HAVANT  BOROUGH  COUNCIL

Town & Country Planning Act 1990

Consultation on Planning Application

MEMORANDUM

	From:
Environmental Health 
	To:                  Development Control

	
	

	Our Ref:              DCS/EH/JPD/121018001
	Your Ref:
APP/12/00958

	
	

	Ext. No:
      6677
	Date:                 18/10/2012

	
	

	DC Case Officer:               Mr. Richard Nash

	Application Number:        APP/12/00958

	Site Address:                    9-11 St. Georges Walk, Waterlooville, PO7 7TU

	Proposed Development:  Outline application for construction of a part 2.5, part 3.5 storey building

comprising 13No. 1 and 2 bed apartments following demolition of No's 9 and 11 St Georges Walk.



Observations / Comments:

   I have reviewed the application details & supporting information, and would like to provide comment with respect to ground contamination (only).  Mark Moss has been allocated this application for comments regarding nuisance / accommodation standards / light pollution / business hours etc., and will respond under separate cover.

Site History

  I note that the application form states that the land encompassed by the red-line development area is not suspected to be contaminated.  
  I have checked this area against our environmental information data, and note that whilst the building at #9 St. Georges Walk appears to have been in place since at least 1870, the building at #11 is much more recent.  The plot now comprising #11 was previously developed by 1870, and the use of that building is unknown.

   Adjacent to #11, a brick field is indicated.  Given it’s edge-of-town location, and description as ‘field’ (cf. ‘yard’), it is considered possible that this site may have been used for manufacture of bricks.  This site might therefore be associated with combustion residues & metals contamination, although no formal kiln is marked.

  This feature is marked as a brick yard in later mapping, from 1879, suggesting that it was probably being used at this time as a storage / retail operation, as opposed to manufacture.  It’s period of operation (i.e. length of time the site was operating prior to 1870) is unknown.  It was not marked on the 1898 mapping, though it’s configuration remained unchanged, and the site was sub-divided and partially redeveloped by 1909.  
   Additional buildings were added by 1932, and the site is marked as a mortuary in 1961, though this use appears likely to have undertaken at the site since 1932, if not earlier (1909).    Mortuary use is considered to be potentially contaminating, though it is recognised that few associated chemicals are persistent, or pose a chronic health risk in the long term (with the exception of borax, and heavy metals).   It is unknown whether burials were associated with the mortuary site, carrying a potential microbiological / viral risk.

   It is acknowledged that the proposed development site was in use throughout the period of available mapping, broadly with present boundaries.  As such, any contamination risk at the site would be as a result of migration from the adjacent site.

Summary Assessment

· The proposed development includes only a very small proportion of soft landscaping, 

· Proposals include provision for commercial use only at ground floor level, 

· Despite the site being adjacent, the mortuary buildings / structures (i.e. likely storage / usage areas for chemicals) were are located a minimum of 25m from the existing buildings 

· The adjacent site is likely to have last been used for brick manufacture some 130 years ago, providing a long period of time for dilution & degradation processes to occur.

   For these reasons, it is considered unlikely that any unacceptable ground contamination will exist on the proposed development site (though some detectable residual contamination may exist from the activities on the adjacent site, or within made ground from the later redevelopment of #11).
   Given this likelihood, it is not considered reasonable to require a site investigation given the low-risk nature of the proposed structure.  

   I can therefore confirm that I have no adverse comment with respect to this application on grounds of soil contamination.

Best Regards, 
[image: image1.jpg]



Jonathan Driver

Environmental Control Officer
