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The hierarchy for 
sustainable drainage. 
 

The proposed discharge method must accord 
with the SuDS hierarchy as given below.  
Evidence must be supplied to justify the 
proposed discharge method.   
 

1. Rainwater reuse where possible. 

2. Complete discharge into the ground 

(infiltration).  

3. Hybrid infiltration and restricted 

discharge to an appropriate water body 

or surface water sewer.   

4. Restricted discharge to an appropriate 

water body.  

5. Restricted discharge to a surface water 

sewer.  

6. Restricted discharge to a combined 

sewer.   

 

A water body may be defined as a river, 

watercourse, ditch, culverted watercourse, 

reservoir, wetland or the sea.   

 
Engineers cannot support any proposed 
connection of surface water to the foul 
sewer.  
 

Compliant 

Calculations 
 

Calculations for pre-development run off rates 
must be based upon the positively drained 
area only. 
 
Proposed discharge rates must not increase 
flood risk on site or elsewhere.  Discharge 
rates must be restricted to QBAR or 2 l/s/ha, 
depending on whichever is higher. 
 

Compliant  

Designs must be based on the most recently 
available rainfall data at the time of conditions 
being applied.  FSR rainfall data will not be 
accepted.  FEH rainfall data is based upon 
more recent records and continues to be 
updated.   
 

Compliant  

Designs must use the correct climate change 
allowances at the time of determination of the 
outline or full planning application.   
 
CV values for all events must be set to 1. This 
includes summer, winter, design, and 
simulation events.    
 
The correct allowance for urban creep must be 
applied.   

Insufficient  
Clarification is required 
on how the surcharged 
outfall has been 
modelled 
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Condition 3 is worded as follows:  

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, Winter groundwater monitoring,  

2. Winter infiltration testing strictly in accordance with BRE DG 365 or similar approved,  

3. Details of the proposed method and location of surface water disposal, in accordance with the 

SuDS hierarchy,  

4. Impermeable area plan,  

 

5. 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,  

 

6. Detailed drainage plans conforming to Local Planning Authority guidance,  

7. Specifications for all surface water drainage components and associated infrastructure or flow 

control mechanisms,  

8. 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. 

 

There is insufficient information and evidence provided on the existing drainage being proposed for 

reuse as well as the supporting calculations and details to ensure that the proposals will not 

inadvertently increase the risk of surface water flooding.  
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these are critical to the function of the 
proposed surface water drainage and 
thus need to be investigated and 
confirmed 

construction begins and excavation of 
the existing underground pipe  
establishes its depth, otherwise the pipe  
will have to be exposed / surveyed / re-
instated prior to future commencement.  
The Sump Depth will have to be a  
minimum of 435mm below IL. 
All other ‘tbc’ have been surveyed  
inserted on the layout drawing which 
has been updated to Revision 03 

solution being proposed for the 
discharge of condition are actually 
deliverable.  

3.  The proposed headwall outfall and 
works appear to lie outside of the 
application boundary and potentially 
outside the extent of ownership of the 
applicant. Clarification on the extent of 
proposed works for the construction of 
the new headwall will be required 
including either confirmation of land 
ownership or 3rd party permissions if 
application. Please note that the 
construction of the new headwall will 
require a and Ordinary Watercourse 
Consent from West Sussex County 
Council 

The proposed headwall outfall and  
works lie within the extent of ownership  
of the applicant. The planning redline  
application boundary is overlaid onto an  
OS schematic which only give a basic  
outline of the ditch. 
Since the headwall and outfall do not  
actually protrude into the ditch volume  
itself only Watercourse Bylaw Consent  
to Arun DC was required but it was  
considered that full OWLDC to WSCC  
would be more appropriate. 
It should be noted that WSCC approved  
the consent on the 27th June 2025 with  
LDC-2025-038 

Noted item closed   

4.  The depth of drainage at the rear 
elevation appears too shallow, with 
inadequate cover to the pipework. 
Further details should be provided on 
this arrangement and potentially re-look 
at the gradient and depth of pipework 
leading back from the attenuation tank 

Building regulations Approved  
Document H do not state a minimum  
cover depth for underground domestic  
rainwater pipes. The cover at RWP#7 is  
~150mm and at the IC at RWP#9 is  
198mm. Like all the pipework, the  
section at the rear elevation falls within  
Class Z and as such is subject to  
150mm concrete bed & surround which  
will prove to be satisfactory for the non-
vehicular soft landscaped garden area. 

This is unacceptable. The proposals 
infer having concrete protection 
surround being exposed at the heads of 
the runs. This is giving rise to future 
failure of the pipework with such 
reduced cover.  Should the proposal 
seek to maintain near or at surfaces 
depths of cover then detailed 
calculations should be provided to 
confirm the resistance to the proposed 
loads and maintaining the structural 
integrity of the pipework, with the 
nominal concrete surround should be 
provided. Should the pipework get 
damaged or deformed due to 
inadequate cover this will impact the 
ability of the pipework to convey flows 
and could cause flooding within the 
property.  

  

5.  Please provide clarification on how the 
surcharge outfall has been modelled.  

There was no hydraulic modelling data  
available from the EA to support a  
surcharged outfall thus the fall-back is  
that as per Arun DC statement of . . .  
where no appropriate Hydraulic  
Modelling for the 
surcharge level of the 1% AEP + CCA  
flood event for the receiving  
watercourse, then the 
Top-of-Bank level is the fallback . . .  
In this instance there will be no flooding  
within the site, as discussed within the 
Surface Water Drainage Statement and  
Design Notes Page #9 -- The Headwall  

The response does not provide 
clarification on how run off from the 
roof’s entering the system will be 
accommodated during a potential 
surcharged event within the 
watercourse. Whilst the bank level is 
noted and reference is made to the 
system being entirely surcharged and 
not above the proposed cover levels, 
the justification provided does not 
clarification on what will happen when 
water enters the same surcharged 
network. This needs to be modelled 
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If a designer would like a .docx version of this document to aid administration of responses, please request this by email to land.drainage@arun.gov.uk.  

and the Ditch. This was confirmed with 
consultation  
from the Principal Drainage Engineer 
(PC) Arun DC on 2nd September 2025 

and assessment provided with updated 
calculations 
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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 13:54 
To: Land Drainage <Land.Drainage@arun.gov.uk> 
Subject: Planning Re-Consultation on: Y/37/25/DOC 
 

To: Engineers (Drainage) 
  

NOTIFICATION FROM ARUN DISTRICT COUNCIL 

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 

Application No: Y/37/25/DOC 

Registered:  18th June 2025 

Site Address: 18 West View Drive Yapton BN18 0JR 

Grid Reference: 497957 102444 

Category: Discharge of Conditi 
Description of Works: Approval of details reserved by condition imposed under reference Y/56/24/HH 

relating to condition number 3 - surface water drainage scheme. 
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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 and 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 

Hebe Smith 

Planning Case Officer-Arun District Council 

Telephone: 01903 737626 

Email: hebe.smith@arun.gov.uk 

PLRECON_DOC (ODB) 2020 


