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FAO — Mr Peter Barnett (Principal Planning Officer) and LLFA,

We are writing in response to the latest comments from West Sussex County Council as the Lead Local

Flood Authority (LLFA), received 18" March 2025. This response states;
At present, the LLFA objects to the application, due to below:

1) The Environment Agency has recently updated its flood risk modelling (NaFRAZ)

and this has resulted in a change of surface water flood risk profile at this site.
Please update the Flood Risk Assessment using the latest data.

2) Following the SuDS Hierarchy, the Applicant has stated that the only method of
surface water discharge is to the existing foul sewer (which it is contended should be

classified as a combined sewer due to existing surface water connections).

Following discussions with Southern Water, they have advised they classity this as a
foul only sewer, irrespective of any existing connection. It is noted on our mapping
that there is a private surface water system adjacent to the foul sewer in North Road.
It must be demonstrated that the applicant has explored the private surface water
system in order to follow the SuDS hierarchy. We would suggest contacting WSCC
Highways and the Adur & Worthing Councils in the first instance to assist in
ascertaining who manages and maintains this asset. When/if the asset owner is
identified, we will need evidence that the asset owner is content for connections to
be made. As this may be unsuitable for submitting to planning portal, we are happy

for this to be sent to the email below.

3) If the Applicant wishes to pursue their existing strategy, we will need to see written
confirmation from Southern Water that the proposal is acceptable, to establish that
the site can be drained in principle. Their latest guidance is available here: Microsoft

Word - Surface Water Management Policy v 0.3
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Once these points have been addressed, we will review further, it may be possible to
remove our objection at that stage, dependent on the level of information provided

and any further queries arising

(1.) Update NaFRA2 mapping

We understand that the NaFRA2 mapping has been updated. Please see below for the amended
surface water flood risk section of the report. This section below is an addendum to the existing Flood
Risk Assessment (document reference: AEG5636_BN15_Lancing_07) and should be referred to ahead
of Sections 4.9 - 4.18.

Pluvial flooding can occur during prolonged or intense storm events when the infiltration potential of
soils, or the capacity of drainage infrastructure is overwhelmed leading to the accumulation of surface

water and the generation of overland flow routes.

The new National Flood Risk Assessment (NaFRA2), published in Jan 2025, has updated the Risk of
Flooding from Surface Water (RoFSW) products which show the chance of flooding from surface water

to areas of land.

The RoFSW products are an assessment of where surface water flooding may occur when rainwater
does not drain away through the normal drainage systems or soak into the ground but lies on or flows
over the ground instead. It includes information about flooding extents and depths including the

potential impact of climate change on flood risk, based on the latest UK Climate Projections (UKCP18).
Risk is displayed as one of three likelihood categories:

e High - greater than or equal to 1 in 30 (3.3%) chance of flooding in any year.

e Medium — Less than 1 in 30 (3.3%) but greater than or equal to 1 in 100 (1%) chance of
flooding in any given year.

e Low — Less than 1 in 100 (1%) but greater than or equal to 1 in 1000 (0.1%) chance of
flooding in any given year.
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The new RoFSW depth mapping shows the annual chance of flooding (based on the three risk
categories listed above) beyond a specific depth, for depths at the following intervals from 20cm to

120cm:

e 0.2m, 0.3m, 0.6m, 0.9m, 1.2m

As well as present day risk of flooding from surface water, climate change scenarios have been
produced to indicate the predicted impacts of climate change on future flood risk. The climate change
allowances are based on the latest UK Climate Projections (UKCP18) from the Met Office, using the
Representative Concentration Pathway (RCP) 8.5. A near-term epoch (2040 — 2060 “2050s” epoch) and
central allowances are being used initially, to support short and medium-term decisions informed by

the highest flood likelihood projections.

The EA Online 'Flood Risk from Surface Water -Climate Change’ map (Jan 2025) indicates that the site
is at a 'high’ ‘'medium’ and ‘low’ risk of surface water flooding (Figure 1Error! Reference source not
found.). However, it is important to note that the 'high’ surface water flood extent is associated with a
topographical low point on the site, rather than an overland flow path from offsite. As such, this can be

managed appropriately by SuDS (Sustainable Drainage Systems).
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Figure 1: EA Surface Water Flood Risk Mapping Climate Change Extent (Base map and data from OpenStreetMap and OpenStreetMap

Foundation (CC-BY-SA). © https://www.openstreetmap.org and contributors)

Analysis of the climate change RoFSW flood depth map shows that the site is at a ‘high’ ‘'medium’ and

‘low’ risk of surface water flooding to depths exceeding 0.2m (Figure 2).
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Figure 2: EA Surface Water Flood Risk Mapping Climate Change Depth >0.2m (Base map and data from OpenStreetMap and OpenStreetMap

Foundation (CC-BY-SA). © https://www.openstreetmap.org and contributors)

Analysis of the climate change RoFSW flood depth map shows that the site is at a ‘'medium’ and ‘low’

risk of surface water flooding to depths exceeding 0.3m (Figure 3). There are two pixels are a ‘high’ risk

however, these are considered negligible in relation to the size of the site.
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Figure 3: EA Surface Water Flood Risk Mapping Climate Change Depth >0.3m (Base map and data from OpenStreetMap and OpenStreetMap
Foundation (CC-BY-SA). © https://www.openstreetmap.org and contributors)
Analysis of the climate change RoFSW flood depth maps for depths exceeding 0.6m, 0.9m, and 1.2m

show that the site is not at risk of surface water flooding exceeding these depths.

