PRIVATE AND CONFIDENTIAL HAVANT BOROUGH
COUNCIL

15 AUG 2025
RECEIVED

Ref: APP/25/00512

Documents referenced for objection are;
Havant Core stralegy 2011 Policy {C5)

Havant noise policy

Environmental act 2021

Erviranmental protechon act 1990 (ERA 1990}

Maticnal planning policy framewark 2024 [NPPF)

Objection Grounds

wirpnmental impact {Polic 1: Protecting and
Envirgrimen

These plans conflict with policy, the site is next to a residential areas, this will affect local amenities, adding
a second car wash bay could heighten operational noise {e.g.. from water je1s, vacuums, dryers, or
machinery in the new plant room) and pollution risks, such as chemical runedf from detergents, oils, and
vehicle comaminants entering local drainage or watercourses. €511 requires developments to protect and
enhance the natural environment, preven! habitat fragmentation, control pollution {including naise and
fumes), and mainian biodwersily. The proposal lacks inadequate mitigation (e.r, noise barners

or wastewater (reatmen), | also have general environmental concerns with car wash exlensions, such as
harm to water quality and wildlife. The BF Petrol stations proposed planning has insufficient safequards
for surrounding homes and fails to protect .amenities.

A nonse assessment was completed by dBx acoushics, this was completed for the jet wash and not the Car
wash station, the assessment was done during the week in February 2024, it was done an the Southern
entrance onto Fark Lane nat Purbraok Way entrance, the weather was wet also, This s not a true
representation of when people choose ta wash their cars, most users pick good dry days, with clearmng
done at the weekend and in the evening when people have more free time. | believe this noise
assessment to be incomplete of all the data needed ta deliver a complete picture on the scale of the naise
expenenced by the current car wash, this assessment should be discounted for this application, there are
also elements in this noise assessment that | disagree with.

Proxim) I
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I ' e red about secondary effects {e.g., traffic novse from more vetucles), Il
- i concerns under €511 and €S20 (Transport and

PRIYVATE AND COMNFIDENTIAE

Havant's Core Strateqy Policy (511

Havant's Core strategy polcy (511 requires developments to control pollution, including noise, to protec
the nalural environment and residential amenities,,

Arcess Strategy}.
Potential issues: Higher noise from operations; pollution from runoff (chemicals/oils).
Policy requires: Prolect environment, control pollution, maintain biodiversity.

These plans conflict with this pelicy

Traffic Congestion and Highway Safety {Policy CS20: Transport and Acgess Stratedy)

The extension could increase vehicle queuing and traffic at the petrol station on Park Lane (a busy road),
exacerbating (ongestion, access issues, or safety risks for pedestrians and cyclists. C520 fullows a 'Reduce,
Marage, Invest' approach, requiring developments to avoid increasing congestion, imprave accessibility
via sustainable transport modes (e.g.. walking or public transport), and ensure safe highway operations,
The apgpbication doees not include a robust transport assessment showing no net increase in traffic impacts
ar provisigns far better site access/parking,

This plan fails to meet C20 policy.

Adverse impact pn Trafi and Highway Safety (NPPF Paragraphs 110-113]

The: NPPF reuires developments 1o ensure safe access, minimize transport impacts, and promate
sustainable transport optiens {paragraph 110).

The propasal increases traffic congestion, lacks adequate parking and compromises pedestrianseyclist
safety, il fails 10 meet NPPF paragraph 111, which states that development should be refused if transport
impacts are unacceptable, already existing congestion amplify these concemns,

There is no defined entrance or exit into BF garage and vehicles routinely drive where they want as the BP
garage also has air, water and 2 hoover station close to where the car wash exits wilt be, with traffic
coming in and out of both entrances and exits it means there is lack of control and direction n there, as a
pedestrian trying to cross the wide entrancesfexit it is already difficult as cars pull in and out the BP
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parage forecourt trying to navigate the already busy roads of Purbrook Way and Park Lane, crossing the
these entrances is dangerous as cars are just looking for a gap in the traffic, it is difficult to cross with a
pram and with small children, this is a fact | there is no traffic management controls in the BP petral

station forecourt, meaning it is currently an unsafe place 10 visi

MNPPF paragraph 110(b), requires safe and suitable access for all users, the BP petrol station at peak times
can become very dangerous for all users, adding more reasons 1o visit is unsate, We already have |ssues
with the new jet wash stations where people are queuing up Park Lane in their vehicles, it obstructs

driveways and is dangerous for other road users, especially as Park Lane entrance to garage is used as an

entrance and an e |

| have not seen any transpor assessment for dehiciencies (e.q., inadequate parking or access

