From: Daniel O'Shea (Drew Smith)

Sent: 17 January 2020 14:20

To: Simon Davis <Simon.Davis@arun.gov.uk>
Cc: Adrian Barker

Subject: RE: Summer Lane, Pagham P/70/19/RES

Good afternoon Simon,

Many thanks for forwarding on the latest consultee responses.

| appreciate we have a site meeting next Wednesday to discuss the drainage in detail. However, we would like to
provide our initial response in advance of the meeting.

Drawing 1177 PD100 Rev P10, indicates 5 potential crossings over the ditch adjacent to Summer Lane. This is
a reduction over previous proposals and is acceptable in principle. The crossings will need to take the form of
culverts/pipes in order to avoid maintenance difficulties associated with bridges of such lengths/widths. The
detailed design will be agreed via planning condition and Land Drainage consent.
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Agreed,

The RCP report discusses the known erosion/undermining issues associated with previous excavations carried
out in the northern boundary ditch. The ditch itself consists of unregistered land (owner unknown) whereby
riparian responsibility lies with landowners either side, up to the centre of the ditch. As a result, Crayfern
Homes need to be fully on board in terms of the proposals, since they are responsible for the northern half of
the ditch. Whilst the report references the undermined surface water outfalls from the Crayfern
Development, it appears that no detailed discussions have been had with them in terms of finding a solution.
It should be noted that the issues arose as a result of the contractors acting for the owners of the southern
land parcel at that time and not as a result of Crayfern’s actions. Whilst it is recognised that remedial works
are required to correct the issues, it is recommended that dialog is commenced with Crayfern Homes as soon
as possible so the principles can be established/agreed between all parties. The detailed design would be
dealt with via Land Drainage consent as mentioned.

it is acknowledged that the issues created in the northern ditch gre a5 o result of the previous owners actions,
rather than Crayiern's, As such, Drew Smith have approached Crinviern with g view to arronging o meeting to
discuss potentia! splutions in more s';‘emi.f,

The Ardent report discusses capacities of the existing boundary ditches and the existing 300mm diameter
culvert downstream of the proposed point of connection from the development site. There appears to be no
mention in the report of taking account of groundwater in the capacity calculations which could have a
significant impact.
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mokes an affowance for assessment of groundwater conditions, However, the loH124 method resulted in g
farger peak flow rate and wos ri refore considered to he o more conservative gpprooch. Hs’wwwer if there is
something that vou are oware of wh:r,f: is not picked up in the SFRA and SWAP please fet us know.

The calculoted loH124 peak flow in the 1 in 100 veor plus 40% dimate chonge event was 482 /s As
demonsirated in Ardent’s report, the carrying capacity of Ditch B has been colcuigted to be over five times this
gmount ot 2640 15, Therefore, considering o highly unlikely 180% increase in How rate due to the presence of

ground water, Ritch B would stll not be expected to be ot holf copocity and would aot flood.

i

The Britis cological Survey {RGS) ondine mapping resource indicates that the locol areg :’5 characterised by a
London C;’s::‘y f’.?f:"i‘!*’(‘éfi’ overiain by ff inl river terrace deposits of sand, sift and clay. This is supported by

o

the Sire investigation {8} Report corvied out by Geo-Frivironmental in the Apgendices of the RUP FRA. The
geniogy does not necessarily lend f.se.g. to groundweter emergence, however if there Is evidence to the controry
sleqgee advise,

Please note that Ditch B is also likely to receive flows from roofs/hardstanding’s, etc associated with existing
properties alongside Summer Lane, as we know of some of these connections existence, and possibly from
Sylvia Close too, since are aware of a possible culvert exiting Sylvia Close and connecting to the Summer Lane
culvert. This will need to be investigated as it may encroach into the development site’s SE corner and if this
is the case further discussion will need to be had. It should also be noted that a disused weir exists some 140
metres downstream of the 300mm diameter culvert which hasn’t been mentioned in the report and may
impact flows.

With regord to urban contributions, Ardent’s hydrological assessment compared the loH124 and RefHZ
methods of peak flow colvulgtion. The ReFHZ colculation aliows for an urbonisation jafm; to he appiied. This
2

brings the peok fow in the 1 in 100 year plus 40% climate change event ff,er the whole of Cofchment 8 up o
Q.32 m¥5 {220 i), As stated Ditch 8 has capacity o convey 2640 /5.

