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(9) provides safe and suitable access for all vehicles, pedestrians, cyclists, horse riders, public transport and the 

delivery of goods.  

Further to the above, HDC are undergoing Regulation 19 consultation regarding an updated Local Plan for the 

period 2023-2040. The emerging Regulation 19 Local Plan also provides numerous emerging policies that relate 

to the site.  

 

Strategic Policy 43 of the emerging Local Plan states that proposals brought forward for Gypsy and Traveller 

pitches and Travelling Show people plots will be required to demonstrate all of the following, including:  

(b) the site has safe and convenient access to the highway and public transport services.  

(d) the site is situated within a reasonable distance of local services and community facilities such as healthcare, 

schools and shops.  

Strategic Policy 24 (Sustainable Transport) states that development will be supported provided the following is 

demonstrated:  

(a) For residential development, the need for travel is minimised through provision in all homes for home working, 

including bespoke design space within the home and gigabit capable broadband connection;  

(b) the layout design and location of facilities and infrastructure prioritises the ability of residents and workers 

to safely and conveniently walk and cycle to mee their day-to-day work, shopping and leisure needs. 

Strategic Policy 27 (Inclusive Communities, Health and Wellbeing) states that development proposals should 

demonstrate consideration of the following:  

(a) how design and layout will promote active transport (such as walking and cycling) to local services and 

facilities, including public transport hubs;  

(c) access to green space, community facilities, services and healthy food.  

In addition to the above, the National Planning Policy Framework (2023) provides an overarching framework for 

planning and development. Paragraph 115 of the NPPF states that:  

 

Development should only be prevented or refuse on highway grounds if there would be an unacceptable impact 

on highway safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on the road network would be severe.  

 

Paragraph 116 of the NPPF states goes on to state that: 

 

Within this context, applications for development should:  

(a) give priority to pedestrian and cycle movements, both within the scheme and with neighbouring areas; and 

second – so far as possible – to facilitating access to high quality public transport, with layout that maximise the 

catchment area of bus or other public transport services, and appropriate facilities that encourage public 

transport user;  

(c) create places that are safe, secure and attractive – which minimise the scope for conflicts between 

pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles, avoid unnecessary street clutter, and response to local character and design 

standards.  
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Figure 1  Local Facilities Map 

Based on the walk distance and average walk time in Table 2, it can be seen that the site is located 

well beyond the recommended acceptable walk distance to a range of local services and community 

facilities, in particular schools and essential health services as well as the nearest bus and train 

station. 

The site cannot therefore be determined as being appropriately accessible with almost all facilities 

located well beyond the Acceptable recommended walking distances and the majority far beyond 

the Maximum recommended walking distances. As a result, the sites suitability for development, 

regardless of the number of trips that would be generated, is considered highly likely to result in a 

significant Car Driver and Car Passenger mode share and cannot be considered to be providing 

development in an area that is readily accessible to a range of transport modes. Accordingly, the 

proposed development is considered to not be complaint with:  

• Policies 23 (d), 40 (5) and (6) of the adopted Local Plan;  

• Policies 43 (d), 24 (b) and 27 (a) of the emerging Local Plan;  

• Paragraph 116 (a) of the NPPF.  

Reason for Objection 2 – Highway Facilities & Infrastructure 

Stall House Lane is currently a single carriageway width road (approximately 3.5m in width at the 

point of the application site) and does not currently provide a footway on either side of the 

carriageway, as shown in Figure 2 meaning that pedestrians would be required to walk either on the 

carriageway or grass. It is also notable that the edge of carriageway for a significant portion of Stall 
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House Lane on both sides are ditches, which equally are frequently prone to flooding. This clearly 

creates the potential for an unsafe environment for both vehicles and pedestrians.  

Figure 2:   Stall House Lane (photographed 23 January 2024) 

 

Gay Street Lane, whilst sufficiently wide enough for two vehicles to pass along most of the route, 

only one vehicle can pass under the bridge shown in figure 3 at a time. Gay Street Lane, which is 

required for access to Stall House Lane, is similarly without a footway on either side of the 

carriageway as also shown in Figure 3.  

