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1.0 Planning Conditions 

1.1 This Technical Note is to address the planning comments for the development at Chickenhall Lane. The 
comments from EA, LLFA and Ecology are addressed below: 

2.0 EA 

2.1 Full comments can be found in Appendices, extract of the technical aspects is provided below, and our 
responses in blue: 

i. “The FRA has stated that finished floor levels will be set no lower than 11.60mAOD, which is 300mm above 
the highest 0.1% flood level.  Although an extreme flood event the 0.1% flood does not equate to the 1%   35% 
climate change allowance (design flood) that should be used to assess future flood risk.” 

2.1.1 Understood. The levels quoted in the FRA used the 0.1% event, supplied within the Product 4 pack. The EA 
have also provided us a Product 6 Model, which contained the Flood Levels for the 1% +35% CC event. The 
flood levels for this event do not exceed 11.30mAOD near the site boundary, hence the FFL set at 
11.60mAOD still complies with the 300mm freeboard requirement. 

2.1.2 In addition, the modelled levels used to set the FFL occur at the northern corner of the site and reduce in 
the southern direction, with topography. They range between 11.20mAOD and 10.80mAOD adjacent to the 
proposed care home location, hence the freeboard for the proposed care home is greater than the 300mm 
specified. 

ii. “Given the size of the development, ground floor sleeping accommodation and the potential vulnerability of the 
users, the Environment Agency considers it critically important that a detailed assessment of future climate 
change flood risk is undertaken for the site, and FFLs set accordingly.  

 
iii. The availability of safe access and egress should also be considered against the 1%   35% CC level. The FRA 

should also demonstrate that there will be no loss of floodplain storage volume, over the lifetime of the 
development.” 

2.1.3 The proposed development has used the extents of the 1% + 35% CC event as the outline of the flooding 
boundary shown on the layouts. This was used to set out the redline boundary for the site, ensuring all 
works are located outside of the flood extents, therefore there will be no loss of floodplain storage volume. 

2.1.4 The access and egress can be provided via the main site entrance, as the proposed building and all area to 
the west is located outside of the flood extents, in Flood Zone 1. 

2.1.5 See Appendix for flood extents and levels extracts from Product 6 information from the EA. 

 

  



   

 

3.0 LLFA 

 

3.1 Full comments can be found in Appendices, extract of the technical aspects is provided below, and our 
responses in blue: 

iv. “While discharge into the watercourse is considered appropriate, the proposal to discharge at 5l/s can not be 
accepted given it is in excess of the greenfield runoff rate and has not been given approval by the Environment 
Agency. Unless other agreements are in place, the drainage strategy must demonstrate a discharge rate of no 
greater than 2l/s.” 

3.1.1 The 2.0 l/s is achievable for the site by deepening the sub-base of the paving area to a min. ~600mm depth. 
The attached strategy illustrates this. 

v. “A hydrobrake has been identified prior to the outfall headwall. Clarification should also be provided in relation 
to the discharge rate and also the operation of the hydrobrake in flood / high flow conditions. It is referenced 
that a non-return valve would also be included but it is not clear where this is or how it would operate in high 
flow conditions.” 

3.1.2 A surcharged outfall scenario has been modelled (included in the FRA), which shows some flooding in the 
1in100+CC scenario, but as agreed during our pre-app discussions, this is managed with overland flow 
routes, directing flows back towards the river channel. 

vi. “The outfall swale cannot be considered as part of the treatment features given its short length and potential 
for inundation however the other elements provided are sufficient for the simple index approach. “ 

3.1.3 Understood. Additional treatment features also added, to accommodate the Ecology requirements. 

vii. “Groundwater levels have been identified and may affect the permeable paving unless it is tanked or lined. This 
doesn’t appear to have been considered and would need to take into account utility corridors to ensure its 
integrity is not compromised.” 

