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13 Ground Conditions 

The ground conditions are described in detail in the logs attached in Appendix F. In summary 
the soil conditions were as follows: 

Table 8: Summary of soils encountered 
Depth From 

(m) 
Depth To 

(m) 
Soil Type Description 

0.0  0.15 / 0.25 
TOPSOIL 

 

Dark brown gravelly clayey reworked TOPSOIL with 
rootlets. Gravel is fine to medium sub rounded to sub-

angular flint. Fine brick gravel was noted in WS1 and rare 
plastic fragments were noted in WS1 and WS2. 

(Encountered in WS1, WS2 and WS3 only). 

0.0 0.03 / 0.13  
BLACKTOP 

 

BLACKTOP Hardstanding 

(Encountered in TP1, TP2, TP5, TP6 and WS4 only). 

0.03 / 0.15  0.18 / 0.90 
MADE 

GROUND 

MADE GROUND comprising dark brown, dark gey and 
brick red clayey sandy gravel. Gravel consists of variably 

quantities of brick, tile, blacktop, concrete, flint mortar and 
crystalline rock. (Encountered in WS3, WS4, TP1, TP2, 

TP5 and TP6) 

0.18 / 0.90 1.9 / 4.4* CLAY & SILT  

Interbedded: Firm to very stiff orange brown and light grey 
slightly sandy silty CLAY and slightly sandy clayey SILTS.  

With occasional pockets of medium dense to very dense 
light grey and orange silty to very silty clayey to very clayey 
SAND with rare fine to medium sandstone gravel.  

1.90 2.8* SANDSTONE 
Very weak orange mottled grey thinly laminated silty 
SANDSTONE recovered as tabular gravel. (TP1 only) 

*Full depth of investigation 

The ground conditions across the site generally comprised either topsoil or blacktop 
hardstanding over made ground to around 0.5m bgl. Shallow made ground of less than 0.2m 
was encountered in TP5 and TP6 in the east of the site. The made ground was recorded to 
extend to 0.9m in WS3 in the northeast was noted to be materially different from that found 
elsewhere comprising silty clay with fragments of brick and glass noted. Made ground was not 
encountered in WS1 or WS2 although in both cases the topsoil was found to be reworked 
and contain small quantities of anthropogenic material.  

The made ground or topsoil were found to be underlain interbedded firm to very stiff clays 
and silts and medium dense to very dense sands comprising the weathered portion of the 
Upper Tunbridge Wells Sand Formation. Very weak sandstone was encountered in TP1 only 
however, the windowless sampler boreholes all refused shallow than their 5.0m proposed 
depth on what is likely to have been very dense sands/extremely weak sandstones. The clays 
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and silts encountered in trial pits TP1, TP5 and TP6 appeared desiccated, this was supported 
by the presence of roots and rootlets within the soils at these locations.  

13.1.1 Groundwater 
Groundwater strikes were recorded in the following trial holes:- 

Table 9: Groundwater Strikes  
Trial Hole Date of water strike Depth to 

Groundwater strike 
(mbGL) 

Comments 

TP6 28/02/22 2.0 Slight seepage 

TP2 28/02/22 2.0 Slight seepage 

WS1 02/03/22 3.64 Slight seepage 

WS2 02/03/22 3.5 Slight seepage 

WS3 02/03/22 2.55 Slight seepage 

WS4 02/03/22 0.5 Slight seepage 

 

Groundwater monitoring results are summarised as follows:- 

Table 10: Groundwater Monitoring Results  
Monitoring well Depth to groundwater (m bgl) 

10/03/2022 23/03/22 07/04/22 

WS1 1.73 1.17 2.1 

WS2 1.85 2.46 2.56 

WS3 1.64 3.1 3.3 

 

The full monitoring results are provided in Appendix H.  It should be noted that groundwater 
monitoring was undertaken during a period of prolonged wet weather.  

13.1.2 Visual and Olfactory Evidence of Contamination 
With the exception of the presence of made ground no visual or olfactory evidence of 
contamination was encountered during the intrusive investigation other than a slight organic 
odour noted within the made ground in TP1.  

13.1.3 Other Observations 
The samples of the blacktop hardstanding encountered in TP1, TP2, TP5 and TP6 were tested 
on site with PAK spray marker. Reactions to PAK spray can be an indicator or elevated PAH 
compounds indicative of the presence of coal tar. The blacktop in TP5 and TP6 in the east of 
the site reacted to PAK spray. No reaction was noted in the blacktop in TP1 or TP2 in the 
west of the site.  



LE/QEMS/Doc 07-5-01  Jul 2021  rev 8    LP2863- Meadow Court, Cuckfield 
 

 

P a g e  | 32 
 

mature height of the tree, however, the existing height is relevant for trees which are to be 
removed.  

16.2 Sulphates 

The potential for high levels of sulphates within the natural soils on site has been identified 
due to the underlying geology.  In particular, construction activities that may substantially 
disturb previously unweathered strata and expose sulphur minerals such as pyrite to air, water 
and bacteria can result in the relatively rapid oxidation of such minerals producing high levels 
of sulphates.  In accordance with the BRE18 methodology, 3 No. samples of the clays and silts 
were therefore tested for water and acid soluble sulphate, total potential sulphate (TPS) and 
pH. 