As a result, any additional pedestrian trips generated by the proposed development would be 

required to walk on roads without any dedicated pedestrian infrastructure with a requirement to 

use either the exiting grass verge (where available) or walk directly within the carriageway. This 

represents particular concerns for any persons with mobility issues.  

In addition to the above, the visibility at the junction of Stall House Lane and Gay Street is 

considered to be substandard with the appropriate visibility splays for a 60mph road not met. The 

required visibility splay at the priority junction (210m in either direction) cannot be met without the 

need for third party land and it is therefore considered to be highly unlikely that sufficient visibility 

at the junction can be met. Increasing traffic movements through a junction that does not have 

sufficient visibility clearly presents a potential highway safety issue.  
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Figure 3:  Gay Street Lane (photographed 23 January 2024)  

 

As outlined previously, the location of the site, alongside the pedestrian infrastructure, is likely to 

result in significant Car Driver mode share and a resulting increase in vehicle trips. Stall House Lane is 

in relative frequent use by pedestrians due to the arrangement of public footpaths that are located 

to both the north and south between the junction with Gay Street Lane and Heathcote. Any 

proposal that leads to an increase in traffic along Stall House Lane, no matter how small, without the 

provision of sufficient pedestrian facilities, would also clearly be increasing the risk of unnecessary 

conflict between existing pedestrian trips and vehicles.  

It should also be noted that both Stall House Lane and Gay Street Lane are unlit and have a speed 

limit of 60mph, this would be a particular concern as pedestrians would have to walk to and from 

the site along the verge during hours of darkness with traffic potentially, legally, travelling at a speed 

that is not commensurate with pedestrians walking within the carriageway. 

Given that the proposed development is considered likely to increase the number of conflicting 

movements between pedestrians and cyclists on a stretch of road that has no dedicated pedestrian 

facilities, the proposed development is not considered to be compliant with:  

• Policies 23 (b) and 40 (6) (9) of the adopted Local Plan;  

• Policies 43 (b) and 24 (b) of the emerging Local Plan;  

• Paragraph 116 (c) of the NPPF.  
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Reason for Objection 3 – Highway Access 

The plans submitted with the planning application fail to recognise that works are required within 

the public highway to achieve a safe and reliable access. The application does not include any detail 

regarding how access from the permeable hardstanding would be made, nor does it demonstrate 

that the access into the highway would meet the various highway standards, including necessary 

visibility.  

Whilst the comments received from WSCC Highways in relation to the application are noted, the 

proposed point of access is understood to be a gate to an existing agricultural field requiring limited 

and infrequent access to vehicles.  

The proposed development would clearly require increased use of this access, with a minimum of 

eight vehicles parked on site (excluding the static and touring caravans) and space provided to allow 

for the turning of a LGV (Rigid Axle) Vehicle as identified in Drawing 2311ST_R0.0_001. All of these 

vehicles would require use of this existing grass verge within the public highway which in the context 

of the proposals would be untreated. It is therefore our view that the proposals in their current form 

cannot be adequately accessed from the public highway.  

As noted above, the proposed point of access is located on Stall House Lane which has a 60mph 

speed limit requiring 215m of visibility in either direction 2.4m back from the edge of the 

carriageway to be compliant with relevant highway standards. The application does not 

demonstrate this is achievable. Contrary to the view of WSCC Highways, we believe it is unlikely to 

be achievable without loss to the hedgerows to the north and south of the site. It is understood that 

the loss of these hedgerows could have significant biodiversity impact.  

As a result, it is our belief that regardless of the above, the proposals should not be granted 

permission until such time as the applicant is able to demonstrate that safe and appropriate access 

to the site is achievable. As a result, the proposed development is not considered to be compliant 

with: 

• Policies 23 (b) and 40 (6) (9) of the adopted Local Plan;  

• Policies 43 (b) and 24 (b) of the emerging Local Plan;  

• Paragraph 116 (c) of the NPPF.  

