HAVANT  BOROUGH  COUNCIL

Town & Country Planning Act 1990

Consultation on Planning Application

MEMORANDUM

	From:
Environmental Health 
	To:                  Development Control

	
	

	Our Ref:              DCS/EH/JPD/130129001
	Your Ref:
[As Application Ref:]

	
	

	Ext. No:
      6677
	Date:                01/02/2013

	
	

	DC Case Officer:                 Sally Smith 

	Application Number:          APP/12/01322

	Site Address:                      Grainger Development Site Land West of, London Road, Waterlooville 

                                              [Grainger MDA South, Phase 2 Development Area]

	Proposed Development:    Discharge of Condition No/s 6(ii), 7, 10, 11, 14 and 18 of Outline Planning Permission 10/02862/OUT and Planning Permission APP/10/00828.



Observations / Comments:
   I have no comments to make with respect to the reserved matters, public sewers or drainage scheme.
   I have however reviewed the submitted CEMP and Environmental Desk Study (relevant to c.11 & c.7a, respectively).  It is noted from the Savills letter accompanying the application that although the application summary description does not differentiate, the applicant is seeking a partial discharge of c.7 in the form of a discharge of requirements under c.7(a), and the comments made here are made on that basis.
Mayer Brown Ground Condition Desk Top Study, Area 2 (Berewood). Ref_GTWVille6.2, November 2010
   The desk study identifies very few potential environmental risks, with only naturally elevated concentrations of metals (chromium), and potential for ground gas from natural strata being identified as potential sources.

   Metals have been identified in terms of risk to buried services, and whilst the report does not explicitly identify ‘at risk’ services, it is assumed that water supply pipework is the potential receptor.  Under the former WRAS guidance (2002, now withdrawn), I would concur with that conclusion.  However, I am aware that the guidance has been substantially revised, and whilst it is not currently available to me for review, it is believed that the requirements are now based upon risk of penetration (of pipework) and not solely the toxicity of the substance in question.

   It is considered unlikely under the revised guidance that Portsmouth Water would insist upon remedial measures, though some simple precautionary installation specifications might be made.  I therefore do not see a significant risk driver that would require further physical testing for metals for the purpose of protecting water supply service infrastructure; though if the applicant proceeds with sampling for the purpose of selecting suitable materials / specifications, or enters in to consultation with the service provider; it would be useful for Environmental Health to receive copies for completeness of records.
   The report recommends further site specific investigation, predominantly with respect to quantification of ground gas risk; but also states that further intrusive work is not required prior to the commencement of infrastructure works.  Given the nature and degree of identified risk, I would agree with this conclusion.

  Previous comments from Environmental Health have highlighted the presence of the Gas valve compound, and that the location of gas main-lines are not currently marked on HBC mapping.  Previous responses from Mayer Brown confirm that this is not a High-Pressure line as previously thought, but that the compound is instead a Medium>Low pressure step-down facility.   It is assumed that Mayer Brown will consult the operator & respect any easement requirements that may imposed; and Environmental Health will not therefore require any explicit information to confirm that the construction arrangements are appropriate.

   With respect to the partial discharge of condition 7 (i.e. c.7 part a; phase 2 area); I can confirm that I have no objections.
Mayer Brown Outline Construction Environmental Management Plan - P2 Infrastructure Works, Berewood, Waterlooville, Hampshire (Outline CEMP) Ref_GTWVille6.09A, December 2012
    I have reviewed the submitted CEMP, and note that some of the appendices remain marked as (phase 1 – primary infrastructure).  The CEMP is a framework document, and will only be fully developed upon completion of works.  It follows the same format as that previously approved, and Condition 11 only requires submission, not monitoring of progress.
   I therefore have no objections or adverse comments in relation to the full discharge of c.11 with respect to the Phase 2 area (Berewood).

Best Regards, [image: image1.jpg]



Jonathan Driver

Environmental Control Officer
