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bear no responsibility for assessing what increase in flood risk there may be from the greenfield 

state due to the proposed development.  This responsibility lies with the Local Planning Authority. 

 
3.4. In our last consultation it was noted that the contributing area must be consistent between the 

greenfield runoff calculations and the proposed drainage strategy.  The national standards for SuDS 

state the whole potentially contributing area should be used.  Therefore, there is scope for the 

designer to increase the discharge rate up to 0.72l/s – 3l/s/ha multiplied by the whole site area of 

0.2399ha.  For this approach (which is not suggested by the designer) to be compliant, the 

proposed drainage would have to account for pervious contributing areas.   

 
3.5. The proposed discharge rate does not accord with the national standards for SuDS, nor are 

calculations provided to demonstrate that surface water volumes are not being increased post-

development as suggested by The SuDS Manual.  Therefore, it should be assumed that  flood risk 

may be increased by the proposed design and discharge rate, and the previous objection is 

sustained.   

 
3.6. The access road drainage has not been adjusted following the previous objection, which still stands:  

 
3.7. The access road is claimed to be ‘free draining’, this is inappropriate.  Groundwater levels are high 

enough that they may penetrate the subbase of the access road and insufficient depth of 

unsaturated ground is provided between the base of the road and the peak groundwater level.  This 

means that surface water will not be adequately treated.  Furthermore, the infiltration potential of the 

site has not been demonstrated (due to high groundwater), therefore there is a risk that the access 

road will flood. 

 
3.8. The designer states that the construction methods are dictated by the constraints of the site with 

regards to the existing trees.  However, these constraints are a product of the access road location 

within the tree root protection zone of an offsite poplar which is the subject of a tree preservation 

order (TPO).  The layout of the development has not been approved, and this conflict should be 

satisfactorily addressed so that the road is drained in a manner that does not increase flood risk, 

ideally to the satisfaction of the tree officer.  The constraints of the site and this potential conflict 

should have been considered early in the design process, rather than sustainable drainage 

requirements being compromised.   

 

4. Water quality 

4.1. The water treatment assessment in the FRA is acceptable for the permeable paving in the 

driveways, which will provide adequate treatment for the surface water from the roofs and the 

driveways.  However, it does not consider the water treatment of the access road which is ‘self 

draining’.  As a discussed in paragraphs 3.6-3.8 this is not appropriate, and the design needs to be 

adjusted accordingly.   

 

4.2. It is acknowledged that the submission of further evidence to demonstrate compliance with the 

water quality standard 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. It is acknowledged that due to the scale of the proposed development there are limited opportunities 

to offer amenity benefit.  However, the proposed permeable paving of the driveways provides a 
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multifunctional benefit.  Due to this limited amenity offering we have no objection, however, we 

would wish to see amenity benefits increased as may be necessary as a result of complying with 

other standards.   

 

5.2. Due to the location of the access road within the tree root protection area of a TPO poplar and the 

drainage requirements of that road, there is a risk that the amenity value offered by the poplar could 

be compromised.  This means that the amenity standard may need to be reassessed if the drainage 

design is updated.     

 
5.3. SuDS features that incorporate planting or vegetation can help to achieve amenity benefit.  These 

may also be necessary to meet interception and biodiversity standards.   

 

6. Biodiversity 

6.1. It is noted that the designer refers to a separate biodiversity assessment which considers the 

development as a whole.  The preliminary ecology appraisal suggests as one of it’s 5 

recommendations that SuDS are incorporated within the development to increase biodiversity.  

Suggestions appropriate for the scale of the development include green roofs or walls.  These have 

not been suggested by the designer and could not be secured via condition as the roof plans and 

elevations of the buildings would all be approved by the permission. 

 

6.2. It is inefficient and not ideal for ecology and SuDS requirements to be considered separately.  

Where BNG requirements allow for biodiversity benefit to be provided offsite, SuDS requirements do 

not.  There is a less robust measurement, however, there is an expectation that the SUDS 

incorporates biodiversity benefit, and it makes sense for this to contribute to the biodiversity net 

gains (BNG) of the development.  The designer has evidenced no demonstration of how biodiversity 

benefits are provided by the SuDS and therefore we object to the application.    

 

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

7.1. Insufficient information has been submitted regarding the construction, operation and maintenance 

of the SuDS system, and therefore Standard 8 of the Systems NSfS is not met.  It is noted that the 

proposed drainage of the access road would need to be redesigned to meet the requirements of 

standard 3.  Such a redesign would result in this standard being reassessed.   

 

7.2. 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.   
 

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. 
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Drainage Engineers response  

 

 

 
 
Arun District Council, Civic Centre, Maltravers Rd 
Littlehampton, West Sussex, BN17 5LF 
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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: 28 October 2025 13:59 

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

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

<Kathryn.Welch@arun.gov.uk> 

Subject: RE: Planning Consultation on: P/43/25/PL 

 

Hi Hannah,  

Find the consultation – a continued 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: 16 September 2025 15:09 

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

Subject: Planning Consultation on: P/43/25/PL 

 

To: Engineers (Drainage) 
  

NOTIFICATION FROM ARUN DISTRICT COUNCIL 

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 

Application No: P/43/25/PL 

Registered:  9th May 2025 

Site Address: Land to the west of Inglenook Hotel 255 Pagham Road Nyetimber PO21 3QB 

Grid Reference: 489119 98725 

Category: Plan Applicat'n 

Description of Works: Demolition of existing storage buildings and the erection of 6 No dwellings and 
associated works. This application affects the setting of listed buildings, is a 
Departure from the Development Plan and is in CIL Zone 5 and is CIL Liable 
as new dwellings. 

  

I am able to inform you that I have received an amendment to the above application dated 15th September 

2025 relating to:- Additional drainage information  
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If you should wish to make further representations as a result of this amendment, please make any further 

comment by 8th October 2025. 

Click here to view the application, documents and make further comments 

Please be aware that Planning Services operate an 'open file' policy and will publish your 

comments including your name and address on the website. We will aim to redact signatures, 

telephone numbers and email addresses but please help us by not incorporating them in the body 

of your text.  Please make sure that you only include information that you are happy will be 

published in this way.  If you supply information belonging to a third party, you must make sure 

you have their permission to do so. 

Yours sincerely 

Hannah Kersley 

Planning Case Officer- Arun District Council 

Telephone: 01903 737856 

Email: hannah.kersley@arun.gov.uk 

PLRECON (ODB) 2018 


