HAVANT  BOROUGH  COUNCIL

Town & Country Planning Act 1990

Consultation on Planning Application

MEMORANDUM

	From:
Environmental Health 
	To:                  Development Control

	
	

	Our Ref:              DCS/EH/JPD/130220001
	Your Ref:
[As Application Ref:]

	
	

	Ext. No:
      6677
	Date:                20/02/2013

	
	

	DC Case Officer:                 Aaron Wright

	Application Number:          APP/13/01222

	Site Address:                       Proposed Development Site, Manor Farm & Copseys Nursery, Hallett 
                                              Road, Havant 

	Proposed Development:     HYBRID APPLICATION: Incorporating a Full and Outline planning application for a total of 191 dwellings with access from Glenleigh Park, Hallett Road, Fifth Avenue and Blenheim Gardens.

Full planning application for Manor Farm for the erection of 91 dwellings; 59 open market units comprising 9No 5 bed, 38No 4 bed and 12No 3 bed houses and 32 affordable units (flats and houses) comprising 8No 3 bed, 18No 2 bed, 6No 1 bed units including storage building and bin store; and incorporating new pumping station and open space with play area and including the demolition of two dwelling houses.

Outline application for Copseys Nursery for the erection of 100 dwellings with 65 open market units comprising 9No 5 bed, 22No 4 bed, 27No 3 bed and 7No 2 bed houses and 35 affordable units comprising 5No 4 bed, 19No 3 bed and 11No 2 bed houses, public open space, allotments, farmers/vegetable market building and car park. 



Observations / Comments:

   Comments provided in this response relate only to air quality & ground contamination.  Information stored against the case on Acolaid indicates that EH was not on the consultation list, and while no comments are provided here with respect to housing standards, noise or light, this should not be taken to mean that there are no adverse comments.  
   I have allocated the application to Mike Smith to take a look at, but please be aware that comments might take a few days due to the delay in these proposals coming to our attention.  I am aware that the application is going to committee in mid-March, and I expect you to receive comments before this date.

Air Quality

   I have reviewed the GEM Air Quality Ltd. Assessment report ref: AQ0303 and the Vectos Transport Planning Traffic & Transportation Assessment report ref: 110029/R01 in some detail.  Annotated copies are available if required for justification of the conclusions drawn by Environmental Health in respect of traffic congestion and air quality.

   The reports appear to be based upon current, relevant, and good quality data.  Data has been verified where possible, and tested using different methods where appropriate to provide a measure of robustness. 
    The conclusions of both reports are that the development will not significantly adversely affect the functional capacity of any road junctions on the immediate or wider road network, and that queues at the level crossing at peak flow periods will similarly not be so significantly affected as to be materially detriment an existing impediment to the free-flow of traffic.

  Potential signal timing improvements have been identified at the Green Pond Corner signalised junction, through there are no proposals to implement these at this point.  

   The identified improvements have been clearly demonstrated to be likely to improve general flow at the junction, but they would not directly affect the issue of impeded traffic flow from Emsworth Rd. West>Southleigh Road, occasionally caused by the Warblington Level Crossing.  

   The implementation of improvements is however considered likely result in a net benefit in terms of traffic borne pollution reduction, and in perception of congestion at this location.  Given the result of the air quality assessment, it is not considered reasonable to require the implementation of the proposed alterations on air quality grounds, and I will leave it to Highways to take forward the various possibilities for use of s106 for funding transport & cycleway infrastructure.  

   The conclusions of both the GEM & Vectos reports are agreed, and I confirm that I have no adverse comments or objections with respect to air quality.

Ground Contamination

   The report makes clear that its conclusions should be read with caution as a result of the acknowledged ‘limited scope of the investigation’.
   The Wilson Bailey letter report summarises the results of a desk study & site walkover, and outline results from a pre-purchase site investigation, and a second phase of intrusive investigation in the South-western part of the site (farm complex), presumably following results of concern from the pre-purchase phase 1 works.

   Combined soil & gas monitoring standpipes have been installed in several boreholes, and some groundwater sampling results are presented.  No soil gas results are presented, and the report does not state explicitly that any sampling / monitoring has been undertaken.

   The site coverage by sampling features (Trial Pits & Boreholes) is good, and the sampling suite fairly comprehensive.

   The preliminary conceptual site model summary & qualitative risk assessment discounts the clay pit as a potential source of contamination, citing the noted variation in ground levels corresponding to it’s location, and suggestive of permanent lowering of ground levels.  I disagree that it is appropriate to make this assumption based upon the extant 500mm level-change between the general site level and the marked location of the pit, as a reasonably productive extraction pit would be expected to be deeper than this, and partial backfill cannot be ruled out.
   This area was however ‘targeted’ directly by at least one borehole & one trial pit, with two further trial pits located at its northern & southern demarcation.  Sampling also targeted the farm complex & fuel / chemical storage, and vehicle storage & maintenance areas which were identified as being potentially contaminating.