3.1.4 Correct. Permeable paving is used for storage and treatment only. It is tanked. Utility corridors will be 
provided, to be coordinated during the detailed design stages. 

viii. “Cover levels across the site have been identified as 11.45mAOD which does not take into account any existing 
falls across the area or the exceedance routing identified. Further details should be provided in relation to 
proposed land level changes so the impact on the surrounding area can be reviewed.” 

3.1.5 The drainage features will aim to provide a cover level of 11.45mAOD, as they are situated near the care 
home, with a set FFL. Permeable paving has been updated, with the cover levels also updated to reflect 
recent changes. 

 
 
 

  



   

 

4.0 Ecology 

4.1 Full comments can be found in Appendices, extract of the technical aspects is provided below, and our 
responses in blue: 

ix. “The surface water drainage strategy for this application lists four rain gardens, French drains, permeable 
paving and a swale as forms of treatment for runoff, however it has not been demonstrated that all of the 
surface water will be treated by all of these components. The proposed swale is located outside of the red line 
boundary and is too short. It would not function as a form of water treatment when overtopped by high water. 
The surface water drainage from the car park would only have one form of treatment provided by the 
permeable paving.” 

4.1.1 Additional forms of treatment have been added to provide 3 forms of treatment to car-park: 

• Hydro Filter Channel Drain, pick up drainage directly from surface of carpark, 
• Permeable Sub-base, conveys and treats water. 
• SPEL Smartceptor, provides final stage of treatment prior to outfall 

x. Tables 3 and 4 on the simple index approach have been copied from the SuDS manual and inferences made, 
but the specific calculations for the roof water and car park areas in this application have not been done. It is 
also not clear whether these components are compatible with the high ground water levels on site. The site 
investigation reported ground water encountered at depths from 0.58 m to 1.22m below ground level, so 
ground water flooding must also be considered. 
 

xi. Permeable paving is proposed for the majority of the attenuation and is proposed to be 0.5 m deep with 30% 
void storage. This is only slightly shallower than the highest groundwater.   

4.1.2 Extracts showing treatment Indices to water from roofs and carpark have been added. Attached to this 
report. Both Roof and CarPark runoff are treated to >0.95 Pollution Indices, above and beyond the 
requirement of ~0.5. 

4.1.3 Groundwater has been considered. All drainage features are isolated from the groundwater with 
impermeable membranes, all discharge is directly towards the watercourse. 

xii. Information has not been provided on the flow of surface water through the system and the effects of high 
groundwater on the proposals. A diagram showing the path of each surface water flow with arrows would be 
required to demonstrate that all of the surface water passes through at least 3 forms of naturalised filtration 
within the treatment train before being discharged off site. 

4.1.4 All areas onsite are routed via min. 3no stages of treatment. See updated drainage plan. 

 

 

  



   

 

5.0 Appendix A – Comments 

  

  

    

 

 

  

 

 

  

 

 

  

 



Environment Agency 
Canal Walk, ROMSEY, Hampshire, SO51 7LP. 
Customer services line: 03708 506 506 
www.gov.uk/environment-agency 

Cont/d.. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Eastleigh Borough Council 
Planning Policy & Design Team 
Eastleigh House Upper Market Street 
EASTLEIGH 
Hampshire 
SO50 9YN 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Our ref: HA/2025/126445/01-L01 
Your ref: F/24/98678 
 
Date:  27 January 2025 
 
 

 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
CONSTRUCTION OF A 70-BED CARE HOME (USE CLASS C2), WITH 
ASSOCIATED PARKING, LANDSCAPING, ACCESS, DRAINAGE, AND OTHER 
ASSOCIATED WORKS FOLLOWING DEMOLITION OF EXISTING STRUCTURES.   
 
LAND EAST OF CHICKENHALL LANE,, EASTLEIGH, SO50 6AF       
 
Environment Agency position 
 
In the absence of an acceptable flood risk assessment (FRA) we object to this 
application and recommend that planning permission is refused. 
 
