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Proof of Evidence – Thomas Callaway BSc (Hons), Hampshire County Council (LLFA) 

1. Introduc�on 
1.1.  I am the Flood and Water Management Engineer for the Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA), 

Hampshire County Council (HCC). I have 12 years’ experience in drainage and flood risk at 
local authori�es. I confirm that this proof of evidence contains my true and professional 
opinions. 
 

2. Scope of Evidence 
2.1. HCC as the LLFA is a statutory consultee for all major development, with the scope of 

comments limited to the surface water drainage proposals. The primary focus is to ensure 
that flood risk is not increased to the site or any other loca�on, and that surface water 
drainage proposals are suitably sustainable in accordance with na�onal policy and best 
prac�ce guidance. 

2.2. The Na�onal Planning Policy Framework (para. 169) states: ‘Major developments should 
incorporate sustainable drainage systems unless there is clear evidence that this would be 
inappropriate. The systems used should: 
(a) take account of advice from the lead local flood authority; 
(b) have appropriate proposed minimum opera�onal standards; 
(c) have maintenance arrangements in place to ensure an acceptable standard of opera�on 
for the life�me of the development; and 
(d) where possible, provide mul�func�onal benefits.’ [CD 7-1] 
 

3. Ini�al Surface Water Drainage Proposals 
3.1. The surface water drainage strategy as originally proposed by Calcinoto (July 2022) relied on 

discharging runoff through infiltra�on to the ground via soakaways and permeable paving 
[CD 1-28].  

3.2. The LLFA commented that winter groundwater monitoring and infiltra�on tes�ng had not 
been undertaken in accordance with best prac�ce, and that the layout and calcula�ons 
should be revised following further ground inves�ga�on work. 

3.3. Infiltra�on tes�ng should be undertaken in accordance with BRE Digest 365 ‘Soakaway 
Design’, which requires the lowest infiltra�on rate from three successive tests in a pit at the 
loca�on and depth of proposed infiltra�on structures. Insufficient tes�ng was undertaken to 
establish an infiltra�on rate for the drainage design. [CD 9-11] 

3.4. Winter groundwater monitoring is required to ensure that an unsaturated zone of a 
minimum of one metre depth is retained beneath proposed infiltra�on structures, to ensure 



sufficient hydraulic and treatment capacity of those structures is realised (CIRIA C753, The 
SuDS Manual – Sec�on 8.3). Winter groundwater monitoring had not been undertaken.  

3.5. The results of infiltra�on tes�ng and winter groundwater monitoring are cri�cal for 
determining the sizes of infiltra�on structures, and therefore whether there is sufficient 
available space for infiltra�on structures within the layout of the proposed development. 
These results are therefore required as evidence of a suitable discharge loca�on for surface 
water runoff from the proposed development prior to any planning approval. 

3.6. As the strategy could not be confirmed as appropriate at the �me of the consulta�on 
response, an objec�on was made by the LLFA and other general requirements of the LLFA set 
out that may have been subject to change if the drainage strategy was significantly revised 
from the original proposals. 
 

4. Revised Surface Water Drainage Proposals 
4.1. A revised drainage strategy (114290/SWL/01, 11/7/23) was provided to the LLFA on 21/7/23, 

seeking a discharge of surface water runoff from the site to the foul sewer [CD 2-15].  
4.2. Further infiltra�on tes�ng had been undertaken, with suitable rates for infiltra�on found in 

some parts of the site but not others. A strategy relying on soakaways had been drawn up 
and subsequently discounted as the emptying �me was not quick enough during the design 
storm events. The proposal for two large soakaways may have contributed to the poor 
results, where more numerous smaller soakaways with a beter surface area to volume ra�o 
may have shown improved results. Groundwater levels were not confirmed however, so any 
infiltra�on or par�al infiltra�on strategy would require further evidence prior to planning 
approval. 

4.3. The proposal for a connec�on to the foul sewer was deemed necessary by the applicant as 
infiltra�on would not be viable and there was no known watercourse or surface water sewer 
available as a discharge loca�on for the site runoff.  

4.4. The water company had been contacted and ini�ally stated that there was no capacity in the 
foul sewer for surface water flows. Further correspondence shows that the water company 
would possibly be obliged to upgrade their infrastructure to allow for the proposed pumped 
flows of 2.0 l/s from the site into the public network, which requires developer contribu�ons 
and the securing of planning permission. Upgrades to the sewer network would only be 
considered by the water company once planning approval has been given, and could take 24 
months to implement. 
 