Reason for Objection 4 – Lack of Adequate Assessment  

The planning application is not supported by a Transport Assessment demonstrating the 

acceptability of the proposal in transport and highway terms. A Transport Assessment seeks to 

identify the transport related impacts of any proposed development, including any safety issues and 

provide mitigation measures to limit the overall impact of the scheme. As none have been proposed 

for this site, we do not believe that the application has been adequately assessed in transport terms, 

nor does it provide an opportunity to present possible means of mitigation.   
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As a result, it is our belief, and that of our clients, that the planning application poses a number of 

issues of compliance with local and national planning policy and as such should be refused on these 

grounds.  

We would welcome the opportunity to discuss any of the above in further detail should this be 

necessary.  

 
Yours sincerely, 

 
Matthew Harris 

Director 

Markides Associates  
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 Section 2 - Flood Risk: A review of information provided by the Appellant in relation to 
flood risk both to the site and to the surrounding area as a result of the proposed 
development 

 Section 3 - Surface Water Drainage: A review of the information provided by the 
Appellant in relation to the proposed surface water drainage strategy for the proposed 
development 

 Section 4 - Foul Water Drainage: A review of the information provided by the Appellant 
in relation to the proposed foul water drainage strategy for the proposed development 

 Section 5 – Environmental Considerations: A high-level review of environmental 
impacts as they relate to flood risk and drainage for the development 

















Flood Risk and Drainage Statement 
Staalcot Farm, Stall House Lane, West Sussex, RH20 2HR 

 

 

3.1.9 In order to establish whether the surface water drainage strategy is feasible it would be 
expected that the strategy should include the following information: 

 Greenfield run-off rate calculations 
 Assessment of proposed permeable and impermeable areas 
 Infiltration test results 
 Groundwater levels/monitoring 
 Calculation of required attenuation (for both discharge options) 
 Assessment of suitable SuDS components 
 Pollution mitigation calculations 
 Plan showing location of SuDS components, attenuation and discharge location 
 Hydraulic calculations  
 Maintenance and management plan for all SuDS components 

3.1.10 In the absence of the necessary supporting information, there is currently insufficient 
evidence to demonstrate the feasibility of the proposed surface water drainage strategy. As 
such, the strategy does not comply with the requirements of Policy SP38. Furthermore, given 
the potential for the development to increase flood risk, the proposed strategy is also not 
considered to be in accordance with Policy SP33. 

3.1.11 This conclusion is supported by the consultation response received from HDC’s 
Environmental Health and Licensing team, who raised an objection to the original 
application. Their objection included the following comments regarding surface water 
drainage:  

‘No detail has been provided on the proposal for collection and dispersal of surface water in 
order to alleviate local flooding. A scheme for this must be provided and we recommend that 
this is then assessed by a representative of the Lead Local Flood Authority to determine the 
practicality of this in terms of flood prevention for the site.’ 
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4. Foul Water Drainage 
4.1.1 The information provided as part of the original application in the Planning Statement 

relating to the foul water drainage strategy for the proposed development is as follows: 

‘The applicant proposes foul water disposal by a highly efficient package treatment plant.  

In the absence of mains drainage this is considered to be an appropriate means of foul water 
disposal which would avoid harm to the quality of soils.  

The new package treatment plant will be a Rewatec Solido Smart 2-8 Person Sewage 
Treatment Plant, manufactured by Premier Tech Aqua, 2 Whitehouse Way, South West 
Industrial Estate, Peterlee, Co Durham, SR8 2RA. 

The package treatment plant will be installed and fully operational prior to occupation of the 
development. The package treatment plant will be installed in accordance with the 
manufacturer’s recommendations and instructions, and in accordance with the Building 
Regulations.  

