SIMON [BI=)\ /1 ASSOCIATES

Consulting Engineers to the Civil and Water Industry simondent@live.co.uk
0754 658 3150

Civil - Infrastructure — Flood Risk — Building Drainage -Public Health

25065A_260510_V1 11TH MAY 2026

Mr Andrew Horrell

Mid Sussex District Council
Oaklands Rd

Haywards Heath RH16 1SS

BY EMAIL ONLY

Dear Andrew,

PLANNING REF: DM/23/3133
25065A - THE LODGE 8 HIGHFIELDS BRIGHTON ROAD WARNINGLID RH17 5SY

Attached is our infiltration and summary report for the drainage design at No. 8 The Lodge
Warninglid in response to the planning condition no. 2 of planning ref DM/23/3133.

Can you kindly lodge this on the planning portal?
| trust this helps.
If you have any quetries, please contact me on 0754 658 3150.

Kind regards,

Simon Dent
For Simon Dent Associates

Senior Technical Partner — Simon Dent B Eng (Hons)



BRE 365 INFILTRATION AND BS 6297 DRAINAGE FIELD TESTING SUMMARY

FOR THE LODGE 8 HIGHFIELDS BRIGHTON ROAD WARNINGLID RH17 58Y

BRE 365 Testing

BRE 365 soakaway testing was requested by SDA to be carried out in the adjacent site at
The Lodge No. 10. The client carried these out and provided the results for three tests
within the single test location chosen and shown on the test pit plan below.
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The British Geological Society (BGS) website indicated the likelihood of sand and
mudstones in the vicinity with little superficial deposits overlain.
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Senior Technical Partner — Simon Dent B Eng (Hons)



The pit was excavated to 2.5m x 1.5m x 1.0m with the sides holding firm throughout.

Testing was carried out in November 2025 and the results shown at the rear of this
summary.

No groundwater was encountered during the tests.

Each pit was filled and emptied three times (albeit starting depths reduced due to time
taken on the initial test) with the test record taken during the working day. A one-day
limit was placed on each test. In all cases the pit did not drain in the time available and
the calculations use the effective depth accordingly to establish the f rate.

Where the test does noft fully drain, tests results are established using the water level drop
from 75% to 25% of the actual drained depth as is permitted in the BRE 365 test. Test
locations are in the location at which the design required at the fime.

BRE 365 Site Results

The client was provided with the forms to fill in the SDA test record depths for the given
time and infiltration results established therefrom. The test results are shown attached with
the results summary below with the resultant chosen design infiliration rate.

Pit and Test No. Test result

Pit 1 Test 1 1.247 x 10 m/s
Pit 1 Test 2 1.168 x 10> m/s
Pit 1 Test 3 1.028 x 10> m/s

With the resultant test rates, the lowest result has been used as required by Mid Sussex
District Council resulting in the design figure of 1.028 x 10> m/s.

This rate has been reduced by an appropriate 1.5 factor of safety for calculation
purposes, to comply with table S$3.1 of the National SuDS Standard.

Senior Technical Partner — Simon Dent B Eng (Hons)



BS 6297 Drainage field Test Summary

The standard requires a stepped frial test hole where the field pipe is likely to be more
than 300 below the ground. Three test holes of 300 x 300 x 300mm deep were dug as
shown in the frial hole drawing above.

All three tests were completed in the day and results indicated at the rear of this

summary indicate an average Vp rate of 29 s/mm for the drainage field and so requiring
a total length of 38m of 100mm perforated pipe in granular trench.