Reason(s) 
 
The submitted FRA does not comply with the requirements for site-specific flood risk 
assessments, as set out in paragraphs 20 to 21 of the Flood Risk and Coastal Change 
planning practice guidance and its site-specific flood risk assessment checklist. The 
FRA does not therefore adequately assess the flood risks posed by  
the development. In particular, the FRA fails to: 
 

 take the impacts of climate change into account.  The FRA has not provided 
climate change levels for the site using the latest available climate change 
allowances. 

 
Overcoming our objection 
 
To overcome our objection, the applicant should submit a revised FRA which addresses 
the points highlighted above. 
 
If this cannot be achieved, we are likely to maintain our objection. Please re-consult us 
on any revised FRA submitted and we’ll respond within 21 days of receiving it. 



  

Cont/d.. 
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If you are minded to approve the application contrary to our objection, we would be 
grateful if you could re-notify the Environment Agency to explain why material 
considerations outweigh our objection, and to give us the opportunity to make further 
representations. Should our objection detailed above be removed, it is likely we will 
recommend planning conditions to be included on any subsequent approval. 
 
Advice to the applicant and LPA 
 
Although the site extents have been set to be wholly within current day Flood Zone 1, 
the Environment Agency does not consider that an adequate assessment of future risk 
has been undertaken. 
 
Modelled data for the River Itchen is based upon old climate change allowances.  The 
model is in the process of being updated with the latest allowances but these will not be 
available until summer 2025. 
 
The FRA has stated that finished floor levels will be set no lower than 11.60mAOD, 
which is 300mm above the highest 0.1% flood level.  Although an extreme flood event 
the 0.1% flood does not equate to the 1%   35% climate change allowance (design 
flood) that should be used to assess future flood risk. 
 
Given the size of the development, ground floor sleeping accommodation and the 
potential vulnerability of the users, the Environment Agency considers it critically 
important that a detailed assessment of future climate change flood risk is undertaken 
for the site, and FFLs set accordingly. 
 
The availability of safe access and egress should also be considered against the 1%   
35% CC level. The FRA should also demonstrate that there will be no loss of floodplain 
storage volume, over the lifetime of the development. 
 
Environmental permit - advice to applicant 
 
The Environmental Permitting (England and Wales) Regulations 2016 require a permit 
or exemption to be obtained for any activities which will take place: 

 on or within 8 metres of a main river (16 metres if tidal) 
 on or within 8 metres of a flood defence structure or culverted main river (16 

metres if tidal) 
 on or within 16 metres of a sea defence 
 involving quarrying or excavation within 16 metres of any main river, flood 

defence (including a remote defence) or culvert 
 in the floodplain of a main river if the activity could affect flood flow or storage 

and potential impacts are not controlled by a planning permission 
 
For further guidance please visit https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-activities-
environmental-permits or contact our National Customer Contact Centre on 03708 506 
506 (Monday to Friday, 8am to 6pm) or by emailing enquiries@environment-
agency.gov.uk. 
 
The applicant should not assume that a permit will automatically be forthcoming once 
planning permission has been granted, and we advise them to consult with us at the 
earliest opportunity. 
 
  



  

End 
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Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Miss Suz Greenwood 
Planning Advisor, Environment Agency 
 
Direct dial 02084745098 
Direct fax  
Direct e-mail suz.greenwood@environment-agency.gov.uk 
 
 
 





 

2 

 

While discharge into the watercourse is considered appropriate, the proposal 
to discharge at 5l/s can not be accepted given it is in excess of the greenfield 
runoff rate and has not been given approval by the Environment Agency. 
Unless other agreements are in place, the drainage strategy must 
demonstrate a discharge rate of no greater than 2l/s. 
 
A hydrobrake has been identified prior to the outfall headwall. Clarification 
should also be provided in relation to the discharge rate and also the 
operation of the hydrobrake in flood / high flow conditions. It is referenced that 
a non-return valve would also be included but it is not clear where this is or 
how it would operate in high flow conditions. 
 
The outfall swale cannot be considered as part of the treatment features given 
its short length and potential for inundation however the other elements 
provided are sufficient for the simple index approach. 
 
