling.  
 
Flood Zone definitions can be found at www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-and-
coastal-change#Table-1-Flood-Zones 

 
Flood Defences 
There are flood defences in the form of offshore breakwaters, sea wall, embankment 
and a sand and shingle beach. These assets are maintained by the Environment 
Agency. 
 
Model Information 
The model used was the River Arun to East Head Coastal Modelling which was 
completed by JBA Consulting in 2016. 
 
Flood History 
We hold no record of previous flooding events affecting this site. 
Please note our records are not comprehensive and may not include all events. I 
recommend contacting the Lead Local Flood Authority, West Sussex County 
Council or the Local Authority, Arun District Council for a more comprehensive flood 
history check. 
FRA advisory text 

ARUN DISTRICT CO



  

Environment Agency | Guildbourne House | Chatsworth Road | Worthing | BN11 1LD    2 

 
Name Product 4 
Description Detailed Flood Risk Assessment Map for 68 Ancton Way, 

Elmer, PO22 6JP. 
Licence Open Government Licence 
Information 
Warnings 

The flood risk data provided is based on existing EA hydraulic 
models with an allowance for climate change. Please note the 
climate change allowances provided are not up to date. These 
were updated on 27 July 2021. 
 
You should refer to 'Flood risk assessments: climate change 
allowances' for the most up to date allowances. You will need to 
undertake further assessment of future flood risk using different 
allowances to ensure your assessment of future flood risk is 
based on best available evidence.  

Information 
Warning - OS 
background 
mapping 

The mapping of features provided as a background in this 
product is © Ordnance Survey. It is provided to give context to 
this product. The Open Government Licence does not apply to 
this background mapping. You are granted a non-exclusive, 
royalty free, revocable licence solely to view the Licensed Data 
for non-commercial purposes for the period during which the 
Environment Agency makes it available. You are not permitted 
to copy, sub-license, distribute, sell or otherwise make available 
the Licensed Data to third parties in any form. Third party rights 
to enforce the terms of this licence shall be reserved to OS. 

Attribution Contains Environment Agency information © Environment 
Agency and/or database rights. 
Contains Ordnance Survey data © Crown copyright 2021 
Ordnance Survey 100024198. 

 
Data Available Online 
 
Many of our flood datasets are available online: 

x Flood Map For Planning (Flood Zone 2, Flood Zone 3 ,Flood Storage Areas, 
Flood Defences, Areas Benefiting from Defences) 

 
x Risk of Flooding from Rivers and Sea 

 
x Historic Flood Map 

 
x Current Flood Warnings 
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3 

Please get in touch if you have any further queries or contact us within two months if 
you’d like us to review the information we have sent. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
Edward Conway 
Partnership & Strategic Overview - West Sussex 
Environment Agency, Guildbourne House, Chatsworth Road, Worthing, BN11 
1LD 
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Flood Map for Planning (Rivers and Sea). Centred PO22 6JP. Created 12/11/2021.
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FRA Site Boundary & Node Points. Centred PO22 6JP. Created 12/11/2021.
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All levels taken from: River Arun to East Head Coastal Modelling (2016) 
 

Produced on: 12/11/2021 
 
*The flood risk data provided is based on existing EA hydraulic models with an 
allowance for climate change. Please note the climate change allowances provided 
are not up to date. These were updated on 27 July 2021. 
 
You should refer to 'Flood risk assessments: climate change allowances' for the most 
up to date allowances. You will need to undertake further assessment of future flood 
risk using different allowances to ensure your assessment of future flood risk is 
based on best available evidence.  
 
 
There is no additional information or health warnings for these levels/depths or the 
model from which they have been produced. 
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Risk of flooding from Surface Water. Centred PO22 6JP. Created 12/11/2021.
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Culverting 
The Environment Agency is likely to oppose culverting as it is damaging to the ecological integrity of the river 
channel and its corridor and acts as a barrier to the movement of wildlife, including fish and may also increase flood 
risk. If the proposal will impact an existing culvert the Environment Agency may oppose planning consent for 
development either over, or within 8 metres of an existing culvert. Wherever possible, existing culverts should be 
removed and the river channel and bankside habitat reinstated to restore the ecological continuity of the river 
channel and its corridor. 

Water Framework Directive (WFD) 
Any marine works below MHWS require an assessment of possible impacts on Water Framework Directive 
(WFD)  . The assessment should include all elements of the works that fall within, or have the potential to affect, a 
WFD water body and any of the protected areas therein (including Bathing Waters and Shellfish Waters). 

