






 

  

   

 

numerous overlapping RPAs, that avoiding tree removal and root incursion cannot be reliably 

achieved even using sensitive construction methods, that confirming an RPA-avoiding alignment 

would require a disproportionate tree survey across several hundred trees, and that resulting 

ecological and Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) impacts would be difficult to mitigate on site. On this 

evidence, the watercourse discharge route is discounted as a feasible option due to severe impacts 

on RPAs and associated ecological constraints. 

Southern Water were also approached about the possibility of constructing a new surface water 

sewer within the roadway which would discharge to the nearby watercourse, but have responded as 

below: 

Regarding the adoption of surface water systems discharging into a river, this is not something we 

would normally adopt 

3.3 Option 3: Surface Water Sewer — Discounted 

The next option in the hierarchy is connection to a dedicated public surface water sewer. The 

nearest such sewer is located approximately 950m from the site. Extending a new surface water 

sewer over this distance is not practically or economically feasible, and no surface water sewer is 

otherwise asset-mapped within a feasible distance of the site. On this basis, connection to a surface 

water sewer is discounted as a feasible disposal route. 

Extensive rainwater reuse is nonetheless proposed across the site, reducing the volume of surface 

water requiring disposal as far as practicable, consistent with best-practice water efficiency 

principles even though it does not itself provide a complete disposal route. 

3.4 Option 4: Combined / Foul Sewer — Proposed 

With infiltration, watercourse discharge, and surface water sewer connection all discounted for the 

sound technical and environmental reasons set out above, the only remaining viable solution within 

the drainage hierarchy is connection to the combined/foul sewer, at a restricted/reduced discharge 

rate. This approach is proposed not as a preferred outcome ahead of higher-ranked SuDS options, 

but as the only means of avoiding the site becoming undevelopable once every higher-ranked option 

has been properly tested and discounted. 

4 SUPPORTING TECHNICAL AND ECOLOGICAL EVIDENCE (OPTION 2: 

WATERCOURSE ROUTE) 

The site's consultant ecologist, Harry Cuthbert of EcoSurv, was asked to advise on the feasibility of 

routing the LLFA outfall culvert near to and within RPAs, in direct response to the LLFA's request. The 

following points summarise that advice: 

• Construction methods such as hand digging or thrust boring can, in principle, allow works to 

take place near to and within RPAs without necessarily requiring tree removal. 



 

  

   

 

• However, before any such approach could be confirmed, a full mapping and measurement 

exercise of the trees along the entire culvert route would be required to establish the true 

extent of RPA incursions. 

• Site topography and canopy density indicate the woodland is dense, with numerous 

overlapping RPAs along the route. As a result, avoiding tree removal entirely, even using 

sensitive construction methods, would be difficult and potentially not achievable. 

• The woodland is classified as priority habitat. While no significant adverse species impacts 

beyond those already assessed in the Ecological Impact Assessment (EcIA) are anticipated, any 

loss would require suitable ecological compensation and mitigation to the adjacent retained 

woodland. 

• Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) would be adversely affected by tree loss, and it is considered 

unlikely that on-site trading rules could be met. Wider off-site solutions, or difficult-to-achieve 

enhancements to the retained woodland, would likely be needed to compensate. 

• Establishing the feasibility of an RPA-avoiding route would itself require an additional tree 

survey extending across the wider site, involving assessment of several hundred trees. The scale 

of this survey effort was identified by the ecologist as disproportionate relative to discounting 

the watercourse route in favour of the next option in the hierarchy. 

This advice is appended in full at Appendix A, and directly supports the discounting of Option 2 

(Watercourse Discharge). 

5 PROPORTIONALITY ASSESSMENT 

5.1 Arboricultural / Ecological Feasibility 

Given the density of the woodland and the number of overlapping RPAs identified from 

topographical review, a culvert alignment to the watercourse that avoids all RPA incursion cannot be 

confirmed as achievable, and on the evidence available is considered unlikely to be achievable in 

practice. 

5.2 Survey Effort and Proportionality 

Confirming whether an RPA-avoiding watercourse route exists would require a tree survey across 

the expanded area, covering several hundred trees. This level of survey effort is disproportionate to 

the scale and nature of the drainage works themselves, and is not considered a reasonable or 

proportionate requirement to place on the scheme, particularly once a viable alternative (foul sewer 

connection) exists within the hierarchy. 