Analysis of the climate change RoFSW flood depth map shows that the site is at risk of surface water

flooding, however, depths do not exceed 0.6m.

Additionally, due to topographical depressions on site it is likely that surface water risk is overestimated
on site. As surface water is shown not to originate from a wider overland flow route, a SuDS strategy

can mitigate any risk on site.
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Based on the information available, the proposed development is considered to be at a low risk of

surface water flooding.
(2 & 3) Drainage Discharge Location

The submitted drainage strategy utilises the existing outfall connection, which is acknowledge
discharges into a sewer owned by Southern Water. The CCTV survey evidence (Appendix A) confirms
that this sewer actively receives surface water runoff from the site and potentially other off-site sources.
Aegaea believe this asset's function reflects the historical drainage practice prevalent in the South
Coast region, where SuDS were often not prioritised, resulting in surface water being directed into what

are legacy combined sewers.

Crucially, our strategy proposes a significant improvement by restricting the discharge rate to just
2.0L/s, utilising an attenuation tank to manage runoff on site. The site currently discharges unrestricted.
Therefore, our proposal delivers a tangible betterment (97.5%) to the legacy combined sewer

compared to the existing scenario.

Itis noted that the LLFA have requested that a new connection into an adjacent private sewer is sought
and obtain evidence of consent from the asset owner(s). We must respectfully express our strong
concern that this request is impractical and constitutes an unreasonable burden that threatens the

viability of the approved scheme.
The process of satisfying this request involves several unachievable steps:

1. Identifying all Asset Owners: From our understanding the adjacent private sewer in question
is owned collectively by a significant number of private residents. Determining the full extent of
the private sewer and accurately identifying every property owner/resident who holds a legal
stake in the asset is complex. Please see Appendix B which includes the current correspondence

to date. Aegaea have contacted the LLFA regarding ownership of the private sewer and
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requested a larger plan of the sewer. A larger plan was provided showing a 100m section of the

sewer, however, a full plan of the sewer has still not been provided.

As we have established the sewer is at least 100m long. As such, establishing exactly all of the
properties that are connected to this sewer via a CCTV survey will be a lengthy process, do we
know if the records have been kept up to date, how long has the private sewer been in
existence? Is there a cost to connect to the sewer? Whilst the benefits of discharging to separate
systems are well known the number of unknowns associated with this option we believe are
disproportionate compared to how Aegaea have demonstrated betterment in terms of overall

discharge for the whole site not just the new development.

2. Achieving Consent: If we were to identify properties draining into this sewer, we would
theoretically need unanimous, consent from all residents for a new connection. What is the path
forward if, for example, residents agree, and residents refuse, or simply do not respond to

correspondence, which is the most likely outcome?

3. Scheme Jeopardy: Pursuing this lengthy and complex process would lead to an unreasonable
delay to the project, placing the planning permission and the overall development programme
in jeopardy. Given that the development has already secured planning support, we are
confident that a pragmatic solution exists that satisfies drainage requirements without imposing
undue risk to the scheme. Whilst acknowledging that the proposed development is promoting

a betterment over the whole of the existing due to the nature of the roof extensions.

We urge the LLFA to adopt a pragmatic approach and accept the reuse of the existing legacy

connection based on the principle of betterment.

Allowing the scheme to proceed with the proposed strategy will result in a measurable improvement
to the existing drainage scenario. If the current situation was to persist, where a large roof area (1,160m?)
drains unrestricted (89.8l/s during the 1 in 100-year (plus climate change) storm event) into the legacy
combined sewer (the sewer has been in place since a time when drainage was combined, the existing

building has discharged into this system since its construction), this is the worst-case scenario.
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To provide a pragmatic solution we could amend the drainage design and reduce the runoff rate to
1.0l/s, thus providing more storage on site and providing a greater betterment in terms of runoff rates

(99% betterment).

To further assist the LLFA in their review and provide absolute clarity on the existing pipe's function, we
could undertake another CCTV survey of the existing connection and surrounding sewer network if that
would be helpful in establishing the legacy combined nature of the asset. Do the LLFA / LPA have a

preferred contractor to have confidence in the findings?

We would welcome a Teams call to discuss these points if there are any further questions.
Yours Faithfully/Sincerely,

Jack Allen BSc (Hons), MSc and the Aegaea Team

enquiries@aegaea.com / jack@aegaea.com

Enclosed:

e CCTV Survey (November 2024)
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Appendix A - CCTV Survey
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