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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.  

 

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.   

 
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.   

 
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 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.  

 
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.   

 
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.   

 
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. 

 

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

condition. 

 

3. Extreme rainfall and flooding 
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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 it’s 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 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.   

 

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.     

 

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. 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. 

 

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. 

 

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. 

 

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.   
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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: 27 October 2025 15:45 

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

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

Subject: RE: Planning Consultation on: M/58/25/PL 

 

Hi Harry,  

Find the 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: 18 July 2025 08:19 

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

Subject: Planning Consultation on: M/58/25/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: M/58/25/PL 

Registered:  16th July 2025 

Site Address: 86 Ancton Way Elmer PO22 6JP 

Grid Reference: 498828 100380 

Description of Works: Demolition and erection of 1 No dwelling (resubmission following M/22/25/PL). 
This application is in CIL Zone 4 and is CIL Liable as a new dwelling. 

  

The Council have received the above application.  



3

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. 

This application has been identified as CIL Liable. Therefore please be aware that, in accordance with 

Appendix 2 of the Arun CIL Charging Schedule, your consultation response should only include requests 

for Section 106 for onsite mitigation, Pagham Harbour Management Contributions (if applicable} or 

Affordable Housing. "Off" Site mitigation measures directly related to this development should be dealt with 

by condition if possible to ensure the scaling back of Section 106 if possible. CIL contributions will be used 

for "off" site infrastructure mitigation schemes. Therefore if this proposal triggers the need for "off" site 

mitigation, please ensure that you engage in the CIL Infrastructure List Consultation process upon receipt 

of a consultation letter. 

Should you have any comments to make, these should be sent by replying to this email by 21st 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 


