Ecology response for F/22/93835 MOORLANDS FARM, BOTLEY ROAD, WEST END, SOUTHAMPTON, SO30 3HD
Demolition of all existing buildings and detailed planning approval for light industrial floorspace [Use Class E(g)(ii) & E(g)(iii)], warehouse floorspace [Use Class B8] and estate office (Use Class E(g)(i).
Summer Sharpe
26/10/22
Documents reviewed
[bookmark: _Hlk117693410]Flood Risk Assessment by Fernbrook (Rev P03, September 2022)
DAS by Radley House Partnership (Rev B, August 2022)
Proposed Site layout plan by ACLA Ltd (Sept 2022) 
EcIA by Ecosupport (September 2022)
Biodiversity Metric 3.1 calculations (September 2022)
Landscape consultation response by Tim Griffin EBC (October 2022)
Response
Surface water drainage
As noted in point m of the landscape consultation response, vegetation in the central yard is in danger of being run over or parked on. This includes the planted edges of the large SuDS pond in the middle of the paved area even though knee fencing is shown. It would be safer to have this feature moved further north and west and relocate the parking area to the southeast of the pond. This would also link the pond vegetation to the ecology buffer zone, creating better linked-up habitat, and minimise the risks of being run over for animals (birds, reptiles, amphibians and small mammals) using the pond. This may have drainage implications but this might be able to be resolved by digging the pond deeper. 
[bookmark: _Hlk117693738]Proposed Site Layout plan by ACLA, which includes the southern yard area in the northern catchment and shows surface water sewer pipes in this area but this is not shown in the Flood Risk Assessment. 
Neither the Flood Risk Assessment nor the Proposed Site Layout plan explain how the central yard is proposed to be drained other than showing the surface water sewer running through it and leading to the SuDS Pond with reed bed. Is overland flow, an ACO channel drain, gullies or permeable paving proposed? This should be shown on the plans. 
The FRA does not show the connections between the building surface water drains and the surface water sewer system. The sedum roofs (or intensive grass roofs as proposed in point k of the landscape response) will not absorb all of the surface water, some of it will need to flow into the SuDS pond. 
The surface water drainage from the southern catchment only appears to have two forms of treatment, (the SuDS basin at the eastern site boundary and the downstream defender vortex separator) before discharge into Moorgreen Stream. Three forms of above ground filtration are required for all of the surface water drainage. 
An indicative attenuation tank is shown on the key to the Indicative Surface Water and Foul Drainage Strategy drawing, but I don’t see an attenuation tank in the system. 
Ecology
The Ecological Impact Assessment (EcIA) needs to address how to minimise the impact of this proposal on the adjacent SSSI and its management during both the construction and operational  phases. The SSSI is designated for the protection of marsh orchids and the stream that runs through the meadow to the east of the site. If grazing is to be reinstated on this site to provide marsh orchid habitat 
Information is required on proposed boundary treatments and boundary permeability for wildlife. It needs to be updated with the current proposals as it states that the farmhouse will be renovated (8.2.1.7) rather than replaced. 
Pre-works checks are required for nesting birds, badgers, and hedgehogs. 
A management plan is needed for the ecology buffer zone including managing the area for reptiles. The EcIA also recommended enhancing the centre of the SSSI for reptiles. 
A wildlife sensitive lighting plan with modelled lux levels is required, following the lighting guidelines provided in the EcIA.
A CEMP is required and can be conditioned. This must include pollution prevention measures for Moorgreen Stream, air and noise pollution prevention and precautionary working methods for hedgehogs. 
A BEMP is required and can be conditioned. This must provide details on species proposed to be planted and the locations of proposed bat and swift nest boxes/bricks, log piles and hedgehog homes. 
A low-key path is proposed through the ecology buffer zone. What surfacing is proposed, if any, for this path? It is not clear from the plans whether this is proposed to connect with footpath 10 which runs along the western and northern boundaries of the site. It is not advisable to connect these paths as public use of the site is not proposed. This may be difficult to enforce, especially on weekends. Pets should not be allowed in the ecology buffer zone area. The presence of a path and an accessible pond may attract visitors with pets. 
Lisa Malter
Ecologist







