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0. Runoff destination 

0.1. The proposed strategy adequately justifies the proposed runoff destination.  Water reuse is 

proposed, infiltration has been demonstrated not to be viable and the most sustainable and viable 

alternative disposal location is the public surface water sewer.  We have no objection to this.   

 

1. Interception drainage 

1.1. The designer has submitted an adequate interception assessment which demonstrates that the 

interception standard is not met by the design.   

 

1.2. The designer has included green roofs on the garages, raingarden planters, water butts and 

permeable paving, all of which will provide interception drainage.   

 

1.3. It is acknowledged that to fully comply with the standard the scale and layout of the development 
would likely be affected and therefore a relaxation/departure from standard 2.6 – specifically 2.6.3 is 
requested.   

 
1.4. As the design is not fully complaint with the national standards for suds and compliance may affect 

scale and layout, we must technically object.  However, the planning officer may wish to consider 
agreeing the departure when weighed up against the other benefits of the proposed development.   

 

2. Extreme rainfall and flooding 

2.1. The proposed discharge rate of 0.5l/s is acceptable.  We had previously indicated that we would 

accept a minimum discharge rate of 0.7l/s.  However, the upstream permeable paving provides 

adequate mitigation for the risk of blockage that a lower discharge rate may be accepted.  

Attempting to reduce the flow rate to the 50% AEP (or QBAR rate) for the site is likely to increase 

risk of blockage and thus flood risk. As such, it is accepted that the proposed rate is the minimum 

that can be practically and safely achieved for the site.  The greenfield runoff calculation itself uses 

an outdated method, however, given that it produces a rate which is practically unachievable an 

updated calculation is not requested.   

 

2.2. Climate change and urban creep are adequately allowed for in the calculations.  There appears to 

be a discrepancy between the total catchment areas shown in the model simulation results and on 

the plans – this amounts to 30m2.  This may result in additional storage being necessary within the 

network, however, it is assumed that as all storage is subterranean this will be unlikely to affect 

scale and layout.    

 

3. Water quality 

3.1. The water treatment assessment in the FRA is acceptable.  It demonstrates that the permeable 

paving in the driveways and shared access road will provide adequate treatment for the surface 

water from the roofs and the driveways. 

 

4. Amenity 

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

to offer amenity benefit. However, by attempting to maximise compliance with other standards, 

features like green roofs and raingarden planters have been incorporated which provide visual 

amenity and the proposed permeable paving of the driveways provides a multifunctional benefit. 

Therefore, we have no objection. 
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5. Biodiversity 

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

to offer biodiversity benefit. However, by attempting to maximise compliance with other standards, 

features like green roofs and raingarden planters have been incorporated which provide biodiversity 

benefit.  These features do not appear to be acknowledged within the BNG assessment, nor is a 

BRO assessment submitted. However, due to the scale of the site and the apparent benefit that is 

offered, we have no objection to the application on this ground.  

 

5.2. There is an existing TPO tree offsite, the root protection area for this encroaches into the site and 

affects the construction of the shared access road.  The construction of the road is lined (tanked).  It 

is advised that the tree officer is consulted to ensure that the drainage strategy does not impact the 

existing tree.  Pre-application discussion was had with the tree officer who had previously requested 

that a submission was mad by the applicant’s arboriculturist in this regard – however it is unclear if 

this has been submitted.  The current proposal is satisfactory from a drainage perspective.  

 

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

6.1. The Insufficient information has been submitted regarding the construction, operation and 

maintenance of the SuDS system, and therefore Standard 7 of the Systems NSfS is not met. Most 

elements of this standard can normally be secured via condition. The submission of a more robust 

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. 

 

7. Suggested conditions / Overcoming the objection 

7.1. As this is not a holding objection or a request for further information, requested conditions are not 
normally listed.  However, if you are minded to approve this application, please apply the following 
conditions to ensure that the site is adequately drained without increasing flood risk.  If a departure 
from the NSfS is agreed then we expect that this is acknowledged within the officers report.   

 
8.1. Prior to the commencement of development, full details of the proposed surface water drainage 

scheme must be submitted and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The full details 
submitted for approval shall include: 
 

1. Impermeable area plan, 
2. Calculations modelling the surface water drainage network for the following storm events:  

a.100% Annual Exceedance Probability 
b.10% AEP + climate change allowance 
c.3.3% AEP + climate change allowance 
d.1% AEP + climate change allowance 

All storm events must include an allowance for urban creep and surcharged outfalls where 
appropriate, 
 

3. Detailed drainage plans conforming to Local Planning Authority guidance, 
4. Specifications for all surface water drainage components and associated infrastructure or 

flow control mechanisms, 
5. Any relevant permissions relating to the discharge location, works to watercourses or 

adoption of the SuDS scheme. 
 
The scheme shall then be constructed as per the approved plans. The surface water drainage 
scheme shall remain for the lifetime of the development unless agreed in writing by the local 
planning authority. 
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From: Planning.Responses <Planning.Responses@arun.gov.uk>  
Sent: 27 May 2026 08:34 
To: Land Drainage <Land.Drainage@arun.gov.uk> 
Subject: Planning Consultation on: P/56/26/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: P/56/26/PL 

Registered:  26th May 2026 

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

Grid Reference: 489119 98725 

Description of Works: Demolition of existing storage buildings and construction of 6 No dwellings and 
associated works (resubmission following P/43/25/PL). This application is a 
Departure from the Development Plan and is in CIL Zone 5 and is CIL Liable 
as new dwellings. 

  

The Council have received the above application.  

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 25th June 2026 
. You can also monitor the progress of this application through the Council web site: 

https://www.arun.gov.uk/planning-application-search 
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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 

Hebe Smith 

Planning Officer- Arun District Council 

Telephone: 01903 737626 

Email: hebe.smith@arun.gov.uk 
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