#

provided o peak flow of 482 i/5 in the 1in 100 yeor plus 40% climate

]

u)-“?’ 124 method estimate for Cotchment

v f the HR Wollingford online greenfield runcff colculotor {aveiloble of
wwewe uksuds. comt. MicroDirainoge Source Control module also hos o ruraf runoff colculator i,h 3 gfso aliows
fo foctor in urbmimiim. Ardent have odopted this method in response to the Drainage Officer’s comments
arnd defermined that the p i {pius 40% dimate J’i&if‘yt’, derived from the
f Wit ws‘ gaisation foctor appfied is 809 /5. Again, Ditch 8 has sufficient copocity fo convey
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these fows,

As an ultrg-conservative approach, Ardent have colculated the runoff from 15 properties and assodioted
hardstanding surfoces on Summer Lane and Sy:’w’ o Close that are r:soi'eﬁi;m;‘y contributing runoff fowards Ditch
8 by adopting the Modified Botional Method, Ardent hove colouloted that this totals approximetely .22 ho of
hardstanding surfoces | This would result in o peok rwvg‘ffg e of
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hange. This rate, in addition to the rural runoff rotes described
wold st be easily conveyed by Ditch B, The proposed ¢ aeveionwcn is .fﬁ’:;ie'“h:l‘iﬁg runoff fmm 3:‘:.: wmbmed
Site to less thon & s which is sguivalent to the Ghar rote of 7.9 ifs. Therefore this rate con be considered
refatively insignificant when compaored to the contributions from the surrounding rural {ond potentiol urbon)
Gregs.
Ardent are unghie to comvment on the presence of the weir until photogrophs / survey data is provided or we
gitend on Site and observe the structure in person

| have undertaken investigations downstream, focusing on the Mill Farm Park Home Estate. | observed the
situation where ‘normal’ flows from the proposed development site flow into the Mill Farm Park Home Estate
via a void/pipe beneath the flood defence bund surrounding the park (SW corner). These flows then gravitate
to an onsite pumping station, which then pumps the water back into the Pagham Rife on their northern
boundary. Ditch B on the western boundary of Mill Farm Park Home Estate, would appear to act as an overflow
arrangement when water levels reach a certain level. The pumping arrangement is far from ideal in terms of
it taking flows from outside of the low lying park itself and not to mention water breaching the flood defence
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bund via the void/pipes beneath. The park itself has a history of flooding and pump failure is a significant risk
and something that needs to be considered.

As the Drainage Officer states, the existing system serving the Mill Farm Park Home Fstate is not fit ;

as it suffers from existing flooding problems and is degendent on o pumped system. The proposals put forward
by RCP are therefore hugely beneficial by reducing pressure on this system and alfowing for o grovity
connection from the Site westwards to Pagham Rife. T,‘w scheme would mean surfoce water arising from the
existing site will bypass both the void/pipe and fiood defence bund and not enter the Mill Park Form Fstote
fing ¢ ment to this areq. The risk of Hooding to the built up area in terms of volume of flows eatering
the pumping Si’&‘fs’c‘m will be reduced and henve the risic of **a:u:wny Flows from the progosed development are
st ending up in the watercourse to the north west of the Site away from existing more vulnerable use
{Residlentiai}. ,hs‘ graposals provide significant hetterment in terms of reducing the pressure on the pumping
staton and result in fess flood flows entering the residentiof development,

3

Additional pipes within the south west section of the Mill Farm Park Home Estate were also observed, and
may also extend under the bund into the southern adjoining land and/or development site. These will need
to be investigated to ensure they are not affected by the proposed development. | would suggest that a
meeting takes place to discuss these findings and explore opportunities.

Appendix O of the RCP FRA identified o 150 mm pipe ot the western end of Ditch & which was aise in need of
T'

remediol works, This s dlearly insufficient to manage flow from the efther the Craviern or proposed

development ite. This informetion glongside other anecdotal evidence suggests that the Mill Farm Park Home
Estate drainage r}es.wwk as o whole is not fit for purpose and is under pressure. Ardent would recommend
gvoiding connecting into this system ot all costs and the proposed scheme by RCP alfows for this,

Il

Ardent would welcorme the opportunity to sit down ond discuss these issues in further detoil os well os walk
over the Site and possibly some initiof onsite investigotion.
In terms of the proposal to redirect the northern ditch into the onsite suds system, and the fact that
groundwater (which cannot be quantified) will enter the system via the northern ditch, is not a
proposal that we would entertain, due to the unknown groundwater effects on capacity, operation
of the suds, etc. A more satisfactory option would be to;

1. Keep the northern ditch independent of the onsite suds and work together to further investigate the existing
culvert downstream (ie. on southern boundary of Mill Farm Park Estate) to ensure the free flow of water in a
westerly direction.

As stated, Ml Form Park Fstote assets should be ovolded., Ditch A {northern ditch} has
sufficient capacity to toke flow from Croyfern and eastern portion of Site.