Groundwater levels have been identified and may affect the permeable paving 
unless it is tanked or lined. This doesn’t appear to have been considered and 
would need to take into account utility corridors to ensure its integrity is not 
compromised. 
 
Cover levels across the site have been identified as 11.45mAOD which does 
not take into account any existing falls across the area or the exceedance 
routing identified. Further details should be provided in relation to proposed 
land level changes so the impact on the surrounding area can be reviewed. 
 

We require this further information before we can make a decision on 
whether to recommend to the Local Planning Authority that planning 

permission is granted. 
 
As a statutory consultee, the County Council has a duty to respond to 
consultations within 21 days.  The 21 day period will not begin until we have 
received sufficient information to enable us to provide a meaningful response.    
 
Please ensure all data is sent to us via the relevant Local Planning Authority. 
 
If you require additional guidance on providing the correct information, we 
recommend you use our Surface Water Management Pre-application 
service which will enable discussions with the reviewing engineer and scope 
out works that would address the points raised. For full details, please visit: 
https://www.hants.gov.uk/landplanningandenvironment/environment/flooding/p
lanning and click on pre-application advice request form. 
 
This response has been provided using the best knowledge and information 
submitted by the applicant as part of the planning application at the time of 
responding and is reliant on the accuracy of that information. 
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For guidance on providing the correct information, we recommend you use our 
Ordinary Watercourse Consents Pre-application service and help avoid 
delays occurring at the formal application stage. A Pre-application service for 
Ordinary Watercourse Consents is available, allowing consents to go through 
in a smoother, often more timely manner. For full information please visit: 
https://www.hants.gov.uk/landplanningandenvironment/environment/flooding/c
hangewatercourse  
 



Ecology response 5 2 25 for F/24/98678 Land East of Chickenhall Lane, Eastleigh, SO50 6AF 

Construction of a 70-bed care home (Use Class C2), with associated parking, landscaping, 

access, drainage, and other associated works following demolition of existing structures. 

Rebecca Altman  

5/2/25 

Ecology objects to this application on the grounds of layout, proximity and lack of a suitable 

buffer to the River Itchen SAC. In addition, the SuDs strategy does not meet the 

requirements of Local Plan Policy DM 6. The application would fail a Habitats Regulations 

Assessment due to impacts on the SAC. 

Location and layout 

The site is located within priority habitat along the Barton River which is designated as 

protected waters of the River Itchen SAC and SSSI. It is functionally linked to the rest of 

ecologically sensitive River Itchen complex and within 10m of the SAC boundary.  

The Ecology response to the pre-app Q/24/97879 stated that a 50 m buffer to the Barton 

River will be required. The 8 to 15 m buffer proposed in this application is not sufficient to 

protect the SAC. The buffer must not contain any development including buildings, 

footpaths, gardens, fencing, light spill or car parking. 

The proposed building would be 3 stories tall and would cause an unacceptable amount of 

shading on the SAC buffer, especially in winter.  

The biodiversity net gain calculations would need to be revisited with a revised site layout.  

Surface water drainage 

The Ecology response to the pre-app Q/24/97879 stated that A surface water drainage plan 

which conforms to the water quality requirements of DM 6 and shows that all pollution 

hazards are mitigated will be required. DM6 states that wherever feasible, naturalised filtration 

should be included within the treatment train as follows: a. On sites of 1 hectare or more, or 

within 100m of the River Itchen SAC or Solent Maritime SAC, SuDS schemes should include at 

least three forms of naturalised filtration before surface water is discharged off site.  

The surface water drainage strategy for this application lists four rain gardens, French drains, 

permeable paving and a swale as forms of treatment for runoff, however it has not been 

demonstrated that all of the surface water will be treated by all of these components. The 

proposed swale is located outside of the red line boundary and is too short. It would not 

function as a form of water treatment when overtopped by high water. The surface water 

drainage from the car park would only have one form of treatment provided by the 

permeable paving.  

