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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.   

 

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). Despite further information being submitted the 

designer has still 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.  

 

1.2. Further to our previous review, an amended design has now positioned the infiltration blankets to 

both the front a rear garden no deeper than 9.440m, this is above the minimum allowable level of 

9.370. This is broadly acceptable. 

 

1.3. Details of the two sets of infiltration testing have now been provided. The applicant states that these 

tests are sufficient and have been undertaken in accordance with relevant guidance (BRE 365 and 

Part H of the Building Regulations). It has been explained that testing was carried out during works 

on a neighbouring property, where the trial pits (located on the boundary between properties) 

encountered chalk at 0.8 m depth. During those works, it was acknowledged that there was little 

variation in ground conditions across the site, resulting in foundations of the neighbouring building 

being positioned at approximately 1 m below ground level into the chalk layer. The agent asserts 

that there is no reason why this site would differ, nor any reason to discount the findings of Herbert 

Stumpp Ltd, who observed the testing at the time.  

 

1.4. Objections to the quality of the infiltration testing remain valid. Clear evidence of the strata 

composition and confirmation that infiltration into made ground has not occurred have not been 

provided. Even if the descriptive findings of Herbert Stumpp Ltd are accepted at face value, testing 

was not undertaken at the correct depth to confirm that infiltration is viable. 

 

1.5. One of the trial pits does not meet the size requirements set out in BRE 365, which stipulates trial 

pits should measure a minimum of 1m in length and 0.3m in width. The applicant claims that the 

overall calculation method is recognised by BRE 365 and Approved Document H of the Building 

Regulations (which allows smaller pits). However, BRE 365 specifically requires trial pits of the 

above dimensions, which then goes to form part of the calculation method. The methodology used 

in Approved Document H is not recognised or referred to by The SuDS Manual or the National 

Standards for SuDS and consequently is not accepted. 

 
1.6. No alternative disposal location has been identified by the applicant, and infiltration, although likely, 

has not been proven viable. There remains a risk that a compliant disposal location for rainwater will 

not be achieved. Furthermore, it would not be reasonable to lift the objection and secure the 

disposal location via condition as further evidence may affect the size and scale of the proposed 

development. 

 

2. Interception drainage 
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Now proposed are rainwater butts and bioretention garden planters. Should infiltration be proven 

viable this would be acceptable. 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. 

 

2.1. These features are unlikely to affect the scale or layout of development and as such can be secured 

by condition. 

 

3. Extreme rainfall and flooding 

3.1. The site is entirely within Flood Zone 3.  It is now proven by Product 4 data that the site is only 

affected by tidal flooding. SuDS are compatible in such areas. Further guidance on designing SuDS 

in tidal areas can be found at www.arun.gov.uk/surfacewater.  As it stands our objection on these 

grounds is lifted.  

 

3.2. Preliminary calculations have been submitted to demonstrate that the volumes of the proposed 

infiltration blankets are adequate for the site. It has now been clarified that urban creep has been 

applied and that a CV value of 1 has been used.  However, 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. It is understood that rainwater from residential roofs is generally considered 

safe, as only debris needs to be collected. The submission of this evidence is unlikely to affect the 

scale or layout of the development. The permeable paving of the driveway is also likely to provide 

adequate water treatment for its use.  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. It is proposed to include bioretention planters within the scheme, this is positively viewed and 

accords with Standard 5 of the NSfS. Accordingly, we do not object to the proposal on these 

grounds, subject to a condition securing details of amenity benefits. 

 

6. Biodiversity 

6.1. It is proposed to include bioretention planters within the scheme, this is positively viewed and 

accords with Standard 5 of the NSfS. Accordingly, we do not object to the proposal on these 

grounds, subject to a condition securing details of amenity benefits. 

 

7. Construction, operation, maintenance, decommissioning and structural integrity 
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From: Breezie Allwright

Sent: 16 December 2025 09:32

To: Planning Scanning

Subject: Fw: M/58/25/PL

Attachments: M-58-25-PL - 86 Ancton Way 2nd.docx

M/58/25/PL 

PL- consultation- engineers response 

 

Breezie Allwright 

Planner Degree Apprentice, Planning Department 

T:  01903737889 

E:  Breezie.allwright@Arun.gov.uk 

  
Please note my working days are Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday and Friday. 

  

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 

  

         

 
  

  

 

From: Kathryn Welch <Kathryn.Welch@arun.gov.uk> 

Sent: 15 December 2025 11:05 

To: Planning.Responses <Planning.Responses@arun.gov.uk>; Harry Chalk <Harry.Chalk@arun.gov.uk> 

Cc: Sarah Burrow <Sarah.Burrow@arun.gov.uk>; Paul Cann <Paul.Cann@arun.gov.uk> 

Subject: M/58/25/PL 

  

Please find attached the engineers second response on the above application; an objection. 

  

Kind regards, 

  

Kathryn Welch 

Senior Planning Officer, Planning Department 
  
Please note: My working hours are currently split between Development Management and ADC Engineers, which may result in extended response times. Development 
Management: Tuesdays and Thursdays ADC Engineers: Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays 

T:  01903 737789 

E:  kathryn.welch@arun.gov.uk 

  
Arun District Council, Civic Centre, Maltravers Rd 

Littlehampton, West Sussex, BN17 5LF 

www.arun.gov.uk 

  

       

  

 
  

  

  