2. Connect the surface water drainage from the eastern portion of the development into the western portion,
rather than connecting the eastern portion directly into the northern ditch. Of course this will mean laying a
pipe across third party land, but this can be achieved by either negotiation with the landowner or by
approaching Southern Water to use their statutory powers to requisition a pipe across the land in question.

s This is not considered to be o feasibie option for the develoger due to timescales invoived.

3. The 300mm pipe downstream of the developments discharge will need upsizing based upon the unknown
groundwater influence in terms of capaC|ty and to also reduce blockage risk.

e Ag the 300mm diometer pipe is on thivd poarty fands, it is down o the londowners and their
duties as o riparian owners fo maintain this 300mm diometer pipe. However, if the Council in
their ) iftates this work in ferms of securing londowner gpprovols, the developer
would be more thon hoppy fo upsize.

4. The disused weir should be investigated and removed if found to be detrimental/not required. We don’t
believe this is of relevance as we are maintaining greenfield runoff rates from the development.
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We look forward to meeting on site next week, where we can hopefully reach an agreeable solution.

Many thanks.
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Kind regards,

Daniel FShea
Planning Manager

wwe visinvpaninerships.co.uk
wavw diewsmithhomes. oo i

From: Simon Davis <3iyvion, D
Sent: 08 January 2020 11:20
To: Adrian Barker

Cc: Daniel O'Shea (Drew Smith)
Subject: RE: Summer Lane, Pagham P/70/19/RES

Dear Adrian,

Thanks for your email.
| have received the attached responses from Drainage and Highways and provide these for your information. | have
spoken with our drainage engineer Paul Cann and he suggests that a meeting on site would be the best way forward

in relation to drainage. The Highways response requires no further action.

| can confirm that the decision will be delegated but it is difficult to advise of anticipated timescales with the
drainage still to agree.

Kind Regards

Siman ] Ravis MRTPI | Principal Planning Officer, Planning Department, Directorate of Place, Arisr Bristrich Coungil |
Location: Planning, First Floor, Arun Civic Centre, Maltravers Road, Littlehampton, BN17 5LF
Internal: 37874 | External: +44 (0) 1903 737874 | E-mail: simon.davis@arun.gov.uk

Please note that I typically work from home on Thursdays when I am unreachable on my work phone

Yisit Arurt's wab site at wwwLanun.gov.uk \\\‘:\

From: Adrian Barker

Sent: 06 January 2020 09:5
To: Simon Davis <Simon.d un.gov.uks

Cc: Daniel O'Shea (Drew Smlth)_

Subject: Summer Lane, Pagham

- .
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Simon

Happy New Year to you- | hope you had a good break.

Further to communications before Christmas, we remain keen to move the referenced application
to determination ASAP. In this regard, can you please advise of any outstanding issues, confirm
that the decision is still to be made under delegated authority, detail next steps and advise of
anticipated timescales.

Your thoughts would be much appreciated. As always, | am happy to discuss.

Regards

Adrian Barker
Director

AW arun.gav.uk

DX 57406 Littlehampton
You can view Arun District Council’s Privacy Policy from hiips:/dwww snungovaikdorivacy-pelicy

Important Notice This e-mail is intended exclusively for the addressee and may contain information that is confidential and/or privileged. If you are not the intended
recipient (or authorised to receive it for the addressee}, please notify the sender and delete the e-mail immediately; using, copying, or disclosing it to anyone else, is
strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. Any views, opinions or options presented are solely those of the author and do not necessarily represent those of Arun District
Council. The information in this e-mail may be subject to public disclosure under the Freedom of Information Act 2000, therefore we cannot guarantee that we will not
provide the whole or part of this e-mail to a third party. The Council reserves the right to monitor e-mails in accordance with relevant legislation. Whilst outgoing e-mails
are checked for viruses, we cannot guarantee this e-mail is virus-free or has not been intercepted or changed and we do not accept liability for any damage caused. Any

reference to "e-mail” in this disclaimer includes any attachments.
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This email is confidential and may be legally privileged. If you are not the intended recipient of this email and its
attachments you must not copy, distribute, disclose or use them for any purpose. If you have received this email in
error, please notify postmaster@vistrveroup.cn.uk and delete all copies from your system. Email communications
cannot be guaranteed to be secure or free from error or viruses. Vistry Group accepts no liability for any loss or
damage which may be caused by viruses. Opinions, conclusions and other information within this email unrelated to
the business of Vistry Group are the responsibility of the individual sender. Vistry Group PLC is registered in England
and Wales with registered number 306718. Bovis Homes Limited is registered in England and Wales with registered
number 306718. The registered office is 11 Tower View, ngs Hill, West Mallmg, Kent, ME19 4UY. You can view a
copy of our privacy policy: hitps: fvww vistrverounco.ukdsiteservices/ nrivagy/
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