Senior Technical Partner — Simon Dent B Eng (Hons)
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Project Title: The Lodge Brighton Road Warninglid No.: 25065
BRE 345 Infiltration test and rate calculation
1. Permeability rate calculations 2. Test Oufflow results 3. Infiltration coefficient (q) (m/h)
Test pit L:| 2.50 Totvol..| 3.75  Csso(s9-m): 4.00 Rate (q) provided by SI=
Test pit W[ 1.50 Gpso: 7,75  Inflow (cu.m): #REF! Calculated Soil Rate (f)= 0.04489
Test pit D: 1.00 Vorsos: 1.5075 Outflow(cu.m): 1.50
Free vol (%):| 100 tors25:[ 260 | Storage(cu.m): #REF!
Effective depth: 0.804
Infiltration rate (f): 1.247E-05 Note: tests carried out over max of working day.

Log of falling head test

Time Depth Time Depth Time Depth Time Depth Time Depth
5 0.925 105 205 305 405
10 110 210 310 410
15 115 215 315 415

20 120 0.688 220 320 420 0.293
25 125 225 325 425
30 130 230 330 430
35 135 235 335 435
40 140 240 0.58 340 440
45 145 245 345 445
50 150 250 350 450
55 155 255 355 455
60 0.794 160 260 360 0.395 460
65 165 265 365 465
70 170 270 370 470
75 175 275 375 475

80 180 0.62 280 380 480 0.196
85 185 285 385 485
90 190 290 390 490
95 195 295 395 495
100 200 300 0.51 400 500

Emptying times for soakage test pit
1.200 4
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Hove and Gosport
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Project Title: The Lodge Brighton Road Warninglid No.: 25065
BRE 365 Infiltration test and rate calculation
1. Permeability rate calculations 2. Test Outflow results 3. Infiltration coefficient (q) (m/h)
Test pif L: 2.50 Totvol:| 375 Gsolsam): 4.00 Rate (q) provided by SI=
Test pit W: | 1.50 Gpso: 7,75 Inflow (cu.m): #REF! Calculated Soil Rate (f)= 0.04204
Test pit D: 1.00 Vors25: 1.411875 Outflow(cu.m): 1.50
Free vol (%){. 100 tors2s: [ 260 | Storage(cu.m): #REF!
Effective depth: 0.753
Infiltration rate (f): 1.168E-05 Note: tests carried out over max of working day.

Log of falling head test

Time Depth Time Depth Time Depth Time Depth Time Depth
5 0.946 105 205 305 405
10 110 210 310 410
15 115 215 315 415

20 120 0.784 220 320 420 0.332
25 125 225 325 425
30 130 230 330 430
35 135 235 335 435
40 140 240 0.67 340 440
45 145 245 345 445
50 150 250 350 450
55 155 255 355 455
60 0.88 160 260 360 0.446 460
65 165 265 365 465
70 170 270 370 470
75 175 275 375 475

80 180 0.733 280 380 480 0.247
85 185 285 385 485
90 190 290 390 490
95 195 295 395 495
100 200 300 0.56 400 500

Emptying times for soakage test pit
1.200 4
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Project Title: The Lodge Brighton Road Warninglid No.: 250965
BRE 345 Infiliration test and rate calculation

1. Permeability rate calculations 2. Test Outflow results 3. Infiltration coefficient (q) (m/h)
Test pif L: 2.50 Totvol:| 375 Gsolsam): 4.00 Rate (q) provided by SI=
Test pit W: | 1.50 Gpso: 7,75 Inflow (cu.m): #REF! Calculated Soil Rate (f)= 0.03702
Test pit D: 1.00 Vors2s: 1,243125 Outflow(cu.m): 1.50
Free vol (%){. 100 fors25: 260 Storage(cu.m): #REF!
Effective depth: 0.663
Infiltration rate (f): 1.028E-05 Note: tests carried out over max of working day.

