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☐ 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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Please ensure all applicable 
data is submitted. 
 
Designer Response 
25/06/2024:  
The proposes Surface Water 
drainage strategy combines 
infiltration and attenuation 
using the latest soakage test 
results. 
 
ADC Drainage Comments 
31/07/2024:  
The latest data set provided 
by LEAP contains a location 
plan, trial holes and 
infiltration testing results, no 
summary and/or 
recommendations. 
 
There is insufficient 
geotechnical/engineer 
summary to demonstrate the 
parts of the site (plan with 
approximate findings) that 
are suitable for infiltration 
and where a tanked 
approach is required. 
 
Comment outstanding. 
 
Designer Response 
18/08/2024: 
Please see LEAP Phase 3 
report, ref LP3667/Ph3, 
which provides the data from 
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the field tests with calculated 
infiltration rates. See 
Odyssey drawings 24-059-
105, 106 and 107 which 
include the locations of the 
testing and results. Based on 
the results of percolation 
tests Odyssey have 
calculated the areas that are 
suitable for infiltration and 
areas which do not support 
infiltration. The Odyssey 
details also indicate which 
tanks and permeable paving 
sections are infiltrating, and 
which are non-infiltrating 
(and therefore providing 
conveyance/ storage 
function only). 
 
ADC Drainage Comments 
28/10/2024: 
The latest data set provided 
by LEAP contains a location 
plan, trial holes and 
infiltration testing results. 
Simply adding the variable 
data to the drawings in not 
accepted as a summary 
and/or recommendations is 
required generally 
considering the worst case 
scenario. 
 
There is insufficient 
geotechnical/engineer 
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February 2022 which is 
understood to be the current 
report. 
 
Designer Response 
25/06/2024:  
Refer to drawings:-  
- Drawing 24-059-SK005 – 

Surface Water Drainage 
Strategy Sheet 1 of 3. 

 
- Drawing 24-059-SK006 – 

Surface Water Drainage 
Strategy Sheet 2 of 3. 

 
- Drawing 24-059-SK007 – 

Surface Water Drainage 
Strategy Sheet 3 of 3. 

 
Associated calculation also 
included. 
 
ADC Drainage Comments 
31/07/2024:  
These drawings are badged 
‘SK’ inferring this is not a 
detailed design for 
construction purposes, as is 
required for a DOC 
discharge. These ‘strategy’ 
drawings cover high level 
and not detail, i.e. missing 
foul design, no FFL’s, spots 
levels, gradients, low points, 
etc. 
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Therefore we would expect 
supporting drawings for a full 
civils package including 
levels, drainage, surface 
finishes. 
 
Comment outstanding. 
 
Designer Response 
18/08/2024: 
Please see the Odyssey 
drawings 24-059-105, 106 
and 107 which indicate all 
drainage details requested. 
 
ADC Drainage Comments 
28/10/2025: 
These drawings are still not 
sufficient for construction 
purposes, as is required for a 
DOC discharge.  
 
It is noted that additional 
drawings 105,106,107,108 
do provide a fuller civils 
package including road 
levels, drainage, however 
the full site design is still 
missing in terms of level 
design coverage. 
 
Comment outstanding. 
 
Designer Response 
20/05/2025: 
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ADC Drainage Comments 
31/07/2024:  
Noted. As above there is no 
summary or 
recommendations in respect 
of the design infiltration rate. 
 
Furthermore the calculations 
clearly show various inflation 
rates being used which is of 
concern.  
The worst case rates must 
be used and suitable 
engineers evidence shall be 
provided to qualify criteria. 
 
Comment outstanding. 
 
Designer Response 
18/08/2024: 
Please see Odyssey 
drawings 24-059-105, 106 
and 107 which indicate the 
location of percolation 
testing, their results and 
details. Odyssey have 
adopted infiltration rates for 
infiltrating structures that 
commensurate with the field 
findings appropriate for a 
given location. 
 