Tables 3 and 4 on the simple index approach have been copied from the SuDS manual and 

inferences made, but the specific calculations for the roof water and car park areas in this 

application have not been done. It is also not clear whether these components are 



compatible with the high ground water levels on site. The site investigation reported ground 

water encountered at depths from 0.58 m to 1.22m below ground level, so ground water 

flooding must also be considered.  

Permeable paving is proposed for the majority of the attenuation and is proposed to be 0.5 

m deep with 30% void storage. This is only slightly shallower than the highest groundwater.  

Information has not been provided on the flow of surface water through the system and the 

effects of high groundwater on the proposals. A diagram showing the path of each surface 

water flow with arrows would be required to demonstrate that all of the surface water passes 

through at least 3 forms of naturalised filtration within the treatment train before being 

discharged off site. 

If these objections can be resolved and the application is to progress further, please re-

consult Ecology. 

Additional comments 

Three hedgerows have been identified on site, two of which (H1 and H2) qualify as habitats 

of principal importance hedgerows in poor condition. Reptiles were assessed as likely to be 

present in hedgerow H1.  

Other neutral grassland in poor condition has been recorded in the southern section of the 

site with the wetter areas in the southeastern corner identified as Coastal floodplain grazing 

marsh priority habitat.  

Protected species surveys have been done in 2024. The site is being used by foraging and 

commuting bats, nesting birds, common lizards and grass snakes and hedgehogs (assumed 

present due to suitable habitat on site and records in connected nearby habitat).  

Great crested newts have been ruled out due to major barriers to dispersal from known 

populations.  

No signs of badgers, water voles or otters were recorded on site at the time of the survey, 

but the habitat is suitable and there are known populations within 1 km, so precautionary 

working methods for these species must be implemented. This will include pre-works update 

survey for signs of water voles and otters and habitat management to deter presence during 

construction. If signs of water voles or otters are found, all work in this area must stop and a 

license must be obtained from Natural England.  

Any vegetation to be removed to facilitate the development must be removed outside of 

bird nesting season (which is usually between the beginning of March and the end of 

August) or if this is not possible then only after being checked for nesting birds by a suitably 

qualified ecologist up to 24 hours before the start of works. If any active nests are found, 

work must stop, and a 5 m buffer must be erected around the nest to protect it from 

disturbance until after the birds have fledged and left the nest.  

The Ecological Impact Appraisal report recommends an Ecological Construction and 

Environmental Management Plan (ECEMP) to include the specific precautionary working 



method statements and management plans for each protected species. This can be 

conditioned. It must contain a biodiversity enhancement plan to include the locations and 

specifications of any species-specific enhancements on site (bat boxes, swift bricks, reptile 

habitat and hibernacula, hedgehog passageways and hibernation/ sheltering areas). 

Lighting 

I have reviewed the Artificial Lighting Assessment by Dice Environmental (v3, December 

2024). The report states The modelling results indicated that there are no exceedances of 0.5 

lux predicted at any of the sensitive ecological receptors.  

The references include the Bats and Artificial Lighting in the UK guidance from 2008. This is 

outdated. The latest updated lighting guidance note (GN08/23) should be followed. This is 

available at Guidance Note 8 Bats and Artificial Lighting | Institution of Lighting Professionals 

(theilp.org.uk). 

Figures 4 and 5 are titled Predicted Lux Level. They show the faces of the building and the 

land surrounding the building, but there is no key given to interpret the colours in these 

diagrams.  

The locations of bat boxes mounted on the building elevations have not been considered, as 

their exact locations have not yet been specified. Any hedgerows and trees must also be 

considered as ecological receptors as bats use them for commuting and foraging. Full size 

diagrams with the lux level information, direction arrows, the locations of the bat boxes, 

hedgerows and trees must be submitted. 

There is also a proposed garden building that does not appear on the lighting diagram. Light 

spill from the windows must be considered in addition to any exterior lighting.  

Proposed Landscaping 

I have reviewed the Landscape General Arrangement Plan (rev E, December 2024) and The 

Landscape and Ecological Management Plan (LEMP) (November 2024) both by Deacon 

Design. 