Based on the results of the testing, oxidisable sulphides (OS) are generally <0.3%, indicating 
significant volumes of pyrite are not present. The soils are therefore classified as Design 
Sulphate Class DS-1 and assuming static groundwater, the ACEC class is AC-1s. 

16.3 Groundwater 

Groundwater seepages were encountered in five of the eight trial holes during the 
investigation at depths of between 2.0m and 3.64m bgl within the natural soils. One 
groundwater seepage was also encountered at 0.5m bgl at the base of the made ground within 
WS4. Subsequent groundwater monitoring on site has recorded groundwater levels of 
between 1.17m and 3.3m bgl. The groundwater monitoring results are given in Section 
D13.1.1.  On the basis of these results, groundwater at about 1.0m below ground level should 
be anticipated. 

Long term groundwater monitoring was beyond the scope of works and would be required 
to fully assess the groundwater regime. 

16.4 Soakage Potential 

16.4.1 Test Results 
Two soakage tests were undertaken on site in general accordance with BRE36519. However, 
given the very poor soakage rates recorded at the fact that water levels within the test pits 
rose rather than declined over the period of the tests it was decided to only test the pits once 
and twice respectively. The results are attached in Appendix G and are summarised below: 

 

18 Building Research Establishment Special Digest 1: 2005.  Concrete in aggressive ground. Part 1: 
Assessing the aggressive chemical environment. 

19 Building Research Establishment DG365: 2016.  Digest Soakaway Design 
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Table 14: Summary of soakage tests 
Test Location Soakage Rate Comments 

(m/s) 

TP2 No soakage achieved 
The water level rose by 61cm throughout the during of 

the test at which point the test was abandoned.  

TP6 

2.04x10-7* 

The water level rose by 15cm following which the water 
level began to decline. By the end of the test the water 
level had fallen by 42cm from the initial starting water 

level over a period of ~22.5 hours. 

1.18x10-6* 

The water level rose by 9cm following which the water 
level began to decline. By the end of the test the water 
level had fallen by 23cm from the initial starting water 

level over a period of 5 hours. 

*Soakage rate based on the soakage rate following the initial rise in water level. 

The one test attempted in TP2 recorded no soakage with water levels rising by 61cm 
throughout the period of the test. The two tests attempted in TP6 both recorded an initial 
rise in water level followed by a gradual decline. The soakage rates reported above are 
therefore based on the infiltration rates achieved once water levels had reduced to their initial 
level at the start of the test.  

16.4.2 Recommendations 
The soakage test attempted in TP2 recorded no soakage with the water level rising throughout 
the test. The two tests attempted in TP6 recorded very poor soakage rates of 1.18x10-6 to 
2.04x10-7. Based on the above results, the site is not considered suitable for conventional 
soakaways, and allowance should be made for surface water to be piped off site at this stage. 
This assessment is supported by observations during the investigation where standing water 
was noted in the former trial pits completed in September 2021. Furthermore, groundwater 
monitoring has observed groundwater levels at between 1.17m and 3.3m bgl.  

16.5 Bearing Capacity and Foundations 

16.5.1 Shallow Foundations 
Allowable Bearing Capacity or Pressure is a conservative estimate of the ultimate bearing 
resistance of the ground, selected on the basis of the soil/rock description, and taking a 
presumed degree of settlement into account. It has traditionally been used to check simple 
foundation designs.  The use of this method is acceptable under BS EN 1997-120 as a 

 with the allowable bearing pressures now 
. 

 

20 BS EN 1997-1(2004)+A1:2013 Eurocode 7:Geotechnical Design: General Rules 
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Job No. Name. Cuckfield
10/03/2022 10/03/2022 23/03/2022 07/04/2022

Well Depth (m bgl)
Water Depth (m 

bgl)
Water Depth (m 

bgl) Water depth (m bgl)
WS1 4.08 1.73 1.17 2.1
WS2 4.8 1.85 2.46 2.56
WS3 5.13 1.64 3.1 3.3
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Southern Water Records 
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Micro Drainage Calculations 

  



Odyssey Page 1
Tuscany House Land South of Hanlye Lane
White Hart Lane Cuckfield, West Sussex
Basingstoke  RG21 4AF
Date 18/08/2023 08:29 Designed by AK
File 23-148 Greenfield runof... Checked by
Micro Drainage Source Control 2020.1.3

ICP SUDS Mean Annual Flood

©1982-2020 Innovyze

Input

Return Period (years) 5 Soil 0.450
Area (ha) 1.000 Urban 0.000
SAAR (mm) 812 Region Number Region 7

Results l/s

QBAR Rural 5.2
QBAR Urban 5.2

Q5 years 6.7

Q1 year 4.4
Q30 years 11.8
Q100 years 16.7



23-148 - Land South of Hanlye Lane, Cuckfield West Sussex

Quick Storage EsƟmate

 

Creep – 10% added to the total roof area

Footpaths around houses – taken as 7% of total roof area

Total roof area – 0.422 ha

Hardstanding area – 0.723 ha
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Flood Mapping  



 



 



 

 

APPENDIX H 

SuDS Operation Maintenance Requirements 
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