ADC Drainage Comments 
28/10/2025: 
Noted. As above there is no 
summary or 
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recommendations in respect 
of the design infiltration rate. 
 
Furthermore the calculations 
clearly show various inflation 
rates being used which is of 
concern.  
The worst case rates must 
be used and suitable 
engineers evidence shall be 
provided to qualify criteria. 
 
Comment outstanding. 
 
Designer Response 
20/05/2025: 
We have prepared dedicated 
drawing 25-043-SK001 and 
drainage tech note 25-043-
01 discussing infiltration 
suitability and groundwater 
(GW) aspects of the design 
 

4.  ADC Drainage Comments 
28/02/2024: 
Groundwater monitoring has 
been undertaken over the 
winter period. This appears 
to have some tidal influence 
with a seasonal peak of the 
order of 1.9m AOD.  
 
In light of the above 
compliance with the EA 
guidance in providing a 1.0m 
freeboard between the base 

Overall the site complies 
with a1m freeboard to GW. 
 
SK001 advises a higher GW 
observed at 3.03m AOD, 
and the formation of tank 4 
is 2.95m essentially at the 
same level.  
 
Technical note 2.2.4 & 2.2.5 
summarise this and make 
assumptions in respect of 
freeboard, so before any 

We assume that Arun 
DC comment on the GW 
level of 3.03 m AOD 
refers to a water level 
observed in WS202? If 
that is the case then the 
interpretation seems to 
be incorrect as the GW 
observed is not at 3.03m 
AOD, it is at 3.03 m BGL 
(below ground level) 
which is 1.21m AOD – 
far below tank 4 base 

Agreed, the clarification 
of groundwater depths is 
acknowledged. 
 
Comment closed. 
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of an infiltration feature and 
seasonal peak groundwater 
level it remains unclear if the 
permeable pavement depth / 
formation level comply. 
Section 4.0 suggests a 
formation of 2.383m AOD 
(zone 9) which would inform 
a freeboard of 480mm; this 
does not comply with ADC 
standing advice. 
 
Furthermore it has been 
acknowledged there is a tidal 
impact here so it is 
considered a suitable 
freeboard is essential for the 
design life of the site when 
factoring in sea level rise. 
 
Designer Response 
25/06/2024:  
See included drawings and 
calculations. 
 
ADC Drainage Comments 
31/07/2024:  
No further evidence has 
been provided in respect of 
groundwater and the 
response to this comment is 
inadequate. 
 
Drainage strategy drawings 
1,2,3 do not include any 
reference to groundwater 

relations can be considered 
the designer must 
summarise the worst case 
scenario and advise IF 
storage volume is 
compromised. Where would 
flooding occur and how 
would this volume be 
managed? 

level. Based on GW 
monitoring any storage 
on site would not be 
compromised by GW 
levels and thus the 
resultant risk of flooding 
is mitigated 
 
Issue appears to be 
resolved now following 
Arun DC e-mail 
communication on the 
10.09.2025. 
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and freeboard to all SUDS 
features. 
 
Comment outstanding. 
 
Designer Response 
18/08/2024: 
Please see Odyssey 
drawings 24-059-105, 106 
and 107 which indicate the 
location of groundwater 
(GW) monitoring locations 
and highest recorded level. 
Proposed infiltration features 
have their base level located 
above the highest recorded 
GW levels at the appropriate 
locations. 
 
ADC Drainage Comments 
28/10/2025: 
No further evidence has 
been provided in respect of 
groundwater and the 
response to this comment is 
inadequate. 
 
Whilst drainage layout 
drawings 105,106,107,108 
annotate all geotechnical 
testing locations with 
groundwater levels, however 
numerous permeable 
pavement depths appears to 
sit below the peak 
groundwater datum. 
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areas of the site where 
blanket infiltration will be 
utilised and remaining areas 
that are deemed unsuitable. 
 
