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Observations / Comments:

   I have reviewed several of the supporting documents in detail, and would like to provide some comments with respect to Ground Contamination, Air Quality, and with respect to general amenity (smoke / flues).
   This site is relatively complex, so for convenience I have included report paragraph / section references where comments have been made – an annotated copy of each report is available, and the comments below are intended to serve as justification for my recommendations.  

   I have no objections to these proposals in principle, however the acceptability of the proposals is dependent on a number of environmental issues being adequately addressed through further investigation, design / specification, and the construction process.  There is a summary at the foot of this document where proposed conditions are outlined.

Ground Contamination (Geo-Environmental Ltd. Report Dated August 2012, Ref: GE8756/GIR)
(2.12)   I am in broad agreement with the GE’s assessment that chalk quarrying is unlikely to result in contamination of the site per-se, but that other on-site activities - inclusive of the coal yard, lime kilns, works, and infilled ground could pose a risk in terms of metal’s, PAH, hydrocarbons, organics, ground gas, and inorganic chemicals.
   It is evident from desk based information that tipping occurred in several phases, with base levelling (lower bench-steps) occurring between 1955 & 1969, and a complete infill of western portion of the site (deepest section) occurring between 1969 & 1982.  It is considered likely that this later period of fill was undertaken at the latter part of the date range, in direct association with the construction of the A3(M) carriageway.  As such, it is likely that fill in the western portion of the site has been compacted to engineering standards, and likely comprises earth spoils from road construction related excavations (i.e. lower risk than the identified ’54 - ‘69 fill area).
   Risks of PCB contamination from the extant (and operational) Electricity sub-station are agreed to be low, given it’s construction date (>1982), and the lack of reported leakage, or observed evidence of such.
(4.2 - Groundwater)   While the report concludes that water encountered within monitoring well D is more likely to be perched, rather than continuous with groundwater stored within the aquifer; it is noted that the logs of boreholes B, C & D are not available and WS5 did not prove the base of made ground.  Of the seven Window samples that proved the chalk strata, only 2 identified putty chalk. The remaining five window samples struck graded, structured chalk (as would be expected within a quarry base).  
   It is therefore considered possible that groundwater on site is continuous with the aquifer, and therefore possible that a migration pathway (to the SPZ1) might exist; which in the presence of a significant source would represent a pollutant linkage.  

   I also note that the report does not make recommendation as to the necessity for investigating the groundwater regime further, but does make recommendation for clean drilling techniques to prevent introducing preferential migration pathways (for pollutants present within made ground or at the surface).
(4.4 – Ground Gasses)   It is acknowledged that spot-sampling of ground gasses over the monitored period, within the highest risk area of the site, has not identified significant gas generation.  This is largely to be expected given the nature of made ground noted in the borehole logs, largely consisting of earth spoils.
(5.2 – Piled Foundations)   The report indicates that additional geotechnical investigation for pile design is necessary.  Clean Drilling techniques are recommended, and a CFA pile solution identified as a preferred solution (to minimise risk of pathway creation), subject to regulatory approval.  These measures are agreed as appropriate.

(5.3 – Floor Slabs)  The specification of suspended slabs is agreed as appropriate, and ventilated sub-floor voids are considered to offer some inherent protection against the ingress of soil gas / vapour into the living spaces of the proposed units.  However, no specific detail has been provided with respect to barrier systems for soil-gas & vapours, as this is largely dependent upon the continuing gas monitoring (proposed) and soil contamination testing (identified as an option).
(5.7 – Soakaways)   It is understood that the site storm-water drainage system comprises deep chambers (>6m depth), discharging into the chalk.  There potential issues with this:
· If car parking & access road areas are connected to the storm water system (discharging to soakaway), this system provides a directed preferential pathway to the chalk groundwater where contamination (leakage / spillage of automotive fuels & fluids both chronically, and as the result of collision) might be anticipated.  

