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Dear Simon 
 
Arun District Council Draft Local Plan (2013-2028) 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on your consultation Draft Local 
Plan.   
 
As drafted the Plan goes some way to address the environmental pressures associated 
with development in your area and we note that many of our previous comments have 
been taken into account. In particular we are pleased to see commitment within the 
policies that reflect the need to adapt to climate change, provide for green infrastructure 
and the protection and enhancement of biodiversity, protect the quality of the water 
environment, avoid areas of flood risk, and encourage the remediation of contaminated 
land.  
 
However, we do have some concerns as to how decisions were made in relation to 
employment land allocations and the proposed sites for strategic housing allocations 
which we would like to see addressed before any further consultation.  
 
The following response provides some general feedback on your Plan and more 
detailed commentary on where we support individual policies, where we have concerns 
regarding policies, and where we believe improvements could be made. In addition we 
have made some specific comments on the Sustainability Appraisal of Draft Local Plan.   
 
We would be happy to meet with you to discuss any aspects of our response.  
 
General Comments 
The document is very lengthy and in parts repetitive. We would recommend that 
opportunities could be taken to shorten where possible. 
 
We would recommend that there is further distinction between the Strategic Policies and 
Development Management policies throughout the document. Whilst we can see the 
merit in structuring the document by subject it would be more useful if through the 
document’s presentation the Strategic Policies are more distinctive.  
 



Specific Comments 
 
Policy SP3 – Strategic Employment Land Allocations  
The four sites identified as employment land allocations in the Bognor Regis Enterprise 
Zone lie within Flood Zone 3. The main flood risk is fluvial from the Lidsey Rife. It is 
likely that some areas may also be classified as the functional floodplain (FZ3b) as 
defined by your own Strategic Flood Risk Assessment.   
 
Paragraph 100 of the NPPF requires that Local Plans should apply a sequential, risk-
based approach to the location of development to avoid, where possible, flood risk to 
people and property by applying the Sequential Test; and if necessary applying the 
Exception Test.  Paragraph 101 goes on to state that “the aim of the Sequential Test is 
to steer new development to areas with the lowest probability of flooding. Development 
should not be allocated or permitted if there are reasonably available sites appropriate 
for the proposed development in areas with a lower probability of flooding”.  
 
Whilst we are aware that you have previously undertaken a Sequential and Exception 
Test for previous versions of your Local Plan this does not include the employment sites 
that are proposed in this consultation document. We would require that this is 
undertaken before your Local Plan is submitted for examination. Without this we would 
question the deliverability of these sites and the soundness of the plan.  
 
In 2008 a proposal for the development of the Oldlands Farm site did not receive 
planning permission due to the fact that the sequential test had not been met. We have 
also recently responded to proposals for development of the former LEC Airfield site 
whereby we have requested that in the first instance they need to demonstrate that the 
sequential test has been satisfied.  
 
Furthermore your Sustainability Appraisal has failed to assess the flood risk of these 
options nor has it considered suitable alternatives. A key stage of the SA process, 
incorporating the requirements of the SEA Directive, is to consider reasonable 
alternatives to your plans proposals. Whilst it is noted that in paragraph 3.8 of the 
Sustainability Appraisal you discuss that the options considered for employment 
provision were evaluated in 2009 this may not be appropriate to meet the requirements 
of the Directive. As a minimum we would recommend that you consider the do nothing 
scenario in the SA report.  
 
Policy SP4 – Other Employment Land Provision 
We support the criteria included here that brownfield sites will be given priority for new 
employment sites over greenfield sites. This policy could deliver opportunities for 
remediating contaminated land.  
 
Policy DM2 – Littlehampton Harbour 
We are pleased to see the references in the policy that any development on the West 
Bank would need to satisfy the sequential test and also overcome the constraints of the 
area classified as Flood Zone 3b, the functional floodplain. In addition we support the 



requirements for any development that may come forward to protect and improve the 
surrounding environment and habitats and to reduce flood risk to the existing 
communities.  
 
 
 
 
Policy DM9 – Horticulture 
We support the inclusion of criteria in this policy to ensure that adequate water 
resources are available and that surface water drainage is considered fully for these 
developments.  
 
Policy DM10 – Garden Centres 
It is unclear as to why you have made specific reference to the need to have agreement 
from the Environment Agency for the development of new, or extension to existing, 
garden centres. We note the comments in paragraphs 8.3 and 8.4 of the Sustainability 
Appraisal. However, as far as we are concerned these are unfounded. Any abstractions 
of water for use or for discharges from non-mains drainage would be required to apply 
to the Environment Agency for a permit. We would consider the environmental impacts 
of these activities through issuing the permit. We would wish to see reference to “with 
agreement from the Environment Agency” be removed from this policy.  
 
