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responsibility of the applicant or their drainage designer to provide this evidence. For this reason, we 

object to the proposal, as the submission of such evidence may affect the scale and layout of the 

development. 

 

To support an infiltration-based design, winter groundwater monitoring must be undertaken to confirm 

that a minimum of one metre of unsaturated ground can be maintained between the base of the 

soakaway or infiltration structure and the peak groundwater level. Ground conditions and infiltration 

potential in Middleton are highly variable. While infiltration may be feasible in some areas, others 

experience high groundwater levels (suspected to be particularly high in this area of the Elmer Sands 

Estate), or poor infiltration rates that render it unviable. This must be robustly demonstrated by the 

applicant. 

 

If infiltration is not viable, then alternative sustainable means of draining the site are summarised as 

follows:   

  

1. Water reuse – not proposed but will not provide a full design solution and can be secured via 

condition. 

2. Infiltration – not investigated.   

2. To a watercourse – A main river (Elmer Rife) can be found 50m to the east. 

3. To a surface water sewer – A land drain can be found to the rear of the property. Ownership 

unknown. 

4. To a highway drainage system – A private drain can be found to the front of the property. Owned by 

Elmer Sands Estate.  

5. To a combined sewer – none available.    

 

It is essential that each discharge destination is considered in strict priority order, with higher priority 

options fully explored and demonstrably exhausted before progressing to lower priority alternatives. 

Robust evidence must be provided to discount a higher priority destination. 

 

In this case, ADC has identified a number of potential alternative discharge locations. In accordance with 

the drainage hierarchy, the first option to be fully explored is discharge to the main river located to the 

east of the site. Any discharge to this watercourse would be subject to the necessary consent being 

obtained from the Environment Agency. 

 

Should discharge to the main river not prove feasible, discharge to the land drain located to the rear of 

the site should be investigated. Permission from the owner would be required, and it should be 

demonstrated that a gravity-fed solution is achievable, as the use of pumps is strongly discouraged. The 

hydraulic capacity of the receiving drainage system should also be assessed and evidenced where 

necessary. 

 

As a subsequent option, discharge to the private drainage network operated by the Elmer Sands Estate 

may be considered. It is the responsibility of the drainage designer to fully investigate this option and 

provide clear evidence that permission to discharge has been obtained from the relevant owner. The 

hydraulic capacity of the system should also be assessed and demonstrated to be sufficient to 

accommodate the proposed discharge. 

 

Accordingly, robust evidence should be provided demonstrating why any higher-order discharge options 

within the drainage hierarchy are not feasible before reliance is placed on lower-order alternatives. 
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Surface water must not be discharged into the foul sewer. The foul sewer is not a recognised 

disposal location in the Standard 1 of the NSfS.  It is important to recognise that combined sewers are 

intentionally designed to take both foul and surface water runoff. Even if the foul sewer has the capacity 

to accommodate additional flows or has an element of surface water already in it, it is not considered 

combined. 

 

The application site is in the Lidsey Wastewater Treatment Catchment Area. This catchment is the 

subject of a surface water management plan due in part to the recognised history of foul sewer flooding. 

The site is within a local flood risk zone identified within the surface water management plan [LFRZ_013]. 

The plan states that flood risk from pluvial water, groundwater and public sewers is high. It states that 

“hydraulic overload of the foul sewer system has been confirmed.” There has been extensive supporting 

material, including evidence of flooding and its mechanisms, collated under the Elmer Surface Water 

Management Plan [SWMP]. The Elmer SWMP gives multiple options to reduce the flood risk on the 

estate, the first of which is to separate surface water from the foul sewer. 

 

 

2. Interception drainage 

Interception features should be included within the SuDS design, as no details have been provided then 

we are unable to assess this information. However, in recognition that the National Planning Policy 

Framework states that SuDS should be proportionate to the nature and scale of the proposal we are 

willing to accept that the following interception features can demonstrate compliance without 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. 

 

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

condition.  

 

3. Extreme rainfall and flooding 

The northern half of the site lies within Flood Zone 3b, with the remainder of the site located within Flood 

Zone 3. Product 4 data has not been submitted and should be obtained from the Environment Agency to 

identify the source and extent of the fluvial flood risk. Further guidance on the design of SuDS within 

areas at risk of flooding can be found at: www.arun.gov.uk/surfacewater. 

 

The southern part of the site is also at risk of surface water flooding within the 1% AEP event. When 

climate change allowances are applied, a significant proportion of the site is shown to be affected by 

surface water flooding. This flood risk will need to be taken into account within the surface water drainage 

design. The proposed scheme must either accommodate additional surface water flows entering the site 

from elsewhere or demonstrate that no SuDS features will be located within areas at risk of surface water 

flooding and that existing ground levels will not be altered in a manner that would displace floodwater or 

increase flood risk elsewhere. 
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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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