· Solution features have been identified nearby, and it is acknowledged in the report that “solution features may be re-activated by the concentrated ingress of water from leaking drains or soakaways”.  Whilst the report concludes that any the risk of existing on-site solution features being present is substantially reduced (due to quarrying activities), it is noted that quarrying activities have not exhausted the un-saturated zone (where solution features might be expected to be present), and soakaways have been operational on site for in excess of 20 years. 
   It is considered that the risk of pollutant release as a result of road traffic collision would be greater on a residential access road (when compared with car parking areas), and that it may be appropriate to restrict soakaway use for storm-water control to roof-runoff only, or to require the use of interceptor chambers for road gulley runoff.  The Environment Agency should be consulted on the design & location of soakaways, and I would suggest that LPA approval of any proposed scheme should be required by condition to ensure that risks are minimised.

(6.6 – Soil Contamination vs. Site Workers)   This section deals with the soil contamination chemical sampling results.  While sampling undertaken to date does not indicate widespread gross contamination, localised contamination has been identified at levels that this section concludes may pose a risk to future residents and water resources.  The report acknowledges the spatial limitation of the current intrusive investigation, and therefore cannot rule out the presence of Asbestos within made ground, or by implication, the presence of ‘hot-spots’ of contamination elsewhere on the site.  Recommendations for the protection of site workers are considered appropriate.
(6.7 – Soil Contamination vs. End Users)  This section shows identified contamination relevant to human receptors to be present at relatively shallow depths (within 1m below ground level).   Three options are presented, including delineation of contaminated areas, and presumption of risk & installation of clean cover systems.  Cover systems would appear to be a preferred option, proposed for garden area’s only.

   Broadly, given the likelihood for PAH contamination to be derived from solid-form, and therefore less volatile; a clean cover system is in principle acceptable.  However given that the sample locations would appear to be at the periphery of the mapped locations of previous contaminative uses, and that the bulk of the Coal Yard use is located beneath existing structures (and therefore remains largely un-investigated); some additional sampling is considered necessary.  Judgements on whether the ground can be considered to be contaminated should be made on lateral zoning based upon either proposed landuse, previous landuse, or ideally account for both.  A trial pit exercise is likely to be adequate given the shallow depths to identified contamination.
   The components of the proposed cover scheme are broadly acceptable, however I would draw attention to:

· the depth of topsoil proposed (150mm) – it is considered that a minimum of 300mm over 150mm sub-soil is necessary to provide suitable root depth for common garden shrubs & small trees.

· The presumption that the properties will act as a barrier to volatile contaminants (no cover proposed beneath residential units) – the construction details & barrier systems are as yet undefined, and the available information is not yet considered to be sufficiently robust as to be confident that identified PAH’s are not liable to propagate harmful concentrations of vapour.

· The need to validate the implementation of any cover system agreed.

   The topsoil specification has been reviewed, and is considered appropriate.

(6.11 – Soil Contamination vs. Groundwater)  This section identifies leachable concentrations of B(a)P & TPH from soils within the made ground that exceed drinking water standards.  The proportion of clay / silt within the made ground is referred to as sufficient to break the migration pathway of these contaminants to the underlying chalk, however the fill material is also described as being sandy, and heterogeneous (with respect to the proportions of silt, clay and sand components); and there remains significant areas of fill that to date have not been investigated.

   It is not considered appropriate to base a decision on the need (or otherwise) for soil remediation on maximum recorded concentrations, and given the limited number of sample locations currently tested, it is not considered that sufficient data is available to provide estimates of concentrations appropriate for comparison with relevant standards (i.e. this may ultimately be a statistical estimate).  For that reason, the degree of exceedance is presently unclear, and given:

· the sensitivity of the groundwater environment (SPZ 1 of an important potable water resource)
· removal of hard-cover & proposals for soakaway use (potentially introducing drivers for leaching of contamination), and;
· the potential heterogeneity of fill materials (potentially negating the assumed low transmissivity in clayey infill) 

   It is considered necessary to obtain a formal opinion from the Environment Agency on the acceptability of the current assessment, and to retain a regulatory driver to ensure that the risks are adequately considered.  