Policy SP8 – Strategic Housing, Parish and Town Council Allocations 
As drafted this policy section is not clear. The preamble to the policy makes reference to 
the consideration of two policy options, whereas the policy text itself is only related to 
the second option, 565 units per annum.  
 
Whilst we do not have specific comments to make on the overall options for housing 
numbers we have some concerns about whether you have provided sufficient evidence 
to demonstrate that Option 2, the higher housing number, could be delivered within the 
Plan period.  
 
Policy SP8 identifies that approximately 2,000 houses would be allocated in the 
Barnham/Eastergate/Westergate area. As you are aware there are ongoing problems in 
this area in relation groundwater infiltration and surface water inundation into the sewer 
network. This leads to problems relating to surcharging sewers and has resulted in 
pollution of the watercourses.  
 
Whilst we note the policy makes some reference to addressing this through the criteria: 
“an assessment on water quality shall be undertaken and shall include consideration of 
the impacts on both foul and surface water drainage” this does not state what the 
consequences of this assessment will be. What would need to be satisfied in order for 
the development to be taken forward? An additional 2,000 houses discharging into the 
sewer network is likely to make the current situation worse unless certain measures are 
put in place. Without this detail we would consider this policy to be unsound and that it 
contradicts with other policies in your plan, including policies SP24 and DM 39. 



 
The Surface Water Management Plan, which is currently underway, is hoped to provide 
some of the possible solutions to the current problem. We would wish that if this option 
for housing were taken forward that clear reference to the SWMP is made in the policy 
and supporting text. Would it be possible to state that any development in the area 
would be phased in line with the recommendations of the SWMP? It may be that 
development of this scale could provide opportunities to deliver some improvements to 
the existing situation.  
 
There is an assumption that there is sufficient wastewater treatment to deliver the 
required housing numbers in the plan period. We would recommend that you speak with 
Southern Water to understand further the available capacity at Lidsey WwTW to deliver 
2,000 houses. From our understanding of the current consent for this WwTW and the 
current flows there may be a shortfall for the final stages of delivery of this site.  
 
The Sustainability Appraisal for this policy is incomplete. The assessment does not 
consider the two options proposed in this section of the plan, nor does it consider the 
impact of strategic development on water quality. Given the comments above it is clear 
that Policy SP8 has the potential to affect water quality in this area.  
 
Policy SP14 – Adapting Climate Change 
We support the inclusion of this policy.   
 
Policy SP21 – Green Infrastructure and Development 
We support the inclusion of this policy.  
 
Policy DM26 – Development and Biodversity 
We support the inclusion of this policy.  
 
Policy SP23 – Natural Environment 
We are pleased to see that this policy now makes reference for the need for 
developments to conserve and enhance both designated and non-designated sites.  
 
Policy SP24 – Water 
We are pleased to see a strategic policy that seeks to safeguard water resources and 
water quality within the District, whilst also taking into account flood risk. However, in its 
current format it appears to be very generic. Whilst we note that further detail is 
provided in the development management policies under this section we would wish to 
see a clearer statement from the Council on these issues. We would be happy to work 
with you on revising this wording if you would find that useful. 
 
Policy DM39 – Water Supply and Quality 
Given the specific water quality concerns in some parts of the District we are pleased to 
see a detailed policy designed to manage new development within this context.  
 
Water Supply 



Whilst we do wish for Local Plans to ensure the efficient use of resources and have 
recommended the phased approach to applying the Code for Sustainable Homes we 
would recommend that this is considered in terms of viability and the evidence base 
available to support those higher standards. Paragraph 20.1.13 discusses the costs 
associated with meeting the requirements of different levels of the code. We would 
recommend that this is reflected in the policy.  
 
There may be further justification for developments needing to meet higher standards of 
the Code in certain parts of the District. For example, the constraints on the sewer 
network in Barnham. We would recommend that this could be reflected in the policy. 
 
Water Quality 
We are pleased to see that this policy makes provision for developments helping to 
deliver the objectives of the South East River Basin Management Plan. However we 
would recommend that part (a) of the policy reads: 
“Illustrate, where necessary, how they have contributed to the protection and 
enhancement of waterbodies identified by the South East River Basin Management  
Plan objectives”.  
 
We support the statement in part (b) of the policy that you will have a general 
presumption against the use of non mains foul water drainage. This may need to be 
clarified in that it only applies in sewered areas.  
 
Whilst we are pleased to see the recognition in your Plan of the specific pressures on 
the Lidsey WwTW catchment we would reiterate some earlier comments regarding the 
reference to a full Drainage Impact Assessment being submitted alongside applications 
for major development. As drafted this policy effectively suggests this should be a tick 
box exercise and does not identify what would be assessed as part of these documents 
and how their conclusions would be taken into account in determining an application. 
This should be fully understood before a policy is adopted to ensure that it is actually 
useful.  
 
