HAVANT  BOROUGH  COUNCIL

Town & Country Planning Act 1990

Consultation on Planning Application

MEMORANDUM

	From:
Environmental Health 
	To:                  Development Control

	
	

	Our Ref:              DCS/EH/JPD/120727001
	Your Ref:
[As Application No.]

	
	

	Ext. No:
      6677
	Date:                 27/07/2012

	
	

	DC Case Officer:               Steve Weaver

	Application Number:        APP/12/00491

	Site Address:                    4-10 Solent Road, Havant, Hants

	Proposed Development:  HYBRID APPLICATION: - Full planning permission for Phase 1 comprising up to 1243 sqm (gross internal) of Class B1c (light industry) and/or Class B2 (general industrial) and/or Class B8 use (storage and distribution), to include ancillary trade counters and B1a use (offices), with associated access, car parking and landscaping.  Outline planning permission for Phase 2 comprising up to 3388 sqm (gross internal) of Class B1c (light industry) and/or Class B2 (general industrial) and/or Class B8 use (storage and distribution), to include ancillary trade counters and B1a use (offices), with associated access and car parking.



Observations / Comments:

Ground Contamination

   Land associated with this application is at present occupied by Solent Glass, the out-of-use SSE building, and other various light industrial uses – thought to have included engineering works, foundry, metal fabrication, and electronics manufacture during their history.

   Glass, engineering & electronics works, foundry’s and metal fabrication / treatment works in particular are considered to represent potentially contaminating landuses, and it should be noted that the mapped extents of the SPZ1 coincide with the North-western portion of the proposed development site.

   Contrary to the statement provided with the application documents, the site is considered to be both sensitive in terms of groundwater resource, potentially contaminated, and subject to proposals (inclusive of a recommendation to provide a SUDS solution for SW management / roof runoff site) that may mobilise contamination present within on-site soils, and/or create / exacerbate other groundwater issues (turbidity).

   Similarly, the supplied ground contamination statement implies that Human health is automatically 'not of concern' where a commercial development is proposed within an equivalent use class to that already consented.  This is not considered to be a valid assumption, and it is the opinion of Environmental Health that any risks to human health should still be assessed.
   For these reasons, I would seek and appropriate assessment and quantitative risk assessment be prepared in relation to controlled waters, and also ideally require that development proceed under a watching brief for un-expected contamination – regardless of whether risks were ultimately shown to be significant (requiring remediation) or not.

   In addition to reviewing the environmental context of these proposals, alongside the statement provided, I have also read the consultation response provided by the Environment Agency.  As previously indicated, I fully endorse the EA’s comments & requested conditions, but would propose some minor amendments to expand the scope of the ‘reason’ for their application.  If Development Control were minded to grant consent for this scheme,  I would propose conditions as follows (text from HA/2012/112994/01-L01, 25/06/2012. Amendments shown in red text. Omission of conditions 1, 5 & 6 in the text below does not indicate disagreement with those proposed conditions, simply that these issues fall solely within the Environment Agency’s remit & no amendments are proposed by EH):
Condition 2

No development approved by this planning permission shall take place until a remediation strategy that includes the following components to deal with the risks associated with contamination of the site shall each be submitted to and approved, in writing, by the local planning authority:

1. A preliminary risk assessment which has identified:

· 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 (1) to provide information for a detailed assessment of the risk to all receptors that may be affected, including those off site.

3. The results of the site investigation and the detailed risk assessment referred to in (2) and, based on these, an options appraisal and remediation strategy giving full details of the remediation measures required and how they are to be undertaken.

4. A verification plan providing details of the data that will be collected in order to demonstrate that the works set out in the remediation strategy in (3) are complete and identifying any requirements for longer-term monitoring of pollutant linkages, maintenance and arrangements for contingency action.

Any changes to these components require the express written consent of the local planning authority. The scheme shall be implemented as approved.
 
Reasons:  

The site lies above the Lewes nodular chalk formation, a principal aquifer and within the groundwater Source Protection Zone 1 for the Bedhampton and Havant Springs water supply.  Contamination may be present at the site as a result of its historical use(s). Any contamination present may pose a risk groundwater underlying the site and potable supplies, and to the long-term health of future site occupiers.  This condition is in line with paragraphs 109 and 121 of NPPF, and 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 3

No occupation of any part of the permitted development shall take place until a verification report demonstrating completion of works set out in the approved remediation strategy and the effectiveness of the remediation shall be submitted to and approved, in writing, by the local planning authority. The report shall include results of sampling and monitoring carried out in accordance with the approved verification plan to demonstrate that the site remediation criteria have been met. It shall also include any plan (a “long-term monitoring and maintenance plan”) for longer-term monitoring of pollutant linkages, maintenance and arrangements for contingency action, as identified in the verification plan. The long-term monitoring and maintenance plan shall be implemented as approved.

