HAVANT  BOROUGH  COUNCIL

Town & Country Planning Act 1990

Consultation on Planning Application

MEMORANDUM

	From:
Environmental Health 
	To:                  Development Control

	
	

	Our Ref:              DCS/EH/JPD/130215001
	Your Ref:
[As Application No.]

	
	

	Ext. No:
      6677
	Date:                 15/02/2013

	
	

	DC Case Officer:               Mr. Stephen Cantwell

	Application Number:        APP/12/00338

	Site Address:                    Dunsbury Hill Farm, Park Lane, Cowplain

	Proposed Development:  Hybrid planning application comprising a part outline application relating to employment uses and a hotel with conference facilities and a part detailed application for a new link road with bus gate to Woolston Road; together with landscaping, infrastructure and associated works.



Observations / Comments:

Air Quality

   The “Dunsbury Hill Farm, Summary for sid” document dated 08/01/13 states that the applicant is responding to Air Quality in parallel with the ASDA Roundabout Feasibility & Road Amendments.
   Nothing specific (with respect to air quality) has been submitted following my previous comments (to the best of my knowledge), however I have had opportunity to review the Atkins preliminary design report & traffic flow modelling.  

   The design appears to have been rigorously assessed & refined, and I would agree that it represents an optimum, when considered alongside location constraints, scheme feasibility / achievable performance, current conditions & projected performance under a ‘do minimum’ scenario.
   It is agreed that modelled flows appear much more balanced under TEMPRO Low growth (flow estimates) than under STRM, but it is also noted that errors presented under STRM scenarios in the report may have been incorporated in the initial AQ assessment AADT figures (highlighted in my previous response), and this may have been the source of discrepancies previously identified at this junction.  
   Development traffic accounting anomalies previously identified have not yet been addressed, however I had not previously indicated that re-assessment is essential to facilitate a means of addressing the air quality impacts resulting from this development.  It is also acknowledged that no National Air Quality Strategy objective values were projected to be breached, or are likely to be placed at risk of being breached as a direct result of development traffic contribution (to existing atmospheric pollutants).
   Being pragmatic, it is unlikely that any re-assessment would demonstrate a ‘significant adverse impact’, though existing assessments have shown minor adverse impacts, as previously stated, likely to represent a ‘best case’.  It would be difficult to design a scheme of mitigation that would influence specific locations shown to be adversely impacted; and broad ‘off-setting’ or other contributions were previously suggested in acknowledgement of this (i.e. contribution to ASDA junction improvements or air quality monitoring contribution etc.)  

   Contributions towards schemes that improve traffic flow efficiency & help to address existing / worsening / projected congestion issues are preferred to contributions toward monitoring.  These types of schemes may have a positive long-term impact on local concentrations of traffic borne atmospheric pollutants.
   The design scheme proposed is likely to significantly improve traffic flows at this key junction, and this will assist in reducing road traffic pollution at a junction identified by Environmental Health to be at risk of exceeding objective values in the foreseeable future.  
   With respect to the proposed scheme, it has not been made explicit in any of the newly submitted material whether this scheme will form part of the proposals, or whether this is simply a design aspiration towards which contributions are to be sought.  

   In either case, I would support the recognition of the traffic impact from the development upon this junction, both in terms of congestion and the consequent air quality impact; in the form of s106 aiming to ultimately secure the highways improvements at this location.

Ground Contamination 

  It is noted that my previous response was not sufficiently clear with respect to Ground Contamination.  This was due in large part to the referenced documents not being available, and in attempting to form an opinion based upon imprecise statements included in chapter 12 of the Environmental Statement  (i.e. statements made in the absence of distribution / source / sampling data, or the standards / risk assessment criteria against which comparisons have been made).
   I note from the Managing Consultant’s letter (on behalf of Atkins, dated 15/01/2013, ref: 5099849) that the applicant had apparently submitted a Geo-Interpretive report containing the information requested (investigation reports), along with the 2011 application.  
   Please note that I have not been able to locate this document, and it does not appear to be stored against the case in Meridio.  If Development Control has not stored a copy of this document, it will need to be re-submitted.

   The Managing Consultant’s letter also requests clarification on whether any further information is needed regarding clean values in respect of hot-spot identification; stating that it is their intention to investigate this as part of the contamination strategy (i.e. to be addressed at the reserved matters stage).
   Responding to this point directly; this is difficult to answer with confidence until reports are submitted for review.   Previous comments were made on the basis of section 12 of the Environmental Statement, which refers in broad terms to a lack of evidence of contamination (summary), but also “proposed mitigation measures” (12.10). 

   Section 12 contains no detail on whether the term “no contamination” refers to any elevated determinands (at all, beyond any reasonable estimates of background) or to any significant contamination (i.e. measured against a generic measure of significance).  These terms are similarly difficult to rely upon in the absence of basic SI details (presumably contained within the missing report). 