"

arrangements) that these justify refusal under NPPF and Havant's transport policies

Potential issues: More queuing/traffic on Park Lane

The plans fail to meet C520 policy ‘Reduce, Manage, Invest’

Lack of High-Quality Design and Integration (Policy C516; High Quality Design)

The proposed extension (e.g., the new bay and plant room) appears utilitarian or poorly integrated with

the existing building and surrounding area, It may not meet CS16's requirements for susta nable, high
quality design that respects local character, enhances the public realm, and minmimizes visual or

environmental impacts, The policy emphasizes inclusive, well-cannected developments that reduce crime

opportunities and mitigate noise/pollution. It fails to blend with Bedhampton's character and lacks
features like screening to protect neighbouring views/outlook

Poor Design or Harm to Local Character [MPPF Paragraphs 126-135)

The MPPF emphasizes high-quality design that respects local character and context (paragraph 130),
Develapments should enhance the area’s visual and functional gquality, APP/25/00512 proposes a design
that is out of scale, uses inappropriate materials, and disrupts the local character, it contravenes NPPF
paragraph 130, which requires developments to be visually attractive and sympathetic to local character,
MPPF paragraph 134, states that poor design conflicting with local design policies should be retused.
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Potential issues: Poor integration with area.
Policies require: Sustainable design respecting local character, minimizing impacts.

The design is utilitarian without screening, It doesn’t enhance public realm.

Inefficient Resource Use angd Climate Change Mitigatrgn (Policy £514; Efficient Use
of Resources)

Car wash operations are waler and energy-intensive, and | feel the proposal does not incorporate
sustainable features like water recycling systems, energy-efficient equipment, or renewable energy
sources. (514 promotes efficient use of resources, reduced carbon emussions, and compliance with
standards like BREEAM for non residential dovelopmants, The application omits delals on how

the extension and Lhe new car washers will minimize waste, waler use, or greenhouse gas emissions (e.q.,
from increased operations). | believe it could contravene Lhes policy, with particularly broader concerns
about the environmental footprint of car washes in general,

Conflict with Climate Change and Sustainabilty Goals from the Environment Agt 2021

the Environment act 2021 promates sustainable development and cimate resihence, requiring
developments to align with environmental goals like carbon reduction and sustainable land use, the
application does not demonstrate measures o minimize carban emessions {e.q.. energy-efficient design,
renewabie energy use) or address ¢lirmate adaptation {e.qg., averheating risks), it fails to align with the Act's
cbjectives. The Act’s focus on enwirgnmental improvement and Havant's local plan policies on climate
change alsa make good reasons why this should not be approved, Unsustainable design or lack of ¢limate
adaptation measures (e.g. green infrastructure) makes the proposal incompatible with legal
requirements.

| have not seen any sustainability assessments or climate resilienca strategies in the application,
emphasizing non-compliance with the Act,

Potential issues: High water/energy use without sustainability features.
Poticies require; Efficient resources, reduced emissions {e.q, BREEAM),

There is no water recycling or energy-efficient measures, these plan cantravene Pollcy
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The Environment Act 20271 emphasizes biodiversity net gain, water quality, and environmental protection
Biodiversity Net Gain (RNG)

The Environment Act 2027 mandates that all planning permissions in England {with some exemptions)
deliver at least 10% bilodiversity net gain, meaning the development must leave the natural environment
in a measurably better state than before, this application does not include a robust Biodiversity Net
Gain Plan and fails to demonstrate a measurable 10% improvement in biodiversity (e.g., through habitat
creation or enhancement), it contravenes the Act.

There is no evidence of how the development achieves BNG, the insufficient measures justify
refusal.

The NPPF requires developments to deliver biodiversity net gain (BNG), ensuring a measurable
improvermnent in biodiversity (at least 10%, as mandated by the Environment Act 2021, which aligns with
MPPF policy).

APP/25/00512 lacks a robust BNG plan and fails to demonstrate a 10% iodiversity improvement, it
contravenes MRPF paragraph 180{c), which prioritizes enhancing the natural environment. For example,
the development involves remaving trees, hedgerows and habitats without adequate mitigation, so harms
local biodiversity. NPPF paragraph 185, reguires protecting and enhancing valued landscapes and sites of
bindiversity value. The proposal impacts protected habitats so it fails to comply with NPPF policies and
Havant's local biodiversity requirements.