Policy DM40 – Flood Risk 
Overall we support this policy.  
 
We are pleased to see reference to the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment in the policy. 
However, for clarity we would recommend you make some reference to the specific 
types of flood risk being considered here as the SFRA is comprehensive. The 
supporting text in paragraph 20.2.6 refers to the need to avoid areas likely to be at risk 
as a result of climate change. If this is something that you would like the policy to 
achieve you may need to make that more explicit.  
 
We support the requirement that where necessary strategic flood defences are 
incorporated as an intrinsic part of a scheme, however, this could be strengthened to 
make reference to their timely delivery.  
 



We would recommend the following amendments to Para 20.2.5 of the supporting text: 
Remove the sentence that reads, “Flood protection measures within this sub-area will 
need to be reviewed to reduce flood risk and provide environmental benefits”. The 
following sentence should be amended to read, “The Lower Tidal River Arun Strategy is 
currently being prepared to identify a range of flood risk management measures for the 
River Arun and the Black ditch.”  
 
It should noted that the term “flood protection measures” itself is misleading as this 
implies that you can be protected from any flooding, when in fact only the risk of 
flooding can be reduced.  
 
Policy DM41 – Sustainable Drainage Systems 
We support the inclusion of this policy.  
 
Policy DM42 – Coastal Protection  
We support the inclusion of this policy.  
 
We would recommend the following amendments and additional text be added to the 
supporting text in paragraph 20.4.5 so that it reads as follows: 
“20.4.5 The Flood and Erosion Management strategies aim to identify where funding will 
be required for flood defence and coastal erosion risk management. The strategies 
recognise that securing Government funding for building and maintaining defences 
cannot be guaranteed. Each scheme is ranked against others on a national basis. In 
May 2011 the government introduced a new policy,  HYPERLINK 
"hhttp://www.environment-agency.gov.uk/research/planning/134732.aspx" \o 
"hhttp://www.environment-agency.gov.uk/research/planning/134732.aspx" Flood and 
Coastal Erosion Resilience Partnership Funding. This policy describes a new approach 
to funding projects in England that will reduce flood and coastal erosion risks. The new 
policy allows flood and coastal erosion risk management (FCERM) projects to apply for 
Flood Defence Grant-in-Aid (FDGiA), and encourages funding from other sources to be 
secured. The proportion of central funding  that a project receives will depend on the 
benefits it will bring. Funding to support projects within the Flood and Erosion 
Management Strategy may need to be identified through planning obligations.” 
  
Policy DM48 – Contaminated Land  
We support this policy. 
 
We are pleased to see that the Council are promoting the use of previously developed 
land and recognise the important role this provides in remediating contaminated land 
and that it accords with the requirements of the NPPF (paragraphs 109 and 121). Going 
further we would recommend that the Council consider setting an appropriate target for 
the use of brownfield land. This would be in accordance with paragraph 111 of the 
NPPF.  
 
Policy SP26 – Infrastructure Provision and Implementation  
We support the inclusion this policy. We would wish to work with the Council as they 



development their Community Infrastructure Levy. 
 
 
Sustainability Appraisal of Draft Local Plan (2013 – 2028)  
We have made some specific comments in relation to the Sustainability Appraisal of the 
Draft Local Plan above. However, as a general note we would like  to question some of 
the methodology and presentation of the Sustainability Appraisal. Whilst I am aware that 
previous consultation versions have been produced which may have looked at 
alternatives the current SA report does not make an assessment of alternative policy 
options or even looked at the “do-nothing” scenario. This is a key requirement of the 
Sustainability Appraisal process and in particular the SEA Directive.  
 
In addition it does not appear that in assessing the policies of the draft Plan all of the SA 
objectives have been considered. Whilst I am aware that in some instances a certain 
policy will have no effect on an objective there are some instances where this is not the 
case, e.g. Policy SP8 and Water Quality.  The presentation of the SA report should be 
improved to make it clear when an objective is discounted because the policy has no 
impact on that objective. For all other SA objectives there should be some reference to 
how the policy performs.  
 
The overall presentation of the SA report could be improved for the user, e.g. including 
page numbers in the Appendices.  
 
 
I trust that the comments and recommendations above are useful.  We would very much 
wish to meet with you to discuss our response and the ways in which our 
recommendations can be taken forward through the development of your Local Plan.  
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Hannah Hyland 
Principal Planning Advisor 
Environment Agency 
 
Direct dial 01903 703 952 
Direct e-mail hannah.hyland@environment-agency.gov.uk 
 
Environment Agency 

Guildbourne House Chatsworth Road, Worthing, West Sussex, BN11 1LD. 
Customer services line: 03708 506 506 

  