   In consideration of all of these factors, the current position of Envirionmental Health is that additional sampling is necessary to determine the need (or otherwise) for a P20 (remedial targets worksheet for protection of controlled waters) type assessment likely to be necessary despite the 'no plausible pathway' conclusion.   
(6.17 – Groundwater Contamination vs. Controlled Waters)   The report concludes that further sampling and analysis of groundwater is inappropriate as remedial action is unlikely to be warranted in the absence of a specifically identified on-site source.  

   I agree that it would be inappropriate to require deep groundwater quality verification if there is no plausible source of contamination identified.  In the absence of an on-site source, any groundwater contamination could reasonably be assumed to originate from an off-site, and therefore would not fall under the responsibility (or indeed ability) of the applicant to address.  

   However this is dependent on sufficient soil samples having been taken across the site as a whole to be confident that no significant source exists on site. At present there remains some significant portions of the site that are of interest with respect to the depth & composition of fill / made ground, and the surface activities undertaken post landfill.  It is considered that additional sampling is required to improve confidence in the conclusions of the report.
(6.19 – Discovery Strategy)  The contamination discovery strategy has been reviewed, and is considered to be sufficiently robust.  I strongly advocate the need for the strategy to be in place, particularly for key stages of construction (such as the inspection of pile-arisings) for the purpose of verifying assumptions & conclusions made that are based upon necessarily limited site investigation data.
(7.0 – Recommendations)  The recommendations of the report include: 

· The construction of deep boreholes primarily for geotechnical purposes (to delineate fill area / depth profile & to support piled foundation design solution), 

· Further sampling, analysis and assessment of near-surface soils across the site (notably not highlighted as a proposed action in the text-body of the report),

· Groundwater sampling, analysis and risk assessment for controlled waters (notably highlighted in the report body as likely to be unnecessary, and not a preferred action)

· A further six-month period of monthly spot monitoring of soil gas.
  Turbidity issues are rightly highlighted for trial boreholes or structural piles penetrating upper chalk.   In addition to this, the report recommends several actions to be undertaken concurrently with-, or post-, construction phase.  These will be discussed further below alongside the main bullet points above.
   It is notable that some of the recommendations are somewhat at odds with the body of the report, although the inclusion of some of the proposals is welcomed given the sensitivity of this site.  Some recommendations are dependent upon the agreement of proposed strategies (namely the implementation of a clean cover system), and it is not explicitly stated whether the contamination discovery strategy includes further (geotechnical) exploratory works.

   In the context of the proposals, it would seem reasonable while undertaking deep trial boreholes for geotechnical design purposes to have a Geo-Environmental engineer present to inspect & screen arisings, and sample as necessary.  This would presumably be undertaken some time before commencement of construction, and would further inform the tentative conclusions already drawn from existing data.
  Similarly, the obtaining of groundwater samples would be useful to determine whether there is continuity between the Made Ground and the main Aquifer unit, and to identify whether there is any existing groundwater impact.  A relatively small area of the site has been investigated, and leachable concentrations have been identified within the made-ground; considering this alongside the physical characteristics of the site, I am not certain that sufficient evidence is yet available to confidently conclude that the made ground poses no risk to groundwater – though I acknowledge that the soil results obtained to date are relatively favourable.
  With respect to the assessment of the impact of industrial uses previously occupying the site; further near-surface analysis following demolition of the existing on-site structures is considered to be necessary. The existing investigation has primarily targeted the Made Ground / Fill, and to date the unknown commercial / industrial structure(s), Works unit, and Coal Depot areas remain largely un-investigated.  
   Whilst a cover system may well be a suitable mitigation for exposure, its specification should be based upon a reasonable factual knowledge of the near-surface soil conditions.  Water supply pipework specification & the need for vapour protection of dwellings may also be dependent upon this data.
  Continued gas monitoring from extant wells would also appear to be a sensible precaution owing to the inherent unreliability of spot-sampling techniques for a comprehensive characterisation of gassing regimes; despite favourable results obtained to date.