The WFD assessment should follow the ‘Clearing the Waters for All’ guidance  available at https://www.gov.uk/
guidance/water-framework-directive-assessment-estuarine-and-coastal-waters

Where appropriate, a WFD Assessment should assess any potential impacts and demonstrate that the required 
enhancements will be delivered. In some cases the requirements of a WFD assessment can be incorporated into 
an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA). Any development that has the potential to cause deterioration in 
classification under WFD or that precludes the recommended actions from being delivered in the future is likely to 
be considered unacceptable to us. 

Permits & Consents 

Environmental Permitting Regulations 
To see if your proposed development requires an Environmental Permit under the Environment Permitting 
Regulations please refer to our website: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/check-if-you-need-an-environmental-permit 

From 6 April 2016 an Environmental Permit is required for any proposed works or structures, in, under, over or 
within 8 metres of the top of the bank of designated Main River, and within 16 metres of a tidal defence. 

Ordinary Watercourse Consent 
The prior written consent of the relevant Lead Local Flood Authority is required for the erection of any flow control 
structures, culverting or diversion of ordinary watercourses, including streams, land drains and ditches. 

Marine Licence 
A marine licence may be required for any activities at the mean high water spring tide up to the territorial limit.This 
also includes the waters of every estuary, river or channel where the tide flows at mean high water spring tide. 

Any development must demonstrate how adverse impacts on migratory fish, bathing waters, shellfish waters, 
designated sites, protected and priority species and habitats will be avoided, minimised, mitigated and if necessary 
compensated for. Works within or affecting a Water Framework Directive (WFD) waterbody will need to 
demonstrate that compliance with WFD objectives will be achieved. 'Clearing the Waters for All' provides guidance 
on how the impacts on WFD should be addressed, and should be used when preparing an assessment, including 
the screening and scoping of activities. https://www.gov.uk/guidance/water-framework-directive-assessment-
estuarine-and-coastal-waters 
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Use of Environment Agency Information for Flood Risk Assessments  
 
Important  
The Environment Agency are keen to work with partners to enable development which is 
resilient to flooding for its lifetime and provides wider benefits to communities.  If you have 
requested this information to help inform a development proposal, then we recommend 
engaging with us as early as possible by using the pre-application form available from our 
website:  

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/pre-planning-application-enquiry-form-
preliminary-opinion  
 
We recognise the value of early engagement in development planning decisions.  This allows 
complex issues to be discussed, innovative solutions to be developed that both enables new 
development and protects existing communities. Such engagement can often avoid delays in 
the planning process following planning application submission, by reaching agreements up-
front. We offer a charged pre-application advice service for applicants who wish to discuss a 
development proposal. 

We can also provide a preliminary opinion for free which will identify environmental 
constraints related to our responsibilities including flooding, waste, land contamination, water 
quality, biodiversity, navigation, pollution, water resources, foul drainage or Environmental 
Impact Assessment. 
  
In preparing your planning application submission, you should refer to the Environment 
Agency’s Flood Risk Standing Advice and the Planning Practice Guidance for information 
about what flood risk assessment is needed for new development in the different Flood Zones. 
This information can be accessed via:  
 
https://www.gov.uk/flood-risk-assessment-standing-advice 
http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/ 
 
 
You should also consult the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment or other relevant materials 
produced by your local planning authority.  
 
 
You should note that: 
 
1. Information supplied by the Environment Agency may be used to assist in producing a 

Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) where one is required, but does not constitute such an 
assessment on its own.  
 

2. This information covers flood risk from main rivers and the sea, and you will need to 
consider other potential sources of flooding, such as groundwater or surface water runoff. 
Information produced by the local planning authority referred to above may assist here. 
 

3. Where a planning application requires an FRA and this is not submitted or is deficient, 
the Environment Agency may raise an objection.  
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Summary   

 
This summary highlights if critical items aligning with each of the standards have been met. Critical 
items are highlighted in bold on our surface water drainage design checklist (linked above). A failure 
to address these will likely result in an objection to an objection to a full or reserved matters planning 
application. 
 
If any of these items are inadequately addressed by the submission, then their correction may result 
in a redesign of the surface water drainage scheme. A redesign is likely to have site wide 
implications such as the potential for storage structures to increase in volume or plan area, or the 
provision of other important infrastructure to satisfy the NSfS set out below. 
 