5.3 Ecological and Biodiversity Net Gain Implications 

Even were the watercourse route pursued, the associated tree loss would still generate a BNG 

liability that the site would struggle to satisfy through on-site trading, likely necessitating wider off-

site solutions or enhancement works to retained woodland that are themselves difficult to deliver. 



 

  

   

 

The ecological case for pursuing the watercourse route is therefore not clear-cut, since impacts 

would not necessarily be avoided, only potentially reduced, at disproportionate survey cost. 

6 CONCLUSION 

Each option in the SuDS drainage hierarchy has been tested sequentially and, with the exception of 

the proposed foul sewer connection, discounted for sound, evidenced technical and environmental 

reasons: infiltration is precluded by site-specific ground conditions; watercourse discharge via the 

LLFA route is precluded by severe, evidenced impacts on RPAs and priority habitat woodland, 

confirmed by the site's consultant ecologist; and connection to a surface water sewer is precluded 

by the distance to the nearest asset and Southern Water's confirmed position on adoption. 

Connection to the combined/foul sewer at a restricted discharge rate is therefore the only remaining 

viable solution, and is required to prevent the site from becoming undevelopable. 

 

APPENDIX A: SUPPORTING CORRESPONDENCE 

EMAIL FROM HARRY CUTHBERT OF ECOSERV 

INFILTRATION TEST RESULTS 

CORRESPONDENCE FROM SOUTHERN WATER 

 

 



[External email - This message originated from outside DHA – prior to opening any attachments 

or opening links, please ensure their authenticity with the sender] 

Hi Lizzie, 

As previously stated in regards to working near RPA’s: 

  

Works are possible near to and within RPA’s especially if the trenches are hand dug or use thrust 

boring. 

  

However the point still remains that we would have to map and measure the trees along the 

path of the drainage location to evaluate the extent of RPA incursions. 

  

The woodland is dense, especially after looking at the topo. There would be numerous 

overlapping RPA’s, meaning that tree removal would be hard to avoid if not impossible. 

  

In terms of ecological constraints there wouldn’t be too many adverse species impacts which 

aren’t already covered within the EcIA, however the woodland is priority habitat so suitable 

compensation would be required as well as suitable mitigations to the adjacent woodland 

areas. 

  

BNG would be impacted and likely the site would struggle achieving trading rules on site and 

may have to think about wider solutions or albeit di1icult enhancements to the retained 

woodland areas. 

  

Next steps would be an additional tree survey to the expanded area however with the 

complexity of the 100s of trees I am unsure if this survey e1ort would be proportionate to just 

changing the drainage strategy. 

Regards, 

Harry Cuthbert 

Consultant Ecologist 

 

Telephone: 01642 724 800 

Mobile: 07398 129598 

21 High Green, Great Ayton, North Yorkshire, TS9 6BJ 

















Legend Water
Strikes

Sample and In Situ Testing
Depth (m) Type Results

Stratum Description

Grass over blackish grey gravelly sand with medium rootlet 
content. Sand is fine to coarse. Gravel consists of fine to 
medium, sub-angular flint with brick and plastic. (MADE 
GROUND)

Light brown sandy gravelly CLAY. Sand is fine to medium. 
Gravel consists of fine to coarse, sub-angular to sub-rounded 
mudstone fragments and occasional limestone fragments. 
(WEALD CLAY FORMATION) 

End of Trial Pit at 2.10m

Depth
(m)
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Level
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TRIAL PIT RECORD
Pit ID

STP1
Project Name: Station Road, Warnham Client: Wienerberger Ltd Date: 22/09/2025

Location: Station Road, Warnham, RH12 3SR Logged by: BKS Co-ords: E516972.45 N133986.17

Project No. : P6420J3172 Crew Name: RA Equipment: Excavator

Log Status Location Type Level Approved By Scale Page Number
FINAL TP 48.49m AoD SC 1:20 Sheet 1 of 1

Key:
ES - Envrionmental Sample
D - Small Disturbed Sample
B - Bulk Disturbed Sample
PID - Photo-ionisaƟon Detector

Remarks:
Soil inĮltraƟon test conducted within

JOMAS ASSOCIATES LTD
Unit 24 Sarum Complex, Salisbury Road, Uxbridge UB8 2RZ

www.jomasassociates.com   0333-305-9054 info@jomasassociates.com
Jomas Associates Ltd Registered in England and Wales No. 7095350