5. LLFA Review of the Revised Proposals 
5.1. The LLFA considered that the main issue at this site was the choice of discharge loca�on 

being the foul sewer, which is the least sustainable discharge loca�on as described by The 
Building Regula�ons 2010, Planning Prac�ce Guidance and CIRIA C753 The SuDS Manual 
(Appendix C). Water companies may have flood risk concerns regarding the extra loading to 
the sewerage infrastructure, including combined sewer overflows and treatment works. 

5.2. Paragraph: 056 Reference ID: 7-056-20220825 of the Planning Prac�ce Guidance states: 
‘Where possible, preference should be given to mul�-func�onal sustainable drainage 
systems, and to solu�ons that allow surface water to be discharged according to the 
following hierarchy of drainage op�ons: 
1. into the ground (infiltra�on); 
2. to a surface water body; 
3. to a surface water sewer, highway drain, or another drainage system; 
4. to a combined sewer.’ [CD 7-2] 



5.3. The foul sewer is specifically referred to in The SuDS Manual as an op�on that should not be 
considered for surface water drainage. Planning Prac�ce Guidance refers only to a combined 
sewer rather than a foul sewer [CD 9-12]. 

5.4. The Building Regula�ons do not specifically refer to a type of sewer in the hierarchy but do 
refer to combined (rather than foul) sewers in Approved Document H, and separate surface 
water and foul drainage systems being preferred more generally. The drainage proposals for 
the site do rely on separated systems, it is the discharge loca�on for both systems that is the 
same [CD 9-14]. 

5.5. The LLFA considered that the later infiltra�on test results should allow for infiltra�on 
drainage on the site, even if the whole site could not be drained by infiltra�on. This may 
allow for a reduced loading on the foul sewer if a connec�on was s�ll required to drain the 
remainder of the site. Further informa�on on peak groundwater levels would be required to 
support this strategy. 

5.6. The LLFA suggested that the highway drainage system adjacent to the site in Noads Way 
should be inves�gated as a poten�al discharge loca�on as it may rely on historic culverted 
land drainage. HCC Highways have since confirmed however that the piped system is in fact 
adopted and a connec�on from the site would probably not be permited. 

5.7. Correspondence rela�ng to a Highways issue (Bellamy Roberts, ITR/557/sk, 4/8/23) was 
provided to the LPA and uploaded to the website on 7/8/23. This document included a 
drawing �tled ‘Access’ (5577/002 A) showing the site boundary and highway boundary in 
rela�on to access details. The topographic survey can be seen on this drawing and shows a 
ditch feature within the eastern boundary of the site extending to the exis�ng footway in the 
highway (Appendix A). Evidence of this ditch has also been found on a HCC highway adop�on 
plan (Appendix B) – note that this ditch is not an adopted highway feature. 

5.8. Many ditches and minor watercourses are not shown on mapping of any kind, therefore the 
LLFA will o�en trust a statement by an applicant that there are no watercourses available as 
a discharge loca�on. However, if a discharge to a foul sewer is proposed, the LLFA will require 
further inves�ga�on into more sustainable discharge loca�ons. This is because the water 
company may be relying on the LLFA being sa�sfied that all other op�ons have been 
exhausted prior to giving approval for a connec�on to the foul sewer. 
 

6. Conclusions 
6.1. In summary, par�al infiltra�on (if not full infiltra�on) may be possible on this site with 

suitably designed soakaways, subject to peak groundwater levels not rising to within one 
metre of the base of any proposed infiltra�on structures.  

6.2. Should the infiltra�on proposal also rely on a connec�on to a foul sewer to fully drain the 
site, the LLFA would expect to see a strategy requiring atenua�on and a restricted discharge 
into the watercourse instead of the sewer. 

6.3. The whole site could also be drained at rates not exceeding greenfield runoff rates to a 
watercourse that exists within the site, a strategy that was not considered possible by the 
applicant in all previous correspondence. The LLFA would accept this as a drainage strategy if 
it is proposed by the applicant. 

6.4.  It is not an�cipated that a connec�on to the foul sewer will be required to drain surface 
water runoff from the site. 

  



Appendix A – Access plan from Bellamy Roberts correspondence 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Loca�on of ditch 



Appendix B – Excerpt from Highway Adop�on Plan for Noads Way, Dibden Purlieu 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Loca�on of ditch 



Appendix C – Excerpts from best prac�ce guidance 

Planning Prac�ce Guidance (htps://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-change#para56)  

 

 

 

 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-change#para56


CIRIA C753 The SuDS Manual 2015 – Sec�on 3.2.3 (p.41) 

 

 

The Building Regula�ons 2010 – Schedule 1 
(htps://www.legisla�on.gov.uk/uksi/2010/2214/schedule/1/made)  

 

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2010/2214/schedule/1/made