Log of falling head test

Time Depth Time Depth Time Depth Time Depth Time Depth
5 0.955 105 205 305 405
10 110 210 310 410
15 115 215 315 415
20 120 0.81 220 320 420 0.468
25 125 225 325 425
30 130 230 330 430
35 135 235 335 435
40 140 240 0.705 340 440
45 145 245 345 445
50 150 250 350 450
55 155 255 355 455
60 0.895 160 260 360 0.546 460
65 165 265 365 465
70 170 270 370 470
75 175 275 375 475
80 180 0.767 280 380 480 0.337
85 185 285 385 485
90 190 290 390 490
95 195 295 395 495
100 200 300 0.644 400 500
1.200 Emptying times for soakage test pit
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HORIZONTAL SOAKAWAY CALCULATIONS CIRIA C753 - EQ 25.4 - using FEH 22 rainfall data

PROJECT TITLE: No.8 - The Lodge Warninglid JOB No:| 25065A
SOAKAWAY NO.:|  SA1 LOCATION: Side Garden DATE: | May-26
1. FEH Rainfall data 2. Design Inflow 3. Test rate calculations 4. Design Outflow results
Event: 100 year Roof (m?): 13 Test pit L: 2.50 Tot vol.: 3.75 Q50 (SQ.M): 4.00
CC% 1.45 Driveway (m?): 0 Test pit W: 1.50 Cpso: 7.75 Inflow (cu.m):  24.00
Index: 10 Paths/patios (m2): 24 Test pit D: 1.00 Vp75.2s: 1.5075 Outflow(cu.m): 1.50
Urban Creep (%): 10 Total Area (sq.m): 151 Free vol (%): 100 to75.25: 315.5 Storage(cu.m):  45.00
Effective depth: 0.804
Infiltration rate (f) (m/s): 1.028E-05
5. Infiltration system data 6. Infiltration coefficient (q) (m/h) 7. FOS
Length (m): 5.000 Width (m): 4.00 g value (m/h): 0.0164409 Rate (q) provided by SI: 1.5
Eff depth: 0.500 Inlet IL: - Base IL:  #VALUE! Calculated Soil Rate (f): 0.024661
Free vol (%): 96 rec

Summary of designer's sizes for chosen D min duration for 100 year storm
L w d Ab Ad P R n

5.00 4.00 0.50 20.00 150.70 18.00 7.54 0.96

Calculations used are derived from CIRIA document C753 - SUDS manual Eq 25.4

Soakaway calculations are based on BRE 365 infiltration results and the
calculated method shown in CIRIA document C697 & C753 and uses FEH 22
rainfall data. The rainfall depths are factored by the climate change growth
factor choses. The porosity rate is further factored for safety to suit risk from
long term silting. Always refer to the project construction detail sheets 200 or
201 for the soakaway or permeable pavement make-up and the main
general arrangement (GA) showing the size, levels and position of the
soakaway.

4.00 6.00 10.00 24.00 36.00 48.00 60.00 72.00 R4.00 96.00

Time (hrs)

D (Hrs) mm i (m/h) a b hmax
0.25 27.05 0.1569 -78.78 0.015413 0.3030 08
0.50 36.37 0.1055 -52.60 0.015413 0.4038
1.00 46.78 0.0678 -33.43 0.015413 0.5113 071
2.00 56.52 0.0410 -19.76 0.015413 0.5997
4.00 66.65 0.0242 -11.19 0.015413 0.6692 ]
6.00 72.56 0.0175 -7.82 0.015413 0.6906 0s |
10.00 80.05 0.0116 -4.80 0.015413 0.6856 -
24.00 92.26 0.0056 -1.73 0.015413 0.5341 § %41
36.00 98.80 0.0040 -0.92 0.015413 0.3898 ‘g’i 0s ]
48.00 104.26 0.0031 -0.49 0.015413 0.2576 .
60.00 109.20 0.0026 -0.23 0.015413 0.1404 0.2
72.00 113.80 0.0023 -0.06 0.015413 0.0375
84.00 118.16 0.0020 0.07 0.015413 -0.0526 >
96.00 122.36 0.0018 0.17 0.015413 -0.1313 o
0.25
MAX HEIGHT (Hma,(): 0.1 4
-0.2
Time to empty
Hmax:  0.6906 Time to empty (hrs): 33
R: 7.54
Recalculated g (m/h): 0.00945628
Equivalent f rate:  0.00000263