Furthermore the designer 
must clarify the infiltration 
design rates used tally with 
the 3rd geotechnical test 
results and demonstrate 
worst case results have been 
adhered to. 
 
Designer Response 
25/06/2024:  
Refer to drawings referred to 
above and associated 
calculations which note the 
infiltration rates. 
 
ADC Drainage Comments 
31/07/2024:  
As noted above the designer 
has not qualified the 
infiltration rates used. 
 
Comment outstanding. 
 
Designer Response 
18/08/2024: 
As per above comment to 
point 4. 
 
ADC Drainage Comments 
28/10/2025: 
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historic overland flow routes; 
this shall be applied by the 
designer. 
 
Comment outstanding. 
 
Designer Response 
20/05/2025: 
Please refer to drawing 25-
043-SK002 for the historic 
overland flow analysis. 
 

 Drawings 1901/1902     

7.  ADC Drainage Comments 
28/02/2024: 
Permeable pavement 
formation levels must be 
annotated. 
 
Designer Response 
25/06/2024:  
Base levels are shown on 
the Drainage strategy. 
 
ADC Drainage Comments 
31/07/2024:  
Base level appears to be 
either 2.88 or 2.87; which is 
correct? 
 
It is noted that the permeable 
sub-base formation is 
intended to be flat, therefore 
depths are varied to form the 
final profile. In some areas 
depths are noted in excess 

Drawing 123 is accepted. 
 
The PP sub base formation 
levels illustrated on drawing 
150 is accepted, however 
the extents of the 
impermeable liner are 
impractical for a contractor 
to install; this needs further 
consideration to ensure the 
desired strategy is 
compliant. Please review in 
logical blocks and a 
contractors method 
statement is provided. 
 
Please note underdrain 
comments below. Why are 
these needed? How can 
these be maintained where 
there are significant bends? 

We have discussed this 
with the developer and 
their site experience 
suggests that 
impermeable liner can 
be cut on site to 
accurately 
accommodate the 5m 
distance away from the 
buildings. However, to 
comply with the 
comment we will 
‘straighten-up’ the extent 
of the liner on plan 
where feasible and 
where it would not 
impact the infiltration 
potential of the 
permeable paving (PP) 
(namely liner layout at 
interface of PP21 and 
PP20 would remain as 
currently shown). Please 

The revised arrangement 
of liner is now shown in 
logical blocks for 
installation. 
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of 1.44m however Sketch 
drawing 008 illustrating the 
stand detail does not qualify 
the greater depths and if 
geogrid will be required. 
 
Bespoke construction details 
must be provided for all 
SUDS features; for 
permeable pavements any 
check dams, breaks, pipe 
links needs to be detailed. 
The drainage strategy plans 
illustrative numerous 
diffusers units with linking 
under drains, however there 
is insufficient information on 
both the plans and detailing 
to understand so how will the 
contractor build it. 
 
Comment outstanding. 
 
Designer Response 
18/08/2024: 
Please see Odyssey 
drawings 24-059-105, 106 
and 107 which indicate sub-
base levels for permeable 
paving at the start and end of 
respective sections. Please 
note that for permeable 
paving where infiltration is 
used the base is assumed as 
flat. For permeable paving 
sections where their main 

note that the membrane 
will be cut to suit and 
that the location for this 
can be set out as part of 
setting out the road. The 
liner extent is presented 
on drawings: 25-043-
105 to 108 (all Rev.B), 
25-043-150A and  25-
043-151B 
 
In relation to underdrain 
comment - we need 
underdrains to assist the 
flow through the 
permeable paving. 
Underdrains help to 
‘move’ the water from 
areas with little (or no) 
infiltration to the areas 
where the infiltration 
was confirmed. Without 
underdrains the water in 
the Infodrainage 
hydraulic model was not 
routed quickly enough 
through the sub-base 
and was at risk of 
flooding upstream parts 
of the individual 
permeable paving 
sections. 
We have implemented 
either long and shallow 
bends and sharper 
bends are located close 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The revised arrangement 
of underdrains is noted to 
have been updated for 
improved maintenance. 
 