I have not seen a BNG assessment and or mitigation measures

Impact an Water Quality (Mutrient Meutrality] The Environmental act 2021

The Environment Act 2027 strengthens protections Tor water quality, particularly in sensitive areas like
Havant, where nutrient neutrality is a oritical issue due to the impact of nitrogen on the Solent's protected
coastline, My concern is if the development increases nutrient levels (nitrogen or phosphorus) in local
walar bodies, it may fail to achieve nutrient neutrality, a legal requirement in Havant.

| have not seen a nutrient mitigation or nutrient neutrality assessment and | am worried of the lack
of insufficient measures the garage will have in place, so | am concerned that this could be
unlawful and non-compliant with the act and local policy.
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[nadequate Flood Risk Assessment The Environment Act 2021

The Environmental act 2021 requires consideration of dimate change impacts, including fload risk, which
is a significant concern in Havant due to its coastal location and vulnerability to tidal, fluvial, and surface
water flooding, the application lacks a comprehensive Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) and fails to address
future flood risks due to dimate change [e.g. sea level rise or ingrease rainfall), it does not comply with
the Act's emphasis on sustainable development. The development may increase flood risk to the site or
neighbouring homes, or fail to ensure safety over its lifetime, as reguired by national guidance,

Inadequate Flood Risk Managerment and Drainage (Policy €515: Flood and Ergsion Risk]

Although the flood risk at POS 3HQ is very low, increased hardstanding from the extension could raise
surface water runoff risks without proper Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDs). C515 directs development
away from flood-prone areas and requires no net increase in runoff, incorporating ¢limate-resilient
MEasures.

The proposal lacks a flood risk assessment or SuBS details, especially considering potentlal
pallution fram runoff, this is grounds for objection.

Inadequate Flood Risk Management, (MPPF Paragraphs 165-173}

Havant is highly vulnerable to flooding (tidal, fluvial, and surface water} due to its coastal location, The

MNPPF requires developments to avoid increasing flood risk and ensure resilience to climate change
(paragraphs 165-167).

APP/25/00512 lacks a comprehensive Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) and fails te address future flood risks
fe.g. sea level rise), | feel it contravenes MPPF paragraph 167, which mandates that developments be safe
for their lifetime without increasing flood risk elsewhere, The site facks sustainable drainage systems
{(Sul¥s). this is a valid ground for objection.

MPPF paragraph 162, which emphasizes dimate change adaptation, and Havant's local flood risk policies,
shows this planning reguest to have inadegquate flood mitigation which endangers residents and
contradicts sustainable development principles. The Environment Agency has previously objected to
Havant applications with deficient FRAs

Fotential issues: Increased runoff from hardstanding (low fload risk at site, but still relevant),

Palicies require: No net runoff increase, Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDSh

Mo flood assessment or Suls, it risks pollution/munoff.
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Harm to Protected Habitars or Species The Enwirgnment Act 2021

The Environment Act 2021 supports the protecton of biodiversity, the land around BP garage and
surrounding properties has slow worms, these are protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1987,
by extending the garage they risk losing their habitat and also there is risk of harm to the Slow warms,

Harrm 1o Protegted Habitats or Species (NPPF Paragraphs 18Q-18£)

The NPPF prignitizes the conservation of biodiversity, the development risks direct or indirect harm to
protected habitats or species fe.g.. through habitat loss ar recreational disturbance), it fails to meet NPPF
paragraph 180(a), which requires avoiding significant harm to biodiversity. Havant requires mitigation for
SPA impacts, and non-compliance

Evidence of mitlgation measures not supplied which vielates NPPF and local policy, risking harm to
protected species.

Irn | Amenities and Infrastr r FPF raphs 92-93

The NFFF promates healthy, inclusive communities by ensuring developrments support local services and
amenities without undue strain (paragraph 92),

The petral station has grown too big for the site. it already has four petrol pump stands, B pumps, 2 et
washes, 1 car wash | it has a washing machine station and a place you can pick up and drap off parcels, it
has lost its identily and although { am sure it is useful to peaple in the area the sirain Lhe residents around
the site are under dug to excessive traffic, excessive noise and light pollution

.1t is a statulory nuisance and | am wondering where this will all end. It is just planning
permission after planning permission, | fest o the company want to branch out as a vehicle cleaning
business they should buy another piece of land and dewvelop it for that, 4 vehicle cleaming stations on a
srmall peace of land is excessiva,

Referencing Havant Noise policy

Unacceprable Noise Impact on Residential Amenity (Policy ©516, DM 18]
Havant's Local Plan (Core Strategy) Policy £516 and [(Allocations) Policy DM18
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Require developments to ensure that residantial amenity is nat adversely affected by external noise levels,
such as traffic or operational noise. The NPRF (paragraph 185)
also seeks {0 prevent unacceptable noise impacts an health and guality of life,

APP/25/00%12 could generate excessive noise (e.g. from increased traffic and machinery operation, which
may cantravene Policies C516 and DM18. A recent Havant planning decision (January 2025) emphasized
protecting properties fram traffic noise, indicating strict enforcement of these policies.