  Proposals for the Inspection & Validation of cover systems in landscaped areas is considered essential if this strategy is agreed – the specification of the scheme of validation would require agreement, and may include provision for individual plot validation; though this should not necessarily be regarded as the minimum requirement (i.e. a lesser standard may be appropriate).
   The certification of the chemical, physical & nutritional suitability of any sub-soil or topsoil to be imported should be verified whether it is to be used as part of a cover system or for more conventional soft-landscaping.  The topsoil verification should be documented and submitted to the council in either case, and would be regarded as an integral part of the validation / verification report (confirming the remedial strategy has been satisfactorily implemented).

   The “Imported Soil Specification” appended to the GE8756/GIR report has been reviewed, and is broadly agreed.  I would however query the “maximum stone content” quoted in the standard for sub-soil.  The standards presented imply that 100% aggregate could be permissible, as it does not set a maximum stone content threshold.
   In practice, I suspect that if the silt/soil/clay content is less than 20%, it is considered unlikely that N/P/K/Mg parameters specified could be met.  Results may be queried if the stone content in imported sub-soil test results indicates a value considered more characteristic of aggregate than of soil.  

   It is considered likely that the topsoil depth would need to be increased from 150mm to 250mm minimum if subsoil’s are predominantly aggregate (i.e. of no meaningful nutritional value to plants).  
Residential Travel Plan Framework (Bellamy Roberts LLP Report Dated March 2013 Ref: ITR/TB/4186/RTPF.2)
  This report is broadly relevant to the Air Quality, though is of diminished significance due to the net change in expected traffic flows as a direct result of the material change of use for the application site.  I have however reviewed the report, and would like to provide some comment for general information.   My comments should be viewed as secondary to those from consultees concerned with highways, transport & sustainability, but may be relevant to those areas.
(1.9)  This section states that there are existing bus stops within 350m of the site, and that the Institute of Highways and Transportation guidance document states that new development should be located so that public transport trips involve a walking distance of less than 400m to the nearest bus stop.  Whilst it is true to say that the nearest bus stop is within 350m walking distance from the site entrance, between 70% & 80% of properties fall outside the 400m criteria.    
   This is likely to be a technical point with reference to the application of the standards, and there is no doubt inherent flexibility within the guidance in respect of the distance recommendation.  

(1.12)  This section shows that proposed traffic generation is expected to result in a net reduction in both AM & PM peak period production / attraction of the application site.  

   No specific data is presented to support the assumed peak use periods of the local network, and it is noted that the subject site itself (in current use) may have a peak production / attraction that is not coincident with the local network peak, and that under the proposed use generated traffic may coincide more closely with local network flows.  However, the broad conclusion accords with expectation and is broadly agreed.

(5.2 & 5.3) This section concerns baseline survey, agreement of targets; verification consisting of annual surveys (over an implied five year period – see 6.1 of the report), and provision for additional actions in the event that targets are not shown to be met. It is however difficult to see how a more aggressive travel strategy could be structured in respect of this site that remains proportional to its scale.
   I am unsure whether HBC would realistically be looking to monitor the development long-term, or indeed would be willing to enforce in the event that targets are substantially missed.
   If the developer routinely follows this type of protocol, I would suggest that it might be more useful to see survey details (e.g. baseline / 3-month / 1st annual / 2nd annual) for a comparable development in order to take a view on the likelihood of strategy success from a factually supported (similar) example.
   If this data is not available, it would seem reasonable to conclude that either the impetus for annual surveys is lost where not required / enforced by the LPA, or that the proposal for on-going monitoring / management is being proposed with this application in order to mitigate likely travel behaviour that might be deemed contrary to policy.  
   This is considered to be primarily a Highways / Sustainability issue, and I expect this to be picked up by others.  
   From the perspective of Air Quality, the ‘take-home’ message is a "net reduction in PCU & HGV trips on an AADT basis"; which is broadly agreed to be a reasonable assessment.
Travel Assessment (Bellamy Roberts LLP Report Dated March 2013 Ref: ITR/TB/4186/TA.5)