Dimensions
Pit Length Pit Width

1.50 1.10

Trench Support and Comment
Pit Stability Shoring Used Remarks



Legend Water
Strikes

Sample and In Situ Testing
Depth (m) Type Results

Stratum Description

Grass over blackish grey gravelly sand with medium rootlet 
content. Sand is medium to coarse. Gravel consists of fine to 
medium, sub-angular to rounded flint and brick. (MADE 
GROUND)

Greyish brown sandy gravelly CLAY. Sand is medium to coarse. 
Gravel consists of fine to coarse mudstone fragments and 
occasional limestone fragments. (WEALD CLAY FORMATION) 

End of Trial Pit at 1.60m

Depth
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TRIAL PIT RECORD
Pit ID

STP2
Project Name: Station Road, Warnham Client: Wienerberger Ltd Date: 22/09/2025

Location: Station Road, Warnham, RH12 3SR Logged by: BKS Co-ords: E516939.28 N133969.83

Project No. : P6420J3172 Crew Name: RA Equipment: Excavator

Log Status Location Type Level Approved By Scale Page Number
FINAL TP 46.70m AoD SC 1:20 Sheet 1 of 1

Key:
ES - Envrionmental Sample
D - Small Disturbed Sample
B - Bulk Disturbed Sample
PID - Photo-ionisaƟon Detector

Remarks:
Soil inĮltraƟon test conducted within

JOMAS ASSOCIATES LTD
Unit 24 Sarum Complex, Salisbury Road, Uxbridge UB8 2RZ

www.jomasassociates.com   0333-305-9054 info@jomasassociates.com
Jomas Associates Ltd Registered in England and Wales No. 7095350

Dimensions
Pit Length Pit Width

1.60 1.00

Trench Support and Comment
Pit Stability Shoring Used Remarks





CALCULATING ENGINEER: DATE: Notes:

APPROVED BY: DATE: Min Dw Dg Min Dw Dg Min Dw Dg

Dw = depth to water 0 1.09 1.01

Dg = head of water in the pit 1 1.09 1.01

Dg 75% (m) 2 1.09 1.01

Pit Details Tp 75% 3 1.09 1.01

Length 1.5 m Dg 25% 5 1.09 1.01

Breadth 1.1 m Tp 25% 10 1.09 1.01

Depth 2.1 m Vp75% - Vp25% (m3) 20 1.09 1.01

Groundwater? N ap50% (m2) 30 1.09 1.01

Filled With Gravel? N Tp75-Tp25 (min) 60 1.09 1.01

Soil infiltration rate (m/sec) 120 1.09 1.01

Permeability Description 180 1.09 1.01

Drainage Condtions

Min Dg Min Dg Min Dg

75% 0.758 75% 75%

25% 0.253 25% 25%

JOMAS JOB NO.: P6420J3172

BRE 365 INFILTRATION TESTS

JOMAS JOB NAME: Station Road, Warnham, RH12 3SR BKS STP1 - Test 1 STP1 - Test 2 STP1 - Test 3

SC 25 September 2025

23 September 2025

DATE OF TEST: 22 September 2025 0.76

TEST LOCATION: STP1 STP1 - Test 1 STP1 - Test 2 STP1 - Test 3
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CALCULATING ENGINEER: DATE: Notes:

APPROVED BY: DATE: Min Dw Dg Min Dw Dg Min Dw Dg

Dw = depth to water 0 0.60 1.00

Dg = head of water in the pit 1 0.60 1.00

Dg 75% (m) 2 0.60 1.00

Pit Details Tp 75% 3 0.60 1.00

Length 1.6 m Dg 25% 5 0.60 1.00

Breadth 1.0 m Tp 25% 10 0.60 1.00

Depth 1.6 m Vp75% - Vp25% (m3) 20 0.60 1.00

Groundwater? N ap50% (m2) 30 0.60 1.00

Filled With Gravel? N Tp75-Tp25 (min) 60 0.60 1.00

Soil infiltration rate (m/sec) 90 0.60 1.00

Permeability Description 120 0.60 1.00

Drainage Condtions 180 0.60 1.00

Min Dg Min Dg Min Dg

75% 0.75 75% 75%

25% 0.25 25% 25%

JOMAS JOB NO.: P6420J3172

BRE 365 INFILTRATION TESTS

JOMAS JOB NAME: Station Road, Warnham, RH12 3SR BKS STP2 - Test 1 STP2 - Test 2 STP2 - Test 3

SC 25 September 2025

23 September 2025

DATE OF TEST: 22 September 2025 0.75

TEST LOCATION: STP2 STP2 - Test 1 STP2 - Test 2 STP2 - Test 3
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From: 
Sent: 22 May 2026 09:53
To:  >

Subject: RE: Ref: DSA000053634

 

Hi 

 

I think it varies, but I am not wholly sure on that one I must admit, my apologies.