The planning proposal lacks a robust noise impact assessment, the one submitted was for jet car wash
stalion, this was not done at my property for the car wash, i also lacks mitigation measures {e.q., acoustic
barriers, car wash in scaled enclasure} to protect nearby residents, violating Havant's policies and NPPF
paragraph 185

Traffic and operational noise, risks harming residential amenity. justifying refusal.

Traffic Meuse Exacerbation [Palicy €516, DM18)

Havant's naise palicies specifically address traffic noise as a key cancern, requiring developments to
mitigate impacts on tesidential areas. A recent planning condition for another Havant application was
amended to address noise level requirements, showing the counal’s focus on traffic noise mitigation,

APP/25/00512 could potentially increase traffic, il could patentially alse generate unacceptable noise
lewels or nearby residents, contravening Policies C516 and DM1B. Developments next to Bedhampton's
busy roads could amplify existing traffic noise issues.

MPPF paragraph 185 and Havant's precedent of imposing noise condiens (e.g., APP/24/00612) to proteqt
amerity. Lack of a transport assessment underestimales traffic noise or lacks mitigaticn and it fails to
meet local policy requirements. Nosse levels will harm residential amenity, so | would like to request
refusal or stricter conditions.

Impact on Solent's Protected Habitats (Poligy C516, NPPF Parggraph 180}

Havant's noise policies extend 1o protecting enviFnnmental amenity

Mon-Complia ith Statutory Nyjsance Reguiations (Eryirgnmental Protection Act 19901

Havant's noise policies are supported by the Environmentat Pratection Act 1990, which defines excessive
noise {rom premises as a slatutory nuisance, potentially leading to fines for businesses, APP/25/00512 will
introduce additional npise sources to an already noisy premises, that would be deemed a statulory
nursange, as it violates Havant's noise policies and the Ervirgnmental Protedtion Act, a development
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without rabust noise controls will disrupt nearbly residenls, Policy DM18 and the Environmental Protection
Act, emphasizes that frequent noise disturbances (e.q. loud music, machinery) can cause stress and iliness,
particularly in residential or ecologically sensitive areas. Leigh park/Havant/Bedhampton's lack of
nighttime monitoring increases the need for preemptive noise controls.

The propasal risks statutory nuisance, justifying refusal or stringent conditions.

Envirgnmental protection act 1990

Ref: APP/25/00512 The Environmental Protection Act 1980 (EPA 1990}, it says objections must focus on
material planning considerations related to environmental impacts, specifically those covered by the EP&
1990, such as statutory nuisances (e, naise, dust, odours, or pollution} that could harm human health or
the envirgnment, The EPA 1990 provides a framewark for contralling pollution and nuisances, which can
be linked to Havant's local planning policies {e.g., Local Plan Core Strategy Policy €516 and Allocations
Policy DM18} and the National Planning Policy Framework [MPPF, 2024, paragraph 185).

Statutory Muisange from Noise (EPA 1990, Sectign 79)

The EPA 1890 defines excessive noise from premises, vehicles, or machinery as a statutory nuisance if it
unreasonably interferes with the use or enjoyment of nearby proparties. Havant's Policy £516 and DMTB
require developments to mitigate noise impacts on residential and environmental amenity.

The BP petrol stations car wash generates significant noise from operations, the patral station itself
creates already a lot of noise throughout the day and at night and overnight, so it risks creating a further
statutory nuisance under Section 79 of the EPA 1990, The application lacks a robust noise impact
assessment and mitigation measures {e.g., acoustic barriers, restricted operating hours) to prevent
nuisance, violating the EPA 1930 and MPPF paragraph 185.

Current plan APPY25/00512 risks statutory nuisance, justifying refusal. Havant's lack of nighttime noise
monitoring, which heightens the need for pre-emptive contrals,

Qusl and Partiqulate Pollution from Congtrugtion (EPA 1390, Section 79)

The EPA 1990 identifies dust, grit, or other panticulates as potential statutory nuisances if 1they materially
aftecl nearby residents or the environment. Havant's policies require construction management glans to
minimize such impacts.