EMPTY TIME IS GREATER THAN 24 HOURS
SEE REQUIRED q ABOVE



Hove and Gosport
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e simondent@live.co.uk

BS 6297 TESTING FOR REQUIRED DRAINAGE FIELD PIPE LENGTHS

Project The Lodge Brighton Road Warninglid

Job no. 25065
Date Jan-26
By: SAD

Elapsed time Vp (s/min)
Hole No. Test Date Test No.  Start Time Finish Time
Hours/Mins  Minutes Seconds Seconds divided by 150mm

06/11/2025 1 08:30:00 09:28:00 00:58:00 58 3480 23.2
1 06/11/2025 2 11:30:00 12:38:00 01:08:00 68 4080 27.2
06/11/2025 3 15:40:00 16:55:00 01:15:00 75 4500 30
Average Vp for Hole 1 27
06/11/2025 1 08:35:00 09:45:00 01:10:00 70 4200 28
2 06/11/2025 2 11:30:00 12:57:00 01:27:00 87 5220 34.8
06/11/2025 3 15:50:00 17:25:00 01:35:00 95 5700 38
Average Vp for Hole 2 34
2 06/11/2025 1 08:40:00 09:42:00 01:02:00 62 3720 24.8
06/11/2025 2 11:30:00 12:37:00 01:07:00 67 4020 26.8
06/11/2025 3 15:45:00 16:47:00 01:02:00 62 3720 24.8
Average Vp for Hole 2 25
Trench width (m): 0.6 Metres
Population (no. of persons): 4 Persons
Calculated Vp: 29 s/mm
Length of drain run required: 38 Metres

For alternative lengths using various persons and Vp rates
Overall Length of 100mm perforated pipe required (m) for number of persons

mins Vp (s/mm) 4 [ 12 18 25 40
20 8 11 16 32 48 67 107
30 12 16 24 48 72 100 160
40 16 21 32 64 96 133 213
60 24 32 48 96 144 200 320
120 48 64 96 192 288 400 640
180 72 96 144 288 432 600 960

0

100 40 53 80 160 240 333 533



MSDC Flood Risk & Drainage Team General drainage requirement guidance

General Drainage Requirement Guidance

Mid Sussex District Council’s flood risk and drainage requirements are based on relevant national and local
policies and guidance.

Surface Water Drainage

Finalised detailed surface water drainage design is required to be submitted and approved prior to
construction starting on site. The design should be based on the Environment Agency’s latest climate change
allowances and follow the latest West Sussex Lead Local Flood Authority Policy for the Management of
Surface Water.

The use of pumped surface water drainage is not considered to be sustainable and therefore would not be
considered an appropriate means of managing surface water as part of a development.

The locating of attenuation, detention, or infiltration devices (including permeable surfacing) within flood
extents is not acceptable, this includes areas of increased surface water flood risk.

Table 1 overleaf sets out a list of information the detailed surface water drainage design should include.
Developers are encouraged to complete the table and provide as a cover page to future drainage design
submissions.

Foul Water Drainage

Finalised detailed foul water drainage design is required to be submitted and approved prior to construction
starting on site. The use of public foul sewer connection should always be prioritised over non-mains drainage
options.

The use of non-mains foul drainage should consider the latest Environment Agency’s General Binding Rules.

The Environment Agency have advised that any existing septic tank foul drainage systems that are found to
not comply with the latest Binding Rules will need to be replaced or upgraded.

Table 2 overleaf sets out a list of information the detailed foul water drainage design should include.

Developers are encouraged to complete the table and provide as a cover page to future drainage design
submissions.

