






 

4 
 

3. Extreme rainfall and flooding 

3.1. The FSWDR includes drainage plans and modelling.  The simulation for the 1% AEP + 45% event 

has a maximum water level of 7.468mAOD.  This is higher than the bank at the north east extent of 

the infiltration basin (7.45mAOD) and the cover levels of both inspection chambers and the rodding 

eye.  The model demonstrates that the system may flood on the 1% AEP + 45% event.  This may 

be permissible, however, such planned flooding must be demonstrated to remain on site and not 

flood the property.  The submission does not demonstrate that.  

 

3.2.  It is acknowledged that the modelling does not include the upstream network and that additional 

storage will be provided by the pipework and inspection chambers.  However, it is unknown if this 

storage is sufficient to contain all surface water within the designed system.   

 
3.3. The assessment is further complicated by other elements of the standard which demand design 

adjustments to ensure that the SuDS design is compliant and not increasing flood risk.  As 

submitted, there is insufficient freeboard between the maximum water level in the critical 1% AEP + 

45% event and the finished floor levels (FFL).  It is expected that a minimum (reduced) freeboard of 

300mm is maintained between FFL and the maximum flood depth or water level in the basin.  At 

present FFL are set to 7.6mAOD, allowing for only 132mm freeboard.  The minimum freeboard may 

be achieved by raising FFL or by having a shallower maximum water depth, alternatively the 

freeboard could be potentially contained within the basin itself.  The submitted design represents an 

unacceptable risk in this regard.   

 
3.4. The designer has included two land drains, north and west of the proposed dwelling.  These are 

designed to capture surface water flowing towards the proposed dwelling.  This design feature is 

apparently included due to the need for the FFL to closely align with the existing tennis court level.  

Where there is a need for surface water to be intercepted this should be accounted for in the design.  

It may be the surface water is diverted around the building without contributing to the SuDS scheme.  

This may be appropriate if the natural catchments are followed.   

 
3.5. Alternatively, land drainage features can contribute to the SuDS design (as drawn).  However, if 

they positively connect to the system then the contributing surface water volume from these features 

should be accounted for.  This involves analysis of the contributing catchment which has not been 

submitted.  The submitted SuDS allows an unquantified volume of surface water to be drained into 

the infiltration basin.  This surface water volume will consume storage which is set aside for the 

rainwater that falls on the new contributing area.  This means that there is an increased likelihood 

that the basin will flood.  The design must be altered to account for this volume or to manage the 

land drainage in an alternative manner.   

 
3.6. A factor of safety of 2 has been used in the design.  As the contributing area is between 100m2 and 

1000m2 the factor of safety is expected to be 1.5 or 3.  The onus is on the designer to justify the 

factor of safety that is used, however, 1.5 may only be used where there can be expected to be no 

damage or inconvenience from flooding.   

 

4. Water quality 

4.1. The submission includes a water quality assessment which demonstrates that the water quality 
standard will be met if no changes are made to the design in response to our comments regarding 
standards 1 and 3.  As such we have no objection to the application on this ground.   

 

5. Amenity 
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5.1. The design provides amenity benefit with a multifunctional open feature which provides visual 

amenity and landscape character.  The proposed water depths are safe and details to ensure 

climate resilient and adaptable planting can be secured via condition.  As such we support the 

proposal with regards to this standard.   

 

6. Biodiversity 

6.1. There is no formal assessment of biodiversity benefit, and the ecological appraisal report does not 

appear to consider or acknowledge the SuDS design in delivering ecological and biodiversity 

benefit.  However, it is believed that when the biodiversity benefit of the drinaage system is properly 

assessed it will be found to have a positive contribution.  This is because it includes an open 

infiltration basin.  As such we have no objection subject to a condition which will secure the 

details of any biodiversity benefit delivered by the SuDS.   

 

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

7.1. Insufficient information regarding the construction, operation and maintenance of the SuDS system, 
and therefore Standard 8 of the Systems NSfS has been submitted.  However, 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. 
 

7.2. There are a significant number of good quality trees on the site, most of which are to be retained.  
These existing trees are a constraint to the drainage strategy as any drainage installations should 
not damage the trees, and the drainage infrastructure itself needs to be protected from tree root 
damage.  The design as submitted avoids conflict with the existing trees and their current root 
protection areas.  However, the design may need to be altered to account for the comments relating 
to standards 1 and 3.  The presence of the existing trees and potential conflict should be considered 
a significant constraint to the possibility of a fully compliant SuDS design being delivered.   

 
7.3. Due to the lack of conflict in the submitted design there is no objection subject to condition with 

regards to this standard.  However, the standard must be reassessed with any newly submitted 
design to ensure that it is met with any later revisions.  

 

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. 

 
8.3. If you are minded to allow the applicant additional time to submit further documents to support this 

application, then further evidence may overcome our objection.  Please do not allow the applicant to 
submit further documents without prior discussion as to whether it will be possible for these to be 
assessed or influence your determination. 
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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: 14 August 2025 09:04 
To: Land Drainage <Land.Drainage@arun.gov.uk> 
Subject: Planning Consultation on: Y/48/25/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: Y/48/25/PL 

Registered:  13th August 2025 

Site Address: Church Farm House Church Road Yapton BN18 0EP 

Grid Reference: 498202 103561 

Description of Works: Removal of tennis court and construction of 1 No self-build single storey 
energy efficient dwelling. This application is a Departure from the Development 
Plan, may affect the setting of listed buildings, affects the character and 
appearance of the Church Lane, Yapton Conservation Area and is in CIL Zone 
3 and is CIL Liable as a new dwelling. 
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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 18th September 
2025 . You can also monitor the progress of this application through the Council web site: 

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

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 

Harry Chalk 

Planning Officer- Arun District Council 

Telephone: 01903 737577 

Email: harry.chalk@arun.gov.uk 
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