Comment closed. 
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purpose is to convey water 
(to sections that infiltrate) the 
levels are provided for the 
sub-base at its upstream and 
downstream extent with the 
constant gradient in 
between. The thickness of 
sub-base is not constant and 
on standard detail drawing 
24-059-123 it is noted that 
“sub-base thickness to be 
calculated based on the sub-
base formation level and 
surface finished levels”. 
Drawing 24-059-123 
together with drawings 24-
059-110 and 24-059-111 
details appropriate 
construction for drainage and 
road make-ups. 
 
ADC Drainage Comments 
28/10/2025: 
Base level appear to vary 
across the site hence this is 
a complex solution.  
 
It is noted that the permeable 
sub-base formations are 
mixed being flat and sloped 
and the depths are variable  
 
The permeable details on 
drawing 123 are too generic 
and do not reflect the greater 
depths and if 

to the maintenance 
manhole and so 
CCTV/jetting equipment 
could be used and 
implemented from the 
nearby maintenance 
manholes. 
 
Issue appears to be 
resolved now following 
Arun DC e-mail 
communication on the 
10.09.2025. 
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geogrid/structural support 
will be required. 
 
Bespoke construction details 
(& site cross sections) must 
be provided for all SUDS 
features; for permeable 
pavements any check dams, 
breaks, pipe links needs to 
be detailed. The drainage 
strategy plans illustrative 
numerous diffusers units with 
linking under drains, 
however there is insufficient 
information on both the plans 
and detailing to understand 
so how will the contractor 
build it. 
 
Comment outstanding. 
 
Designer Response 
20/05/2025: 
Although the permeable 
paving (PP) system is 
complex the construction 
detail of permeable paving 
provided on drawing 123 is 
universal with only the 
thickness of sub base being 
varied – and this would 
depend on the final surface 
finish level. The PP sub base 
level is noted on a dedicated 
sub-base level drawing 25-
043-150. There is no 
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proposal to use geogrid at 
the moment and any low 
CBR case would be 
addressed by adding 
appropriate capping below 
PP sub-base. Please refer to 
drawing 112 where 
underdrains arrangement is 
detailed. 
 

8.  ADC Drainage Comments 
28/02/2024: 
Supporting construction 
details will be required. It is 
fundamental to detail all 
drainage related features 
including permeable 
pavements and pollution 
control features. 
 
Furthermore it is 
recommended that surface 
finish information is also 
supplied. 
 
Designer Response 
25/06/2024:  
See Drawing 012-050. 
See Hard Landscaping 
materials schedule. 
 
ADC Drainage Comments 
31/07/2024:  
Drawing not supplied (also 
not listed in the revised 
statement contents). 

These drawings are 
accepted, however further 
information is required.  
 
As per drawing 25-043-
108A, there are numerous 
bespoke features shown 
with significant PP formation 
pipes (GREEN) without 
supporting construction 
details. 
 
Furthermore the addition of 
these pipes may impact of 
the 1D modelling where run-
off may be conveyed to 
lower areas quicker than 
intended. Further detail and 
summary is required. 
 

We presume that where 
Arun DC is discussing 
the “(GREEN)” pipes it 
means the underdrain 
pipe, and if that is the 
case the underdrain 
detail is already 
provided on drawing 25-
043-111 and underdrain 
maintenance access / 
manholes detail is 
provided on drawing 25-
043-112. Underdrains 
were already part of our 
hydraulic modelling 
(please refer to ‘25-043 
Sea Road, 
Rustington_SW 
System_RevA’ (dated 
05/08/2025) 
Infodrainage output, 
section ‘Stormwater 
Controls’ (pages 29 to 
39) which details 
underdrains), therefore 
the query 

It is acknowledged that 
the underdrains are 
modelled. 
 