  Contents & Conclusions broadly agreed, and considered a suitable basis for the Air Quality assessment.

Air Quality Assessment (WYG Planning & Environment Report Dated March 2013 Ref: A080809)

   The overview and scope of the Air Quality assessment was agreed with Environmental Health prior to being undertaken.
(3.2 - Table 2)  Errors noted, Results from Monitoring Tubes at New Road, Compton Court and Stakes Hill mislabelled in the table.  Ramblers Way was selected for validation / verification of the model, and this is correctly assigned within Table 2, along with correct values.  
Ramblers Way sample location has inconsistencies with the subject site, and its use as a validation point for a model that uses meteorological data is not ideal, however it was agreed to be the most appropriate validation data. Validation results need to be treated carefully, owing to the variation in context between the validation & subject sites; and owing to the inherent uncertainties introduced when validating to a single monitoring location.

(3.3 – Meteorology) Shoreham was selected as the nearest meteorological station considered broadly representative of the application site, for which data were available. This was agreed with Environmental Health in advance.  

It however worth noting that the site is approximately 34 miles East of Havant, compared with Southampton Airport (24 miles West).  Whilst detailed data may well not have been available for Southampton Airport, it is worth highlighting that annual summary wind-rose’s show a starkly different balance of Northerly, South-westerly & South-easterly winds in particular.  As the model relied heavily upon the wind data, it is simply worth highlighting the modelling uncertainty introduced with non-local wind data.  

(3.4 – Emission Sources)  It is agreed that minor road sources within the study area can be reasonably regarded as being included in the background component, and that it is the main / strategic / trunk roads that are the primary emissions sources for which consideration is required.  Traffic estimates for modelled road sources appear to be on the low side (compared with expectation – HBC or third-party estimates, based upon survey data & projected survey data, including TRADS), and road link definition described / shown in figure 1 is ambiguous / imprecise - e.g. slip roads are grouped, despite spatial separation (differential distance from receptors).    

   I have not sought to verify TRADS data, but it is noted that some A3(M) carriageway flow estimates are significantly lower than 2011 surveyed levels, possibly reflecting recessionary driver behaviour (i.e. an ‘artificially’ suppressed flow cf. more ‘typical’ demand).  This is a potentially relevant consideration when estimating likely future year exposure.
(5.0 – Assessment of Air Quality)  This section confirms the assessment to be based upon 2012 traffic flows, and the effects of existing traffic emissions sources on proposed new residential units.  

(5.1 Existing Traffic Flows) EFT 5.1.2 has been used for 2012 (existing) emissions rates, and while this section makes reference to future year predictions, it is noted that none are presented.  
(5.2 Background Concentrations) It is acknowledged that 2010 background concentrations are less conservative, but more realistic as a basis for assessment – especially as the study area assessment is reliant upon the background concentration component to account for the emissions from local roads not specifically modelled.

(5.3 – Model Verification)  The procedure for generating the model verification factor is in line with DEFRA recommended methodology for use in local air quality assessments.  The model is shown to be under-predicting concentrations (as is common).
   The report suggests that this under-prediction is likely due to the effects of “congestion and stop-start driving behaviour in the study area… [and] increased tailpipe emissions as traffic accelerates away from roundabouts and junctions”.  

   While these statements are likely true in relation to the study area, the validation point selected for validation is one that targets a road source characterised by relatively high-speed, free-flowing traffic; notably measuring from a position "up-prevailing-wind-direction" from the source road, with reference to the Shoreham data.