Updated March 2023 Page 1 of 3


https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-assessments-climate-change-allowances
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-assessments-climate-change-allowances
https://www.westsussex.gov.uk/fire-emergencies-and-crime/dealing-with-extreme-weather/flooding/flood-risk-management/flood-reports-projects-and-policies/)
https://www.westsussex.gov.uk/fire-emergencies-and-crime/dealing-with-extreme-weather/flooding/flood-risk-management/flood-reports-projects-and-policies/)
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/general-binding-rules-small-sewage-discharge-to-a-surface-water

MSDC Flood Risk & Drainage Team

Detailed drainage design technical checklist

Detailed drainage design technical summary

Table 1: Detailed drainage design summary — surface water

Requirement

Information

Location of
information /
drawing number

For all designs

Greenfield runoff rate details for the area to be
drained (using FEH or a similar approved method)

Refer infiltration rates

Refer SDA dwg 100

On-site infiltration test results

Refer infiltration rate report

Refer infiltration rate report

Plans / details of areas to be drained based on
finalised development plans

Refer SDA drawing 100

Refer SDA drawing 100

Calculations showing the system has been designed
to cater for the 1 in 30 with climate change and 1 in
100 with climate change storm events

Calculations should use a CV value of 1.0

Calculations for soakaway
size are based on FEH 22
data with peak volume
shown at 100 year + 45%
CC event.

SDA Calculations
pack v1

Detailed drainage plans, including invert levels and
pipe diameters, showing entire drainage system

Refer SDA drawir)

gs 100 and 200

Maintenance and management plan’

SDA indicate maintenance procedy

ires and periods on drawings

For soakaways

Sizing calculations (to cater for 6-hour, 1 in 100-year
plus climate change event)

SDA Calcs pack v1

Half drain time (<24 hours)

Construction details

SDA drawing 200

For discharge to watercourse

Discharge rate (1 in 1 or QBar Greenfield rate for
drained area)?

n/a

Outfall location and construction details

Attenuation sizing calculations (to cater for 1 in 100-
year plus climate change event?®)

For discharge to sewer

Discharge rates (restricted to 1 in 1 or QBar
Greenfield rate for drained area unless otherwise
agreed with sewerage provider)

n/a

Discharge location and manhole number

Outline approval from sewerage provider in relation
to connection, discharge rate and connection
location*

Attenuation sizing calculations (to cater for 1 in 100-
year plus climate change event®)

" The scale of this document should reflect the scale of the development and the complexity of the drainage system.

2 If the 1 in 1 or QBar Greenfield runoff rate cannot be achieved, then evidence into why a higher discharge rate has
been proposed should be provided as part of the detailed design. Due to improvements in drainage systems the 2l/s
minimum will not be accepted without justification.

3 If system does not attenuate up to the 1 in 100-year with climate change event, then evidence that the system shall
not increase flood risk on or off site shall be required.

4 Formal approval via S106 etc is not required.

5 If system does not attenuate up to the 1 in 100-year with climate change event, then evidence that the system shall
not increase flood risk on or off site shall be required.

Updated March 2023 Page 2 of 3
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MSDC Flood Risk & Drainage Team

Detailed drainage design technical checklist

Table 2: Detailed drainage design requirements — foul water

Requirement

Summary

Location of
information /
drawing number

For all designs

Plans showing entire drainage system,
including invert levels, pipe diameters, falls
and outfall/connection location

Drainage systems should be located within
land under the control of the applicant

the applicant.