 
Reasons:  

The site lies above the Lewes nodular chalk formation, a principal aquifer and within the groundwater Source Protection Zone 1 for the Bedhampton and Havant Springs water supply.  Contamination may be present at the site as a result of its historical use(s). Any contamination present may pose a risk groundwater underlying the site and potable supplies, and to the long-term health of future site occupiers.  This condition is in line with paragraphs 109 and 121 of NPPF, and 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 4 

If, during development, contamination not previously identified is found to be present at the site then no further development (unless otherwise agreed in writing with the local planning authority) shall be carried out until the developer has submitted a remediation strategy to the local planning authority detailing how this unsuspected contamination shall be dealt with and obtained written approval from the local planning authority. The remediation strategy shall be implemented as approved.

Reasons:  

The site lies above the Lewes nodular chalk formation, a principal aquifer and within the groundwater Source Protection Zone 1 for the Bedhampton and Havant Springs water supply.  Contamination may be present at the site as a result of its historical use(s). Any contamination present may pose a risk groundwater underlying the site and potable supplies, and to the long-term health of future site occupiers.  This condition is in line with paragraphs 109 and 121 of NPPF, and to policies and proposals E1 of the Hampshire County Structure plan 1996-2011 (Review), and DM10 of the Havant Borough Adopted Core Strategy (2011)
Air Quality
   The report claims a net reduction in road traffic production / attraction, and consequently a reduction in road traffic on the local road network.  This is an obvious consequence of a reduction in gross internal floorspace (of equivalent use class), used as a basis for these estimates from the TRICS database.  Whilst  the proposed 4631 sq. m internal floorspace represents a 13.2% reduction, The majority of the existing units are not currently in use, and have been out of use for a significant period. 

   In terms of traffic / trip rate generation on the local road network therefore, it is considered to represent an Increase in effective (in-use) floor space.  The increase in road traffic as a result of the proposals will however be relatively modest, and as it is understood from a planning perspective that the generation potential of the existing floorspace must be taken to be the baseline from which any impact is assessed, the (theoretical) impact can be regarded as low/positive for these specific proposals.
   It is known however that the developer is investigating the feasibility of other development within this locality, and it is therefore useful to state at this early stage that any future T&TA associated with related significant development (such as that currently within the pre-planning discussion stages) should include a formal assessment of air quality (based upon validated DMRB preferably), and must account for the real-terms increase when validating the model data (i.e. EXISITING flows must be used to derive correction factor, and then committed development [inclusive of the +195 AADT from this development, if consented] must be included in the future year / opening year flow estimates).

   As a note on parking standards - the David Tucker Associates Transport Statement acknowledges that the site is accessible by public transport from ‘a number of locations’.

   The ‘Hampshire Parking Strategy & Standards’ document states that “as a general rule, areas of high accessibility are served by at least six buses an hour within 500 metres and good cycling and pedestrian facilities. Developments in such accessible locations warrant less car parking than is shown under the maximum parking limit”
   It is considered that the development site benefits from good cycling & pedestrian facilities, and further noted that Havant Bus Station is 545m from the site (circa. 720m walking route), very close to the criteria for being highly accessible.  Even excluding the presence of the bus station, the report shows that up to 8 services per hour are available within 400m walking distance of the site.  I would agree therefore with the apparent conclusion that the site should be regarded as ‘accessible’, if not ‘highly accessible’.
   Despite this, the proposals adopt the maximum (non-accessible location) parking standard provision of 103 spaces, based upon the 1 space per 45 m2 (B1/B2) & 1 space per 90m2 (B8), with no scaling back based upon the accessibility of the site.  
   Considering the relatively modest AADT increase associated with this development (circa +195 vpd), I regard the provision of parking to be a policy issue in this case, as opposed to being materially significant for air quality.  However, I would re-iterate that this development is within an area that is becoming increasingly sensitive in terms of local air quality and that any discouragement of private car transport modes within this region would ultimately assist to alleviate pressure in terms of both emissions & congestion.
   If the development was on a more significant scale, I would be minded to push for a reduction in parking provision from the maximum permissible. 
Summary

   Environmental Health raise no objections, and propose no conditions in relation to this application on Air Quality grounds.  
   With regards ground contamination, planning condition no’s 1-6 proposed by the Environment Agency are fully endorsed, and the only proposed changes relate to the inclusion of human health issues within the reason / justification for condition No.’s  2, 3 & 4.

Best Regards
 [image: image1.jpg]



Jonathan Driver

Environmental Control Officer