   If anything, the use of Ramblers Way as a validation point (whilst accepted to be the closest available / most appropriate) would be expected to lead to an under-estimation of emissions from the Portsdown Hill Road site, where the receptors are down-wind of the prevailing* south-westerly winds, and where local congestion / slow road junction traffic etc. might be expected to be more prevalent (as is suggested in the above presented explanation for the model under prediction).  (*- notwithstanding the significant portion of Northerly winds shown in the Shoreham data)
  The final (adjusted model produced data at all modelling locations falling within 25% of monitoring results as recommended in DEFRA guidance – however this is very likely to happen with a single point validation, as the measured data is the ‘anchor’ for adjustment of the (single) predicted concentration data-point against which it is being compared.

  For the reasons outlined above, this section is considered to demonstrate the model validation should be regarded with relatively wide margins of error, and likely to under-estimate the ‘true’ emissions at the modelled locations.  Please see appended plan for graphical representation of concentrations as presented in the report, for reference, and support of the conclusions & recommendations presented at the foot of this response.

(5.4 – Summary of Model Inputs)  It is noted that “Urban Road (Not London)” classification was used for the Road type – this may not appropriately represent both the urban B-roads (Such as Portsdown Hill Rd.), and strategic trunk roads.  The likely impact of this on the model output is unclear.

(5.5.1 – Traffic Assessment)  This section indicates that the maximum average exposure at a proposed residential unit is 38.46µg/m3 at units 72-78 (within the ‘noise barrier-block’ in the South-west portion of the site). 
   This section also emphasises that the assessment presents a worst case scenario, and makes a number of worst-case assumptions.  Whilst this is true for some parameters, worst case assumptions are countered a variety of ‘non-worst-case’ assumptions (e.g. validation), alongside (anecdotally) reduced traffic flows, for which there may be a variety of reasons - as outlined in 3.4 above.
   2010 factors were agreed prior to the assessment being undertaken as recent factors have repeatedly over-estimated emissions improvements and uptake of Euro 4, 5 & 6 standards within the on-road vehicle ‘fleet’.  I would suggest that these factors could reasonably be considered to be ‘more realistic’, as opposed to ‘strongly conservative’ estimates, which could be argued to be supported by the inherent under-prediction of the model despite the use of 2010 factors & background levels.  Note the report text states that 2010 factors were used for future year estimates only, and 2012 factors used for 2012 year.  This is either a typographical error in the report, or the conservative assumptions being referred to were not applied to the presented data.
(7.0 – Summary & Conclusions)  The significance of the effects of potential emissions from the construction phase has been assessed as ‘negligible’ following the adoption of appropriate mitigation measures, as recommend in the report. This assessment is considered to be reasonable, and the mitigation measures proposed are considered appropriate.  Standard conditions relating to the control of dust & to prevent the tracking of mud out on to the highway are considered suitable for the purpose of controlling construction phase emissions, and I expect this to be picked up in the usual way.

   I have dealt with the degree of conservatism built into the air quality modelling in the sections above – and largely for the reason of the introduction of non-conservative biases into the modelling process, I do not agree that it can be confidently stated that no modelled receptors [are likely to] experience NO2 concentrations in exceedance of the annual mean objective.  
   It is considered that the assessment demonstrates that the NO2 objective value is likely to fall within the range of modelling uncertainty (notably not defined within this assessment). If the true traffic flows are artificially suppressed due to temporary economic factors, or if the use of the single validation point or it’s own geographical / topographical context is likely to introduce an error greater than 4.004% (the margin between the maximum predicted concentration and the objective value); NO2 concentrations could become a significant issue in the foreseeable future.  
   As a result, the Western block of residential dwellings (Apartment A, No.’s 50-83) could become actionable under Local Air Quality Management (LAQM) responsibilities.  It would be very difficult to implement an action plan to improve the air quality at this location (should this become necessary) on local level (as the primary source would be a strategic national trunk road), and so the opportunity to ensure that unacceptable exposure does not occur is in the initial construction / specification of the scheme itself. 
Design & Access Statement (WYG Planning & Environment Report Dated March 2013 Ref: HL11008)
(4.0 – The Design Solution)  This section includes the text “A number of stainless steel flue chimneys are provided to the operational flues/fireplaces of the larger units and at other key locations to provide further visual interest”.
   There is concern with the use of “operational” flues for “fireplaces”, which in the absence of any more specific description are assumed to relate to proposed solid fuel appliances such as wood burning stoves &/or open fireplaces.  