A full written explanation of the assessment and response is given in the consultation comments to 
the planning officer. 
 

 

Standard  Assessment Response 

1. Runoff destination  Insufficient  Objection 
 

2. Interception drainage  Insufficient  No objection subject to 
conditions 

3. Extreme Rainfall and Flooding  Insufficient  Objection 
 

4. Water Quality  Insufficient  No objection subject to 
conditions 

5. Amenity  Insufficient  No objection subject to 
conditions 

6. Biodiversity  Insufficient  No objection subject to 
conditions 

7. Construction, operation, 
maintenance, decommissioning and 
structural integrity  

Insufficient No objection subject to 
conditions 

 

Reviewed Plans  

 
The following documents have been submitted and reviewed to inform this consultation with 
reference to surface water drainage: 
 
Proposed Surface Water Drainage 006 PL3 
 
Flood Risk Assessment & Management of Surface Water Run-off - February 2025 
 
RESPONSE: The February 2025 version of the above FRA and Management of Surface Water 
Run-off document was superseded by Revision A dated 23.06.2025. Revision A has been 
superseded by Revision B dated 18.11.2025 which has been prepared to address the 
comments made in this document by Arun DC drainage engineers 
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Consultation comments to the planning officer 

 
0. General 

0.1. Insufficient information regarding surface water drainage has been submitted to evidence 
that flood risk will not be increased as due to the proposed development. 

 
RESPONSE: The comments made by the Arun DC drainage engineers have 

been reviewed here and have been responded to and the 
responses have been summarised here in bold red. The scheme 
design drawings, the Flood Risk Assessment and Management of 
Surface Water Run-off document have been amended to address 
each of the comments and to overcome any objections. 

 
 
1. Runoff destination  

1.1. The designer proposes to drain the new dwelling and associated patio and driveway to 
2 infiltration blankets at the front and rear of the house. We are supportive of the use of 
infiltration as the second highest priority disposal option (after water reuse); however, the 
designer has not adequately demonstrated that infiltration is viable. Nor have they 
presented any evidence of an alternative disposal location should that be the case. 
Therefore, it has not been demonstrated that the site can be sustainably drained, and an 
objection must be lodged. 
 
RESPONSE: Soakage tests at two depths have confirmed that infiltration is 

viable and it is therefore not necessary to offer an alternative 
disposal location. The method of calculating the soil infiltration 
rate f is correct and is compliant with both BRE 365 and Building 
Regulations Part H methods. 

 
 
1.2. Groundwater monitoring has been submitted that demonstrates that peak groundwater 

levels are 1.23m below ground level (0.22m above the base of a slotted pipe to a depth 
of 1.45m below ground level). Ground level at the monitoring point was 9.6mAOD, and 
the base would be 8.15mAOD. This means that the groundwater peaked at 8.37mAOD. 
 
RESPONSE: Agreed. 

 
 
1.3. To comply with the national standards for SuDS and The SuDS Manual the design must 

allow for 1m of unsaturated ground between the base of the infiltration blankets and the 
peak groundwater level. This would mean that the base of the blankets would need to be 
set 9.37mAOD. Both infiltration blankets are set lower than this and would need to be 
raised to be compliant. 
 
RESPONSE: Agreed. No formation level will be lower than 9.37m. Formation 

levels are shown on the revised drawing. 
 
 

1.4. It is assumed that this could be achieved within the confines of the site. However, the 
applicant has not submitted adequate infiltration testing to demonstrate that infiltration at 
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this depth is viable.  Furthermore, the applicant would have to demonstrate that infiltrating 
at these depths would not be into made ground. No evidence of the geological strata has 
been submitted. 
 
RESPONSE: Adequate infiltration tests have been carried out and the results 

of the tests do demonstrate that infiltration is viable. The geology 
is obvious from the photos of the trial pits. The soakage tests and 
the excavation of the trial pits were witnessed independently and 
made ground was not encountered in the locations where the 
investigations took place. 

 
 

1.5. Two rounds of infiltration testing have been submitted. These are both claimed to be from 
the neighbouring property 88 Ancton Way. The trial pit dimensions are not compliant with 
BRE DG 365, and the depths do not replicate the depths of the proposed infiltration 
features. 
 