    My previous comments were made based upon the proposal put forward in 12.15 (of the ES), that “…that any pockets of contaminated land found during construction will be treated at the time and hence pose no further risk going forward.” 

    It is considered that this proposal (mitigation) falls somewhere between the condition requiring the submission of investigation data & strategy for dealing with identified risks, and the condition requiring that any unexpected contamination is appropriately dealt with.  

    At a minimum it is considered necessary to submit a proposed discovery strategy - i.e. a statement of what training / communication will be given to groundworks staff, what conditions [ground-workers] are expected report, who is on stand-by to inspect & assess any unusual ground conditions / possible contamination, what procedures will be put in place upon discovery (in terms of continuation of work, stockpiling, segregating & protecting materials etc.), sampling / screening to determine degree of contamination & appropriate treatment of materials etc.  The strategy should include detail on the decision making process for distinguishing ‘contaminated’ material from ‘clean’, but need not present a list of values below which material should be considered to be clean.
   The above strategy is considered to fall under part 3 of the ‘full’ site investigation condition (verification only required if any actions are taken under the strategy, or any other works deemed necessary following review of the investigation documents).  Actions under the discovery strategy will occur under both the ‘full’ site investigation condition, and the ‘unexpected contamination’ condition.

   With respect to the question (presented in the ‘Summary for Sid document) of whether the desk study is needed for the phase 1 infrastructure works; on the assumption that the section 12 of the ES is a faithful interpretation of the reports, I would be happy to support commencement of the enabling works in the absence of a review of the reports.  
   However, I am not asking for additional works at this stage, so similarly I do not envisage any difficulty for the applicant in submitting these documents prior to commencement of the enabling works, indeed they may already have done so.
   Given the reported conclusions of the investigation works (no significant contamination), and the relative lack of desk based information indicating the presence of potential sources, it is acknowledged that the risk of discovering a contamination source is low.  
   However, the purpose of the requested conditions (in line with the apparent recommendations of the relevant reports) is to address unexpected contamination.  The infrastructure / enabling works will involve substantial groundworks, and so it is reasonable to require that the ‘robust discovery strategy’ I referred to in my previous response, and outlined above; be in place for the entire outline area, encompassing both development phases & enabling works.
   I am not requesting that any additional assessment work be undertaken, or remediation be considered prior to commencement of the enabling works, simply that an agreed discovery strategy be in place as proposed by the applicant’s own consultants.  Satisfying the pre-commencement condition is therefore not expected to be an onerous task.

Ground Contamination Summary
· The requested reports have apparently been submitted to the Council by the applicant, but are not stored against the DC case.  Consequently, they are not available for review by Environmental Health.  I still require copies of these.

· It is considered that the conditions previously requested should apply to all development phases, and enabling works, and should therefore apply to the outline consent.  

· I am happy to include wording* amendment to allow a phased development to clarify possible confusion about pre-commencement compliance, or for the conditions to be included on all detailed / reserved matters applications.  It is considered more efficient to include the condition with allowance for phasing on the outline consent only.
· It is acknowledged that the applicant has already undertaken works toward satisfying the requested conditions

· To satisfy pre-commencement requirements of the proposed conditions, it is considered necessary to agree a contamination discovery strategy as outlined above.  This should include detail on the decision making process for distinguishing ‘contaminated’ material from ‘clean’, but need not present a list of values below which material should be considered to be clean.
       (* - suggested wording appended)

  I trust that this provides sufficient clarity – if you have any further queries, please don’t hesitate to contact me.
Best Regards
 [image: image1.jpg]



Jonathan Driver

Environmental Control Officer
Condition 1

Prior to the commencement of each phase of development approved by this planning permission (or such other date or stage in development as may be agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority), a scheme to deal with the risks associated with contamination of the site shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  That scheme shall include all of the following elements unless specifically excluded, in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

1. A desk study identifying:

· All previous uses

· potential contaminants associated with those uses.

· a conceptual model of the site indicating sources, pathways and receptors

· potentially unacceptable risks arising from contamination at the site.

2. A site investigation scheme based on previous investigation reports, for the purpose of provide informing an appropriate assessment of the risks to all receptors that may be affected, including those off site.

3. The results of the site investigation and risk assessment (2) and if appropriate, a method statement based on these results giving full details of the remediation measures required and how they are to be undertaken.

4. A verification report shall be prepared on completion of the remediation measures set out in (3) confirming that measures have been undertaken in accordance with the method statement and setting out measures for maintenance, further monitoring and reporting

All elements shall be adhered to unless agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

Reason: To prevent future site users, and buildings being exposed to unacceptable risks of harm arising from previous land uses, inclusive of filled land & soil gas,  and having due regard to policies and proposals E1 of the Hampshire County Structure plan 1996-2011 (Review), and DM10 of the Havant Borough Adopted Core Strategy (2011)

Condition 2
   [no phased development provision considered necessary]