Comment closed. 
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Comment outstanding. 
 
Noted, no comments. 
 
Designer Response 
18/08/2024: 
See Odyssey Drawings 24-
059-123, 24-059-110 and 
24-059-111 which detail the 
appropriate construction for 
the drainage and road make-
up. Drawings 24-059-120 to 
122 show various surface 
finishes across the site. 
 
ADC Drainage Comments 
28/10/2025: 
Noted, hover as commented 
in item 9, further information 
is required to cover all 
bespoke features. 
 
Comment outstanding. 
 
Designer Response 
20/05/2025: 
Construction details for 
SuDS and drainage 
components are provided on 
drawings 25 043-110 to 112. 
Geocellular crates will have 
various dimensions, but 
these are then provided on 
drainage plan or via suitable 
notes. 

“…Furthermore the 
addition of these pipes 
may impact of the 1D 
modelling where run-off 
may be conveyed to 
lower areas quicker than 
intended.” was already 
addressed in the model. 
 
Drawing 25-043-152 
was updated and urban 
creep is noted for the 
appropriate catchments 
and catchments with 
creep are hatched 
differently. 
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9.  ADC Drainage Comments 
31/07/2024:  
Further construction details 
of TANK 3 are require to 
appropriately demonstrate 
how this will be installed 
underneath a permeable 
pavement. 
 
Designer Response 
18/08/2024: 
Refer to Odyssey drawing 
24-059-111 for details of the 
tank. The water would 
permeate through the 
permeable paving structure 
and then flow into the tank 
via the geotextile. 
 
ADC Drainage Comments 
28/10/2025: 
Generic details are not 
accepted. 
 
Further construction details 
of all SUDS features are 
require to appropriately 
demonstrate how this will be 
installed underneath variable 
finishes. 
 
Designer Response 
20/05/2025: 
As per point ‘10’ above. 

As per point ‘8’ response. 
 

All appropriate drainage 
features (including 
SuDS components) are 
presented on drawings 
25-043-110 to 112 and 
further comments are 
provided in both 
designer responses in 
point 8 above. 

 

  

10.  ADC Drainage Comments 
28/10/2025: 

As per point ‘8’ response. The interconnected 
sections of PP are 

Comment closed.  
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Designer Response 
20/05/2025: 
Diffuser units moved 5m 
away from structures where 
feasible. Please note that 
impermeable membrane is 
shown within 5m away from 
structures thus diffuser units 
could be installed closer than 
5m in such instances – as 
water infiltration would be 
taking place 5m away from 
structures. 
 

 Hydraulic Calculations:     

13.  ADC Drainage Comments 
28/02/2024: 
The 1D model must include 
a supporting plan to denote 
all nodes/links or cascade 
approach. 
 
Designer Response 
25/06/2024:  
See Drawings. 
 
ADC Drainage Comments 
31/07/2024:  
The drainage strategy plans 
and Infodrainage 
calculations do not tally. 
There are numerous 
catchment areas not 
identified on any plans. 
 
Comment outstanding. 

With reference to the 1D 
calculations and drawing 25-
043-152A, it remains unclear 
what areas have urban 
creep applied. Furthermore 
urban creep is not 
mentioned in the technical 
note. 
 
Comment outstanding 

Drawing 25-043-152 
was updated and urban 
creep is noted for the 
appropriate catchments 
and catchments with 
creep are hatched 
differently. Also, 
technical note was 
updated with section 2.3 
which describes how 
much and where the 
urban creep was added 
in the hydraulic model 

Urban creep annotation is 
acknowledged on 
drawing 152. 
 
Comment closed. 
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The WSCC surface water 
policy requires a design 
criteria for FEH 2022 and a 
CV value of 1.0 for both 
Summer & Winter scenarios. 
The current modelling is not 
acceptable.  
 