RESPONSE: The location of the infiltration tests was on the boundary between 

the two properties, Nos. 86 & 88 Ancton Way. The method of 
calculating the soil infiltration rate is by taking a known volume of 
water and dividing it by the product of the surface area of the 
excavation exposed to water measured between two points and 
the time taken for that volume of water to fall between those two 
points. The method is the same for both BRE 365 and Building 
Regulations Part H and the size of the trial pit makes no difference 
to the methodology or to the result. For BRE 365 a trial pit should 
be between 1m and 3m long, and 0.3m and 1m wide; and for Part 
H a trial pit should be 300mm square and at least 300mm deep. 

 
 
1.6. Furthermore, the shallower tests, completed at 0.6m below ground level, were not 

submitted to support the application at the neighbouring site. Indeed, only one 
photograph of the trial pit has been submitted, that at 1m depth. It is unclear who 
completed these tests, or why they were not submitted previously. It is suggested that 
an accompanying report by the ground investigator may assist in clarifying the 
uncertainty regarding the testing. Until further clarity is provided the infiltration testing 
completed at 0.6m depth is considered unreliable and unsuitable for the purposes of the 
design. 
 
RESPONSE: The infiltration tests that were carried out for the neighbouring 

property (No.88) were deemed acceptable at the time and it was 
not necessary to include the results of the tests which were 
carried out at the higher level, which is why they weren't 
submitted for that property. The tests were carried out in 
accordance with accepted practice and the soil infiltration rate 
duly calculated, again using the correct method. The excavations 
for the trial pits and also for the foundations for No.88 adjacent 
were inspected at the time to verify the ground conditions. There 
was little variation in the geology encountered and it was broadly 
as anticipated. The foundations were taken down into the chalk 
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and this material was encountered from 0.8m below ground level. 
The final foundation depth was approximately 1.0m. The 
inspections and witnessing of the infiltration tests were carried 
out and recorded by Herbert Stumpp Ltd. There is no valid reason 
to consider that the testing is unreliable. 

 
 

2. Interception drainage 
2.1. Infiltration to the ground is proposed, which would provide an appropriate means of 

intercepting surface water. However, should infiltration prove unviable, alternative 
methods of interception would be required. In recognition of the National Planning Policy 
Framework’s guidance that SuDS should be proportionate to the nature and scale of the 
proposal, we are willing to accept that, for a project of this size, the following interception 
features can demonstrate compliance without the need for further detailed assessment.  

 

• Infiltration features designed to meet extreme rainfall standards. 

• 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. 
 

RESPONSE: The rainwater downpipes at the front of the property will be 
removed and all rainwater will discharge to the rear. 2nr rainwater 
downpipes will be provided on the rear to pick up surface water 
run-off from the roof. Each downpipe will flow into a rainwater butt 
and then into a rain garden instead of into a drainage blanket 
located beneath a permeable surface. Two rain gardens will be 
provided - one alongside each side boundary in the rear garden. 
The roof area is 75 sq.m (82.5 sq.m. with 10% allowance for urban 
creep) and a total area of 16.5 sq.m. of rain garden is required 
(20% of the roof area). Each rain garden will be 10.4m long and 
will be 0.8m wide, providing a total area of 16.6 sq.m. 8.3 sq.m. will 
be provided on each side. All paved surfaces will be laid so as to 
be permeable. 

 
 

2.2. These features will not affect the scale or layout of development and as such can be 
secured by condition. 

 
RESPONSE: Noted. It is intended the updated information provided will avoid 

the need for this as a stand-alone condition. 
 
 
3. Extreme rainfall and flooding 

3.1 The site is entirely within Flood Zone 3. The FRA appears to attempt to show that the 
site is in an area of low flood risk, despite the Flood Zone classification. It is not supported 
by product 4 data for the site which can be requested from the Environment Agency. It 
is important that this information is submitted as it will demonstrate accurately the flood 
risk on the site and its source. SuDS features should not be located in fluvial flood zones, 
whereas they are acceptable in tidal ones. (Please see our guidance relating to this at 
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www.arun.gov.uk/surfacewater). Without an accurate understanding of the flood risk on 
the site, we cannot assess if the proposed drainage strategy is compliant. Therefore, I 
object to the application. 

 
RESPONSE: Agreed regarding the placing of SuDS features in areas of fluvial 

flooding. On this site, there is nowhere to place SuDS except at 
ground level. The site is at low risk of flooding from surface water 
and this is shown in Figures 2.6 & 2.7 of the FRA/surface water 
design document and is also confirmed by inspection of Arun 
DC’s own SFRA. Flooding is from tidal sources. 
Undefended/defended tidal flood extents are shown in Product 4 
data. 