 

@Wastewater Technical, please can we advise Andrew if we would look to adopt a surface water constructed to discharge into a watercourse should EA
consent to it?

 

 

Best,

Future Growth Planner, South East Region

 

Developer Services 
 

 

 

  

 

 

From: 
Sent: 22 May 2026 09:27
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: Re: Ref: DSA000053634

 

Thanks 

 

Assuming we could build this surface water sewer discharging to the watercourse (with all LLFA and EA permissions in place),
would SW adopt it? 

 

Regards,

18/09/2026, 11:44 Inbox - Andrew Wallace - Outlook

https://outlook.office.com/mail/id/AAkALgAAAAAAHYQDEapmEc2byACqAC%2FEWg0AdkRY3PhOnESx%2FMfaUi4KuAADtmDGIgAA 3/8



Caution: This email originated from outside of the Jomas Associates organisation. Do not open attachments or links
unless you recognise the sender and know the content is safe

 

 BEng (Hons)

Civil Engineer

From: 
Sent: 22 May 2026 09:21
To: 

Subject: RE: Ref: DSA000053634

 

 

Hi 

 

My apologies, but no, we wouldn’t allow a surface water connection into the foul sewer.

 

It is feasible to construct a surface sewer and then discharge it into the watercourse, but Southern Water wouldn’t comment on that proposal. You would
need to contact the Environmental Agency for consent on this, and perhaps the local league flooding authority.

 

 

Best,

Future Growth Planner, South East Region

 

Developer Services 
 

 

 

  

 

 

From: 
Sent: 22 May 2026 09:10
To: 

Subject: Re: Ref: DSA000053634

 

18/09/2026, 11:44 Inbox - Andrew Wallace - Outlook

https://outlook.office.com/mail/id/AAkALgAAAAAAHYQDEapmEc2byACqAC%2FEWg0AdkRY3PhOnESx%2FMfaUi4KuAADtmDGIgAA 4/8



You don't often get email from 

Hi,

 

Thanks for the quick response on this.

 

The cost to requisition a surface water sewer for this length (950m) will be huge, so it isnt a realistic option for us. Is there any
way we could discharge to the foul sewer, say at a very low rate (0.5l/s or similar).

 

Or could we requisition a surface water sewer for the site that discharges into the watercourse about 250m away as per below?

 

 

Regards,

 

 BEng (Hons)

Civil Engineer

From: 
Sent: 21 May 2026 13:19
To: 

Subject: RE: Ref: DSA000053634

 

 

Hi Andrew,

18/09/2026, 11:44 Inbox -  - Outlook

https://outlook.office.com/mail/id/AAkALgAAAAAAHYQDEapmEc2byACqAC%2FEWg0AdkRY3PhOnESx%2FMfaUi4KuAADtmDGIgAA 5/8



Caution: This email originated from outside of the Jomas Associates organisation. Do not open attachments or links
unless you recognise the sender and know the content is safe

 

Please see below, the blue line presents the surface sewer. You are roughly looking at around 950m away.

 

 

 

Best,

Future Growth Planner, South East Region

 

Developer Services 
 

 

 

  

 

 

From: 
Sent: 21 May 2026 11:49
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: Ref: DSA000053634

 

18/09/2026, 11:44 Inbox - - Outlook

https://outlook.office.com/mail/id/AAkALgAAAAAAHYQDEapmEc2byACqAC%2FEWg0AdkRY3PhOnESx%2FMfaUi4KuAADtmDGIgAA 6/8



You don't often get email from 

Hi,

 

Further to your letter attached, we will likely need to requisition a surface water sewer.

 

We have the sewer records, but cannot locate the nearest surface water sewer. Could you advise where the nearest Surface
water sewer is located?

 

Thanks,

 

Regards,

 

 BEng (Hons)

Civil Engineer
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