   This site is not considered suitable for solid fuel appliances / open fires, as the site lies within a deep depression (chalk cliff faces noted to be circa 10m high) with a topography that places the steepest enclosure of the site to the north, ‘up-prevailing-wind’ (anecdotally South-westerly) of the development.  

  This gives rise to potential issues of smoke drifting across the highway, or regularly affecting existing properties at Pennant Hills.  There is also the potential under certain climatic conditions (localised temperature inversion etc.) for dispersion of smoke out or the former chalk pit to be very poor, and potentially causing a nuisance for proposed properties.  

   I am aware the Las Glass has raised the issue of noise pathways via the proposed stainless chimneys, but also note from the illustrative drawings that relatively few chimneys are proposed.  I am concerned however with the precedent of operational chimneys being consented, as Les has indicated that Environmental Health should (and in all likelihood would) object to a single household application for an operational flue if the local topography & aspect were similar to this application site; or indeed related to a property within this site at some point in the future.
  It follows that it is not useful to set a precedent for in principle approval within the former chalk-pit for operational flues serving solid fuel appliances or open fires, even if based upon their being a limited number.  Given the growing popularity of solid fuel burners, and increasing prices of gas & electricity, future applications for additional flues / chimneys is not unforeseeable, and may prove difficult to object to if allowed within the original permitted development.

  It is further noted that the stated reason for these features is to “provide further visual interest”, and that there is therefore no overriding need for the features to be necessarily operational.

Conclusions & Recommendations
1) Ground Contamination 

   It is considered that insufficient sampling has been undertaken on the application site to determine the requirement for, or specification of the proposed cover system.  The need for, and/or the parameters for the design & specification of gas / vapour protection of dwellings is similarly unclear in the absence of additional near surface sampling, in particular beneath the extant structures. In any event, the validation / verification of proposed cover systems (if and when agreed, and whether based upon an assumed or confirmed risk) & topsoil quality would need to be supported by a suitable condition.

   Further, there is insufficient information available at present to be confident that there is not / cannot be an impact to sensitive controlled waters arising from the deposition of waste materials / spoil, particularly given the necessity for some use of soakaway surface water management.  Additional intrusive works are already proposed for geotechnical purposed, and it is not considered particularly onerous to require that further soil / groundwater sampling is undertaken in conjunction with this work.

  I have no objection to the proposals on contamination grounds in principle, and if development control is minded to grant consent, I would propose the following conditions:  

    Condition 1

Prior to the commencement of the 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 identified potential contamination at 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 site investigation scheme based on previous investigation reports, for the purpose of informing an appropriate assessment of the risks to all receptors that may be affected, including those off site.

2. 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 or other risk mitigation measures required, and how they are to be undertaken.

3. A verification report or statement shall be prepared (as appropriate) on completion of the remediation or risk mitigation 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, buildings & key services being exposed to unacceptable risks of harm arising from previous land uses, inclusive of filled land, soil gas & vapours.  To ensure that potential risks to controlled waters are appropriately addressed, 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

If, during development, contamination not previously identified on site is found to be present, no further development shall be undertaken until a report has been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority detailing how that contamination is to be dealt with.  Unless otherwise agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority, all works outlined in the submitted report shall be adhered to.