 
 

3.2. Preliminary calculations have been submitted to demonstrate that the volumes of the 
proposed infiltration blankets are adequate for the site. These do not clearly show that 
urban creep has been applied, or that a CV value of 1 has been used, we rely on the 
written confirmation of this within the FRA. This would require further detail and 
clarification for the final design, but are not a reason for objection at this stage. 

  
RESPONSE: With regards the calculations that were included to show that the 

volumes provided within the drainage blankets are sufficient, 
urban creep has been considered and this is clearly stated in 
section 3.4 of the FRA/surface water design document submitted 
with the application. The Cv value is irrelevant to the calculation 
because the whole area is deemed to contribute, so by default the 
value of Cv would be 1. 

 
 

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. 

 
RESPONSE: Water quality has been considered and groundwater pollution is 

covered briefly in section 4.2 of the FRA/surface water design 
document. The principal source of surface water run-off is from 
the roof of the proposed dwelling (75 sq.m excluding urban 
creep). Surface water run-off from roofs is generally considered 
'safe' in terms of pollutant types and levels of pollutants, 
although airborne particles which settle on these areas can 
contain elevated levels of pollutants and these particles are 
generally washed off with the first flush of rainfall and conveyed 
into the drainage system. The roof will discharge into rain 
gardens where the planting, retention of the surface water run-
off, and subsequent microbial and natural action will break 
down the pollutants into their less harmful components. This is 
well-documented. Any new hard landscaping around the site 
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will be permeable, and again any pollutants will be treated by 
microbial and natural action in the drainage media beneath 
them. 

 
It is intended the updated information provided will avoid the need 
for this as a stand-alone condition. 

 
 
5. Amenity  

5.1. Insufficient amenity benefits arising from the proposed SuDS have been identified, and 
therefore Standard 5 of the Systems NSfS 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. 

 
RESPONSE: The rain gardens will slow surface water run-off and will provide 

a garden feature for the use and enjoyment by the occupants of 
the dwelling. A project of this size has little potential to offer 
amenity on a wider scale, e.g. beyond the confines of the site. 

 
It is intended the updated information provided will avoid the need 
for this as a stand-alone condition. 

 
 
6. Biodiversity  

6.1. Insufficient biodiversity benefits arising from the proposed SuDS have been identified, 
and therefore Standard 6 of the Systems NSfS 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 biodiversity benefits. 

 
RESPONSE: The rain gardens will be planted with native, nectar-rich plants, 

which will provide food for pollinators such as butterflies and 
bumblebees, and will attract birds. It will also enhance the 
natural habitat. 
 
It is intended the updated information provided will avoid the need 
for this as a stand-alone condition. 

 
 
7. Construction, operation, maintenance, decommissioning and structural integrity  

7.1. Insufficient information regarding the construction, operation and maintenance of the 
SuDS system, and therefore Standard 8 of the Systems NSfS. However, in the absence 
of significant existing trees which could impact the scale and layout and location of SuDS 
features, most elements of this standard can normally be secured via condition. The 
submission of a Management and Maintenance Plan 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 the detailed surface water drainage design. 
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RESPONSE: Construction details and maintenance requirements are 
considered in the FRA/surface water design document 
previously submitted, although rain gardens, which did not 
previously feature, are now included. 

 
It is intended the updated information provided will avoid the need 
for this as a stand-alone condition. 
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8. Suggested conditions / Overcoming the objection  
8.1. As this is not a holding objection or a request for further information, requested conditions 

are not listed. If you are minded to approve this application, please reconsult engineers 
for a list of suggested conditions to ensure that the development is adequately drained 
and does not increase flood risk elsewhere. 

 
RESPONSE: It is intended the updated information provided will avoid the need 

for conditions. 
 
 

8.2 The imposition of conditions at this stage rather than overcoming the objection  
could result in a circumstance where the condition cannot be discharged. In the 
event of attaching a condition that cannot be discharged, permission may be 
invalid or that condition could be deemed to be unreasonable. 

 
RESPONSE: Noted. It is intended the updated information provided will 

address the objections and avoid the need for conditions. 
 
 
8.3. If you are minded to allow the applicant additional time to submit further documents to 

support this application, then further evidence may overcome our objection. Please do 
not allow the applicant to submit further documents without prior discussion as to whether 
it will be possible for these to be assessed or influence your determination. 

 

Drainage impact on other planning matters 

 
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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