The LEMP table of contents includes three sections which are labelled Error! Bookmark not 

defined.  

Section 3.28 needs clarification. As written: Wildflower - Once established the wildflower 

requires very little maintenance, however, there is one important task to carry out each 

autumn; to cut the plants and remove these cuttings.  

This should be amended to: Wildflower grassland- once established the wildflower grassland 

must be cut according to the specific directions provided by the seed supplier. Further 

details are provided in sections 4.24-4.33. Two different seed mixes have been mentioned 

(EM8 and EM4) so the mowing regimes for each should be specified separately.  



In section 4 the section labelled Biodiversity Enhancements is highlighted and labelled 

Ecologist’s input required. This is quite general. It must be tailored to the specific 

enhancements proposed for this site and re-submitted for review.   

Section 4.13 should be changed to include hibernating hedgehogs rather than dormice, as 

dormice have been scoped out of this site. If hedgerow bases are proposed to be cut, an 

ecologist must do a fingertip search for hedgehogs immediately before the start of works.  

The existing vegetation section (4.14 and 4.15) has also been labelled Ecologist’s input 

required. A detailed Botanical Species List has been provided in Appendix B of the Ecological 

Impact Appraisal by FPCR (Rev B, December 2024) and does not need to be repeated in the 

LEMP. 

Section 4.17 should include hedgerow management on a three-year rotation (as explained in 

5.30), cutting only each side or the top annually, outside of bird nesting season and after 

flowering has ended so that there is also a supply of nectar and pollen for pollinating insects.  

The Soft Landscape Maintenance table in 4.34 includes Treat all planting beds with a winter 

herbicide to control weed growth. This is repeated in table 6.1 specimen trees post 

construction. The use of any herbicides, pesticides and artificial fertilisers must be 

avoided in this ecologically sensitive area so that they will not pollute the surface 

water or ground water which flows into the SAC.  

Section 6.2 includes applying fertiliser to the proposed hedging, this also needs to be 

reconsidered. Wildflowers should be encouraged to grow under the hedging and use of 

fertiliser will promote nutrient-hungry species to grow out-competing wildflowers which do 

best on nutrient-poor soils. 

Herbicides and fertiliser are mentioned again in this table in section 6.3 Management of 

Ornamental shrub planting and section 6.6 Management of Amenity Grass Areas, and 6.10 

Management of Paved Surfaces. The use of Moss and weed killer is mentioned in 6.11 

Management of Asphalt and Concrete Road Surfaces and Footpaths. Any changes must also 

be reflected in table 7. Hand removal or use of a pressure washer is preferable to herbicides 

and the use of compost is preferable to the use of chemical fertilisers.  

Section 5.23-5.245.25 should include that a variety of seed heads and fruit should be left as 

food for birds (not just because they are attractive) and not removed in autumn and winter.  

The LEMP should also include any specific information required for managing the rain 

gardens proposed on site.  

CEMP 

I have reviewed the CEMP by Highwood Construction (v3 2024). The locations of the silt 

barriers and bunds around the eastern perimeter of the site adjacent to the Barton River 

must be added to the site logistics plan in Appendix 1.  

A named site manager must be identified to inspect, repair and replace silt barriers and 

bunds daily. Replacement supplies for silt barriers must be kept on site and always available 



All site operatives must understand the importance of keeping the silt barriers intact and 

functional.  

All excavations and open pipes must either be covered at night or fitted with a small animal 

escape ramp to allow any animals to escape if they fall in. These areas must be checked by 

the site manager every morning before the ramps are removed.  

Specific precautionary working method statements for each protected species must be 

conditioned in a separate document (ECEMP) as proposed by the Ecological Impact 

Assessment report.  

Lisa Malter 

Ecologist 

 

 



   

 

6.0 Appendix B – Supporting Information 

 













































































































Car Parking - Pollution

Car Parking - Mitigation



Roof / Paths - pollution

Roof / Paths - Mitigation