The package treatment plant will be serviced by a qualified British Water accredited engineer 
on an annual basis in accordance with the manufacturer’s servicing and maintenance guide 
to ensure it is operating efficiently and effectively.’ 

4.1.2 A package treatment plant must be correctly sized and designed to accommodate the 
expected sewage volume. Having reviewed the manufacturer’s website the proposed unit 
(for 2-8 people) could not be located, however there are two alternative options shown on 
the website which can accommodate different numbers of people.  

4.1.3 The proposed foul drainage strategy does not include any calculations relating to the 
proposed number of occupants for the site, however the Water Neutrality Report prepared 
by Promethean Planning (dated 17th of August 2024) states that each unit will have 3 
bedrooms and that an average of 3.5 people per unit has been used for the water neutrality 
calculations. This makes the proposed number of occupants 14, however, given that each 
unit has 3 bedrooms it is felt that is still on the low side.  

4.1.4 As a guide, British Water Code of Practice Flows and Loads 4 states the following in relation 
to domestic housing: 

A treatment system for a single house with up to and including 3 bedrooms shall be designed 
for a minimum population (P) of 5 people. 

4.1.5 The current suggestion of catering to 2-8 people will likely result in the package treatment 
plant being undersized. 

4.1.6 In order to properly assess whether the proposed package treatment plant will be adequate 
it will be necessary for the applicant to provide relevant calculations for the daily flow and 
organic load which the package treatment plant will need to treat. Without this information, 
there is no assurance that the system will be sufficient to treat wastewater to the required 
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standard. An undersized or poorly designed system risks pollution and non-compliance with 
environmental legislation. 

4.1.7 In regard to discharging the treated effluent from the package treatment plant, the Planning 
Statement states: 

‘Run-off from the treatment plant will be taken to a soakaway drainage field.’ 

4.1.8 No calculations relating to required size of the drainage field, including percolation testing, 
have been carried out and based on some general requirements for drainage fields as set out 
Building Regulations Part H, such as the required 15m offset from buildings, it is not clear as 
to whether there is space on the proposed development site for a drainage field, bearing in 
mind that the site will also need to accommodate the required attenuation for the surface 
water drainage.  

4.1.9 Furthermore, as discussed in Section 3 above, the underlying geology is clay which is unlikely 
to have the required permeability to support a drainage field.  

4.1.10 Should infiltration be found to be feasible, package treatment plants, while capable of 
treating wastewater and significantly reducing pollutants, still discharge effluent containing 
nitrogen, phosphorus, and other nutrients. As noted in Section 3 above, the proposed 
development site sits within an area with high groundwater vulnerability and therefore any 
discharges to the ground may be subject to receiving an Environmental Permit from the EA, 
refer to Section 5 for further information. 

4.1.11 Package treatment plants require continuous maintenance, including servicing and checks, 
to function properly and prevent failures such as overflows or contamination. The Planning 
Statement states that the package treatment plant will be serviced annually in line with the 
manufacturer’s servicing and maintenance guide, however given the rural location of the 
site, ensuring long-term maintenance access and reliability is a significant concern. Without 
a robust maintenance strategy, there is a risk of untreated sewage entering the environment, 
impacting ground water, watercourses and public health. 

4.1.12 The absence of a detailed foul drainage strategy and maintenance plan raises concerns about 
the sustainability of the proposed system. Without these assurances, the development may 
not comply with environmental regulations which include EA’s General Binding Rules (GBRs) 
and relevant British Standards depending on the treatment plant specification and discharge 
location and could pose a risk to local water quality. 

4.1.13 It is therefore not possible, based on the information provided in the planning statement 
regarding foul water drainage, to establish whether the proposed foul water drainage 
strategy is feasible in terms of the package treatment plant being adequately sized, discharge 
via infiltration being possible or there being adequate space on site for the proposed 
drainage field.  