All shown upon SDA
drawings 100 and 200
within the curtiliage of

Foul flow calculations and confirmation
proposed system is sized appropriately

Sewage treatment plant sized for min 6 persons

For connection to main foul sewer

Discharge location and manhole number

Evidence of communication with Water
Authority regarding connection®

For non-mains system with drainage field

Evidence of permeability (infiltration) test
results specific to treated effluent drainage
fields

Infiltration Vp rate testing to
BS 6297 provided showing
Vp of 28

and 200

Refer SDA drawings 100

Evidence that either:
a) The system meets latest General
Binding Rules, or
b) An Environmental Permit application
is to be submitted

System meets general
binding rules

For non-mains system with discharge to
open water

Evidence that either:
a) The system meets latest General
Binding Rules, or
b) An Environmental Permit application
is to be submitted

Outfall location and construction details

6 Formal approval via S106 etc is not required.

Updated March 2023

Page 3 of 3



Sewage Treatment Plant
CL: 8.650+
IL (in): 7.570
IL (Out): 7.470
IL (base): 5.760
Spec: Population of 6 persons max (min
unit size available) - Tank size is 1500mm FW1 SW2
diam with local above ground air CL: 8.750+ CL: 8.250+
blower within housing with pumped IL:7.650 IL: 7.600
outlet to sampling chamber. Size: 4500 Type: PPAC SW3
Type: Harlegiun Pop 6 with pumped Type: PPIC Size: 3000 CL: 8.250%
outlet. Detailno: 7 | | Detail no: 7 IL: 7.850
Detailno. 5 Type: PPAC
Size: 3000
Detail no: 6
10 .
! 02 FWD - 1:60 - class )
[ ] § 7/ N\,
- \ /\ . . ) 1002 FVZD - 1:60 - class §
) 100@ SWD - 1:60 - class S - 6.250%
IL: 7.900
Size: 3002
L | Type: PPAC
awn Detail no: 6
1002 SWD from RWP / 100 SWD from RWP / S store ared
Water butt overflow as Wotgr butt overflow as '
/ \, I detail no: 2 detail no: 2 ©
\ ] —_—
. 7 .O.\
Sc:\mpllng - I Main .
Chamber no. 1 ( - - —‘ House 1000 FW DP 5
EL( 8)722?30 | ! I atIL: 9.575 as Z,
nJ: o. 1 » detail no: 1
1L (Out): 8.050 | I I i/ @ Landscaped
IL (base): 7.650 i o
Size: 6000 I I ! 3| Garden
Type: PP CP I I | - SW 1 FFL: 9.000 TBM
Detail no: 3 I I = | CL: 8.750+
I 2 ILin: 7.400
I I S .
| I : S I IL out: 7.350 Paved
- IL Base: 6.950 .
| : I Dpth: 1.800 Patio 1009 FW DP FW3
L I Type: SW PP CP atlIL: 9.575 as CL: 8.550+
| | awn ) .
| 1 I | Size: 9000 detail no: 1 IL: 8.100
| Detail no: 7 Size: 300
| I | s A / Type: PPAC
e N — Detail no: 6
I I ! /'\\ (o S E—
I I I ‘!()’{ — e | — ——
. . AN g L]
Drainage Field I ! I 100@ SWD - 1:60—7:10 - e — =~/ —— [RWP
Grd level: 8.650¢ L | | w3 — < 1008 SWD from RWP /
1009 perf pipe IL: 8.000 —— Water butt overflow as
Granular base: 7.800 - Soakaway SAT SW4 detail no: 2
100mm perforated pipe to Sm x 4m x 0.8m dp geocrate CL: 8.550+
have total length of 38m S?fo‘@mly dzo'm ‘375q-md0f”dm IL: 8.100
and bedded as detail no: 6 ofers ihe volume required for ine Type: PPAC
Lawn 100 year +45% climate change Siyzpe: 3000 Pgrmeable
\ storm event and 10% urban creep Detail no: 6 driveway
Ground level: 8.750+ :
ITLo.p7%f5<E:3)eocr<:1Te: 7.500 » » G[:qvel SCALE BAR
- driveway
IL geocrate base: 6.700 0 m 2m 4m
Refer detail no. 4 et el —]
DRAINAGE STRATEGY NEW SW DRAINAGE FEATURE KEY
FOUL & STORM WATER DESIGN -
PROPOSED PP SW CP AS
GENERAL - The drainage scheme shown is designed to accompany the planning application and for storm water DETAIL No. 7
uses the recommendations found in the new National SuDS Design Guidance of July 2025.
GEOCELL SOAKAWAY AS
STORM DESIGN - The existing sife is currently green field within the applicants land. The site is within a flood zone 1. oL
Pl PRELIMINARY ISSUE 11.05.2026 SAD
The drainage hierarchy for SuDS design has been considered and reuse of rainwater has been provided where ;S%%S[E)ETXIMWQH o ¢
practicable for the client. The site has proven to infiltrate to ground as supported by in situ test results received from Rev  Description Date Chkd
the clients builder and an infiltration design f rate for design of 1.028 x 10° m/s has been established. DESIGN EXCEEDANCE FLOW
DIRECTION »
All rainwater infilirates To.The ground via geocrate sookowoys whi;h hgve been sized to provide sufficient storqge SIMON ASSOCIATES
for the 100 year + 45% climate change storm event. The design infiliration rate has been factored by 1.5 to mitigate
the effects of SUbsequem storms and sitation. Civil - Infrastructure - SuDS - Flood Risk - Drainage - Rainwater - Sanitation - Public Health
All external areas shall be permeable construction designed by others. DRAIN / SEWER PIPELINE KEY Consulting Engineers
Hove Offi
DESIGN EXCEEDANCE FLOWS - The site falls north to south with design exceedance flowing towards the neighbouring NEW FWD/FWS = = X Hove Offce
land to the north. NEW SWD/SWS e s s m— D Gosport Office
simondent@live.co.uk
0754 458 3150