   Despite the ‘Ground Condtions’ summary stating that no visual or olfactory indications of ground contamination were noted as part of the fieldwork phase of the ground investigation, borehole logs note significant staining, strong hydrocarbon odour, and significant staining & strong hydrocarbon odour in BH9, BH6 & BH3 respectively (all corresponding to clayey gravels that likely comprise the “Secondary A” Aquifer).
   Physical samples taken for chemical analysis were almost exclusively taken from within 1m of existing ground level, with the exception of BH3, 6 & 7.  BH3 & BH6 samples for speciated hydrocarbons & BTEX were taken at depths corresponding to the staining / odour.
EH Opinion on Report Conclusions
Former Clay Pit

   Contrary to the conclusion of the report that the former clay pit is unlikely to have been backfilled, the intrusive features in the area have proven made ground to a depth of up to 1.1m below ground level.  Materials within the made ground are largely limited to natural aggregate, construction inerts (concrete, brick & tile) and earth spoils (worked clays / topsoil), and are not considered likely to pose a significant hazard.  

   TP8 did however report an un-estimated proportion of compost and timber. Even if this represents a small proportion of the fill material, and this still leaves a potential volume of fill of up to 7000m3 (7858m2 area x typical reported fill depth of 0.9m). Although it is considered likely that the pit is deepest at its easternmost extent (significantly reducing the fill volume estimate), there remains a soil gas generation potential.  

   I am in agreement with the conclusions of the report that there are no chemical hazards associated with this feature.

Farm Complex
   The report has highlighted staining & hydrocarbon odour within apparently natural clayey gravels & gravely, clayey sands within a relatively small area of the site associated with fuel storage, refuelling activities & vehicle maintenance.  

   Physical soil samples were taken from the visually impacted soils in 2 of 3 of the noted locations, and it is noted that the hydrocarbons identified tend to be in the heavier fraction (>C21), occurring in both the aliphatic & aromatic range – likely associated with diesel fuels.
   Although maximum concentrations recorded are close to respective screening values for residential scenario with plant uptake, the depth to the impacted strata is noted, and further, that the average concentration is not likely to exceed the screening values, based upon the location of the samples taken.  Based upon the visual & olfactory evidence I would have expected the values to be higher, but the results do not appear to bear this out.

   BTEX results all returned <LOD values, and it is noted that PAH samples have not been taken from within the impacted soils.  If diesel fuels are being degraded / eroded, it is possible that PAH could be significantly elevated, and similarly, that the impacted soils could be generating soil gas that could affect the proposed dwellings.

  It is also recognised that the site overlies a ‘Secondary A’ Aquifer. One groundwater sample from BH3 has returned values indicating saturation of groundwater with Aliphatic hydrocarbons in the range C10-C34.  for this reason, and the potential source area of some 1000m2 indicated by soils results), I have consulted with the Environment Agency as to the perceived significance of this as a receptor.  At the time of writing I am still awaiting a formal opinion.  

   Broadly speaking, from the perspective of human health, while the chemical sample results indicate the presence of contamination within the region of the farm complex (and to a lesser extent, elsewhere), the contamination is not so severe as to require remediation for human health purposes (i.e. levels do not exceed relevant screening values).  

   The significance in terms of controlled waters is yet to be determined, and this will largely depend upon the perception of the sensitivity of the aquifer by the relevant authority (the EA).
Conclusions & Recommendations
   A relatively small area of impacted natural strata has been identified in the region of the farm complex, and some groundwater contamination has been noted. 

   Some made ground / infilled ground has been noted with an area corresponding with a former clay pit.  Chemical samples do not identify any significant contamination; however some putrescible materials have been noted.     

   Given the availability of gas monitoring stand-pipes in the extant boreholes (in the vicinity of hydrocarbon impacted soils, and the area of made ground), it is not considered unreasonable to require an appropriate programme of soil gas monitoring to confirm the degree (or absence) of risk associated with these features.  

   The report further recommends that works proceed under a geo-environmental ‘watching brief’.  The site is largely considered to be uncontaminated, however, given the identified contamination within the farm complex, and made ground in the former clay pit; I would agree that this would be appropriate as the ‘most impacted’ soils may well not have been intercepted by the investigation trial pits / boreholes.  It is considered that the watching brief should take the form of a written, and robust ‘contamination discovery strategy’ that should be agreed in advance of the commencement of ground works.
   Considering this alongside the present uncertainty over the significance of groundwater at the site, I would recommend that both a full ‘site investigation / remediation’ condition, and an ‘unexpected contamination’ condition be applied to any consent the development control are minded to grant in relation to the detailed part of the application (wording has been tailored)

   Please note that no site investigation information has been submitted in relation to the Copseys Nursery site, and that I will require some ground contamination assessment at the reserved matters application stage relating to that area of the site.  
   Suggested wording for conditions to be applied to the detailed planning area (Manor Farm) is outlined below:

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 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 and buildings being exposed to unacceptable risks of harm arising from previous land uses, inclusive of filled land & soil gas.  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 and buildings being exposed to unacceptable risks of harm arising from previous land uses, inclusive of filled land & soil gas.  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)
   It is acknowledged that the report submitted with the hybrid application partially satisfies parts 1 & 2 of ‘Condition 1’ (above), however it is considered that an appropriate level of soil gas monitoring is still required under part 1, and that a robust contamination discovery strategy is required as ‘risk mitigation measures’ under part 2.
Best Regards, 
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Jonathan Driver

Environmental Control Officer