Reason: To prevent future site users, buildings & key services being exposed to unacceptable risks of harm arising from previous land uses, inclusive of filled land, soil gas & vapours.  To ensure that potential risks to controlled waters are appropriately addressed, and having due regard to policy DM10 of the Havant Borough Adopted Core Strategy (2011)
Air Quality 

   It is considered that the air quality assessment demonstrates that the NO2 objective value is likely to fall within the range of modelling uncertainty for the model used & the assumptions inherent within its parameterisation & validation.

  Due to this, and other factors; it is not considered possible to be confident that the exposure of future residents of ‘Apartment A’ to atmospheric Nitrogen Dioxide is likely to fall within the Objective Limits into the foreseeable future.  

  It is considered that the only realistic opportunity to mitigate the risk of unacceptable exposure is at initial construction, through the installation of mechanical ventilation taking air from either:

· From roof level, located as close as practicable to the Eastern façade, or 

· From the vertical face of the Eastern façade 
   As such, I would be minded to object to these proposals in the absence of the following condition: 
    Condition 3 
i) No development hereby permitted shall commence (other than demolition and site preparation) until a detailed design & specification for a fresh air ventilation system has been submitted to, and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority (the ‘approved mitigation works’).  The systems shall be applicable to all floors of ‘Apartment A’, no.’s 50-83*.
* - As shown in the Key Plan to drawing no. PP1169/ 140-00

The ventilation system shall be of sufficient capacity to provide adequate ventilation with all openings (windows & doors) closed. 

The submitted specification shall include: 

a) the position of the fan box and / or air intake duct, to be located either at roof level or at the Eastern Façade, and; 

b) the ventilation standards to be achieved (i.e. as m3/min or air changes per hour (% total volume/hr)), with reference to CIBSE & HVCA recommendations

ii) All measures forming part of the approved mitigation works for the site shall be undertaken and fully adhered to, prior to occupation of the units.

Reason: to protect future occupants from the effects of locally elevated concentrations of Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2), and having due regard to policy DM10 of the Havant Borough Adopted Core Strategy (2011)
Note for Decision Notice: It is suggested that documentary evidence including receipts, invoices &/or guarantees (if applicable) in connection with the purchase & installation of the extraction system submitted to the Local Planning Authority in order to facilitate confirmation of compliance with this condition.

    A system of this type would additionally be very compatible with noise mitigation (achieving indoor noise standards whilst maintaining adequate ventilation), as well as fulfilling sustainability / carbon policies if specified to incorporate heat recovery (MVHR, as has typically been installed on other sites in Havant where air quality is a potential issue).  
Chimney’s / Flues

   Due to concerns raised over the significantly elevated potential for smoke nuisance from chimney’s / flue’s serving solid fuel appliances or open fireplaces; Environmental Health are minded to object to the installation of operational flues / chimneys.  There is no objection to their inclusion for decorative / aesthetic purposes.
   If development control is minded to grant consent for the proposed scheme, I would request the following condition be applied: 

    Condition 4

No flues / Chimneys installed shall be connected to solid fuel appliances or open fireplaces, unless specifically approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.
Reason: to prevent smoke nuisance affecting future residents, the residents of Pennant Hills, or to highway users on Portsdown Hill Road, and having due regard to policy DM10 of the Havant Borough Adopted Core Strategy (2011)
Best Regards
 [image: image1.jpg]



Jonathan Driver

Environmental Control Officer
[image: image2.emf]Based upon results presented in Table 9 of the WYG 

Air Quality Assessment, with assumed concentration at 

carriageway centrelines of 45 ug/m3 at strategic / trunk 

roads, and 35 ug/m3 at urban B-Roads, no assumption for 

minor roads.

Plan Scale      1:2350 

Tel :  +44 (023) 9244 6672

Fax : +44 (023) 9244 6659

E-mail:  ippc@havant .gov.uk
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