MAINTENANCE AND MAINTENANCE PLAN -
Cllent Mrs Isabella Mears

All rainwater hopperheads, pipes and gutters should be cleaned twice a year.

°
o  Empty and clean any rainwater butts yearly.
e  Empty and clean catchpits twice a year This is drawing is copyright and remains in the ownership of Simon Dent Associates (SDA)
¢ Allpipes should be cleaned/jetfed once every two years. This drawing should be read in conjunction with the design team's relevant documents, drawings & details. . . .
, : , Project The Lodge 8 Highfields Brighton
FOUL WATER - The foul drainage from the new house will be connected to a new POP 6 person population sewage Existing public & private utility services and drainage locations shown have been derived from non-infrusive survey Road Worning”d RH17 5SY
freatment plant manufactured to BS En 12566 treating effluent to reach a standard of 96.2% efficiency rating and techniques. Their location is not accurate and the contractor must satisfy himself using open excavation where the
location of such plant and apparatus is critical in construction.
If the contractor has constructed from this drawing without necessary approvals from Local Planning Authorities, Drawing title Pro posed Site DrGinGge

offering a quality of 11mg/lit BOD; 16mg/lit Suspended solids & 5.8 mg/lit NH4-N (Ammonia) which exceed the
standard 20:30:20 standard required by the Royal Society of Health all as a Matrix plant as manufactured by
Building Control, Sewerage Undertakers, Environment Agency etc then any abortive work shall be at his own financial
risk and not the responsibility of SDA.

Harlequin Ltd.
Drawing stat
If the contractor has constructed from this drawing whilst the drawing remains 'PRELIMINARY status, then any abortive rawing staus

work shall be at his own financial risk and not the responsibility of SDA.

PLANNING ISSUE

The outfall will connect to a drainage field which has been tested in situ to support a Vp of 29 s/mm and requiring a
drainage field perforated pipe length of 3m.

No environmental permit is required by the Environment Agency as the system complies with the general binding Igﬁég”gfvflgssngglglcgl Sﬁ;‘égg%ﬁsnéngkxw:g TS?TF?S DOSSB?OUbT with informatfion shown from any of fhe Project no Scales Drawing no

rules.
ALWAYS PRINT THIS DRAWING IN COLOLUR

25065A a1z 101
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