4.1.14 In order to establish whether the foul water drainage strategy is feasible it would be expected 
that the strategy should include the following information: 
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 Calculations for daily flow and organic load based on confirmed number of occupants 
 Specification for the correct product based on the calculations 
 Percolation test results 
 Groundwater levels/monitoring 
 Calculations to ascertain the size of the required drainage field 
 Maintenance and management plan 
 Plan showing location of all components including the drainage field 

4.1.15 In the absence of the necessary supporting information, there is currently insufficient 
evidence to demonstrate the feasibility of the proposed foul water drainage strategy. As 
such, the strategy does not comply with the requirements of Policy SP23 or the requirements 
of Building Regulations Part H.  

4.1.16 This conclusion is further supported by the consultation response received from HDC’s 
Environmental Health and Licensing team, which raised an objection and included the 
following comments regarding foul drainage: 

‘No detail of the proposed plant, soakaway or other parts of the system have been provided, 
percolation testing  does not appear to have been undertaken and the method of disposal 
does not appear to have been given serious consideration.’ 
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5. Environmental Considerations 

5.1 Groundwater Vulnerability 

5.1.1 As noted in Section 3, part of the site is located in an area with high groundwater 
vulnerability. The discharge of effluent from a package treatment plant in areas of high 
groundwater vulnerability presents a considerable concern due to the potential risks of 
groundwater contamination and adverse effects on water quality. In areas with high 
groundwater vulnerability the groundwater is often shallow, unprotected, or highly 
susceptible to surface water influence, increasing the likelihood of pollutants such as 
nitrates, phosphates, and microbiological contaminants entering the groundwater system. 

5.1.2 If infiltration is found to be feasible, to discharge treated effluent from the package 
treatment plant to the ground via the proposed drainage field, the relevant Environmental 
Permit will need to be obtained from the EA. Discharge quality standards will need to be met 
and there may be a requirement for ongoing monitoring.   

5.2 Environmental Compliance 

5.2.1 Proposals for infiltration to the ground for both surface water and foul water should be 
designed in accordance with the relevant regulations, policies and guidance, which include 
but are not limited to The Water Resources Act 1990, The Groundwater Regulations 2009, 
The Water Industry Act, The Flood and Water Management Act 2010, Building Regulations 
Part H, The Sewage Treatment Plants Regulations 2015,  The CIRIA SuDS Manual, EA’s 
Groundwater Protection Guidance and GBRs, relevant British Standards, National Planning 
Policy Framework and Local Authority Policies and Guidance.  

5.2.2 At present the Appellant has not demonstrated that the proposed surface water and foul 
water drainage strategies will comply with the relevant regulations, policies and guidance. 
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6. Summary 
6.1.1 The proposed development at Staalcot Farm raises significant concerns regarding flood risk, 

surface water drainage, foul water drainage and the potential impacts on the environment 
including groundwater quality.  

6.1.2 While the Environment Agency flood risk maps do not indicate any official flood risk, 
anecdotal evidence, including photographic documentation provided in this report, 
demonstrates that the proposed development is situated in an area with known flooding and 
drainage issues. 

6.1.3 The absence of a surface water drainage strategy prevents an assessment of the flood risk 
associated with the proposed development, both on-site and off-site. As a result, there is a 
potential risk that the development could exacerbate flooding conditions. Furthermore, 
without an adequate surface water drainage strategy and the necessary supporting 
information, it is not possible to determine the feasibility of the proposed development. 

6.1.4 Whilst information has been provided regarding the proposed foul drainage strategy, this 
does not include the required level of detail, and it is therefore not possible to confirm 
whether the proposals are feasible. 

6.1.5 The absence of detailed assessments, calculations and strategies to assess these issues 
means that the development may not comply with the National, Regional and Local 
regulations, policies and guidance for flood risk management, surface water management, 
sustainable drainage and environmental protection, and it has been demonstrated that due 
to the lack of drainage strategies the proposed development does not comply with SP33 and 
SP38 from the HDPF.  

6.1.6 In light of these unresolved issues, it is recommended that the planning appeal be dismissed.