Designer Response 
25/06/2024:  
The system has been 
designed to FEH 2022. 
 
ADC Drainage Comments 
31/07/2024:  
The  Infodrainage calculation 
outputs do not reveal all 
input criteria thus unable to 
qualify this is FEH22. 
 
Full print out are required. 
 
Comment outstanding. 
 
Designer Response 
18/08/2024: 
Refer to Infodrainage 
calculations ‘24-059 - 
Rustington, Sea Road_SW 
system’ which which 
provides the requested 
information. 
 
ADC Drainage Comments 
28/10/2025: 
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Furthermore there is no 
explanation hence the 
response is inadequate. 
 
Comment outstanding. 
 
Designer Response 
18/08/2024: 
Refer to Infodrainage 
calculations ‘24-059 - 
Rustington, Sea Road_SW 
system’ which specify FOS 
of infiltrating features and 
provides full modelling 
details. 
 
ADC Drainage Comments 
28/10/2025: 
Noted, however the safety 
factor is only showing on 
certain elements of the 
design. 
 
Furthermore there is no 
explanation hence the 
response is inadequate. 
 
Comment outstanding. 
 
Designer Response 
20/05/2025: 
Infiltration used only for 
structures that would be 
supporting infiltration in the 
model – and which can be 
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There is no drawings to 
demonstrate the existing 
and/or proposed 
impermeable area 
comparison and denote each 
catchment area to support 
the calculations areas. 
 
Designer Response 
25/06/2024:  
See Drainage Strategy 
Drawings. 
 
Designer Response 
18/08/2024: 
Whilst no comment has been 
made, the proposed design 
is supported by the 
Infodrainage calculations 
’24-059 - Rustington, Sea 
Road_SW system’ including 
catchment plan that 
demonstrates connectivity of 
each sub-catchment into the 
respective part of the 
system. 
 
ADC Drainage Comments 
28/10/2025: 
The key plan on page 1 of 
the calculations is illegible 
and does not quantity the 
catchments. 
 
Designer Response 
20/05/2025: 
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Drainage Engineers response  

 

 
 
Arun District Council, Civic Centre, Maltravers Rd 
Littlehampton, West Sussex, BN17 5LF 
www.arun.gov.uk 

 

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: 20 November 2025 09:45 

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

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

Subject: RE: Planning Re-Consultation on: R/93/25/DOC 

 

Hi Kathryn,  

Find the consultation response – no objection – attached.  Apologies for the delay in response, both 

in the consultation itself and then passing it on to you.  The additional delay was caused by checks 
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relating to the ground investigations and a report of potential contamination on the site.  Our 

consultant is satisfied that the design has adequately considered risk of contamination and that 

infiltration is not occurring through made ground.   

I am submitting this consultation on behalf of Paul, our Principal Drainage Engineer.  It has been 

completed by one of our external consultants.   

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 15:54 

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

Subject: Planning Re-Consultation on: R/93/25/DOC 

 

To: Engineers (Drainage) 
  

NOTIFICATION FROM ARUN DISTRICT COUNCIL 

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 

Application No: R/93/25/DOC 

Registered:  29th May 2025 

Site Address: Rustington Convalescent Home Sea Road Rustington BN16 2LZ 

Grid Reference: 504324 101454 
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Category: Discharge of Conditi 

Description of Works: Approval of details reserved by condition imposed under reference 
R/258/18/PL relating to condition number 19 - foul and surface water sewerage 
disposal. 

  

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

2025 relating to: Substitute drainage information, comment tracker  

If you should wish to make further representations as a result of this amendment, please make any further 

comment by 30th September 2025. 

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

Yours sincerely 

Kathryn Welch 

Planning Case Officer-Arun District Council 

Telephone: 01903 737789 

Email: kathryn.welch@arun.gov.uk 

PLRECON_DOC (ODB) 2020 