APF/25/00512 involves significant construction and lacks a construction management fHlan addressing
dust control, so may breach Section 79 of the EPA 1990, Dust could affect residents health,

EPA 1990's provisions on statutory nuisance and Havant's Policy DM18, which requires mitigation of
canstruction impacts.

| have seen no construction management plan specifying dust control measures (e.g., water

suppression, enclosed work areas). the propasal risks creating a statutory nuisance, warranting
refusal or stricter conditions.
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rarFu from Qperati PA 1990, Sectign 79}

The EPA 1990 classifies odours or fumes from premises as statutory nuisanges if they unreasonably affect
nearby properties, This is relevant tor this planned proposal

APP/25/00512 irnvolves activities likely 1o produce odours ar fumes, it potentially will contravene Section
79 without adequate mitigation {e.g., ventilation systems, odour cantral}. This is criticalin Leigh
Park/Bedhampton and Havant, where coastal breezes can Carry odaurs 1o residential or ecological areas,

The EP& 1990 and MPPF paragraph 185, reguires developments to avord adverse impacts an health and
qualty of life, The application lacks an adour assessment or mitigation plan and risks Statutory nuisance
and chemical pollutants could harm wildlife,

| have not seen an odour or air quality assessment, this missing assessment potential nuisances viclate the
EPA 1998 and Havant's policies, justilying refusal,

Water Pollutign Risk to Solent Ecgsysiems (EPA 1990, Section 79 and Part (Il

Havant's nutrienl neutrality requirements and Solent conservation efforts {e.g., Sulenl Seascape Project}
emphasize protecting water quality in the 5olent's SPAs and SACs.

APP/25/00512 risks water pallution through runoff fraem operational usage, s¢ may breach the EPA 1990
and Havant's policies on nutrient neatrality, For ingtance, increased nitrogen from residential
developrments could harm Solent habitats, as noted in the Solent State of Nature Report.

The EPA 1990's water pollution contrals link to MPPF paragraph 180 and Hawvant's Policy C516, which
prutect biodiversity. The absence of a nutrient neutrality assessment or runoff mirigation plan threatens

Solent sLosystems, violating environmental regulations.

I have not seen a water quality ar nutrient neutrality assessment, the proposal risks statutory
pollution undermining sclent conservation efforts, justifying refusal.

Inagequate Waste Management {EFA 1330, Fart 1}

The EPA 1990 regulates waste mananement to prevent environmental harm or nuisances (e.g, litter, illegal
durnping), Havant's policies require developments to manage waste respansibly to protect amenity and
the environment,

The proposal lacks a wasle managemetit plan fer construction or aperational phases and risks
erwironmental harm or ruisance, contravening the EPA 1990 and local policies so may breach Part |1 of the

EPA 1590

EFA 1990 link to Havant's Local Plan (516, DM18) and NPFPF paragraph 185 {noise, pollution) or
paragraph 180 (bindiversity). The EPA 1990's focus on statutory nuisances is highly relevant in Havant and
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Bedhampton area due to its residential density and proximity to Solent SPAs, Noise and pollution are
frequent concernsin planning decisions and for residents,

APP/25/00512 Conflicts with local development plan palicies {e.g. it affects Havant™s Local Plan on traffic
and environmental protection).

Highway safety and traffic issues {e.q., increased congestion from additional car wash bays at a petral
station).

Design, appearance, and layout (e.g. it wilt affect the visual character of the area).
Loss of privacy, daylight, and outlook for my property.

MNaoise, smells, and fumes {e.q. potential increase from the new plant roorn or car wash operations), Noise
is already at an unacceptable level with the current car wash and car wash dryer

Impact on conservation areas, trees, hedgerows, open spaces, or natural habitats.
Flood risk and drainage concerns
The site is near residential areas, potentially affecting local amenities,

Taking &ll this into consideratian 1 urge the council to refuse permission to the BP petral station for
APR/25/00512,

The BP Petrol station already has 3 wash stations for cars, a fourth ane is not needed and is excessive, the
local surrounding area already has plenty of other car washes that are not in residential areas.
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HAVANT BOROUGH
PRIVATE AND CONFIDENTIAL COUNCIL

15 AUG 2025
Objection to Planning Application APP/25/00512 RECEIVED

Date: 14/08/2025
To: Planning Development, Havant Borough Coundil, Public Service Plaza, Civic Centre Road, Havanl, PO9
2AX

Re: Application APR/25/0512, Fetral Filling Station, 97 Park Lane, Bedhampton

Drear Planning Team,

| obyject to the proposed extension with addition of two car washes al 97 Park Lane {APP/25/00512) due

to its potential noise impacl_ contravening Core Strategy

Pobicy €511 (Frotecting and Enhancing the Natural Emarcnment).

The Moise Impact Assessment {25044 - R0OT-5W) is nol 3 true representation of the affect the BF Petrol
Station’s extension will have this survey was completed at Lhe entrance 16 the garage on
the south side of Park Lan

the BP Petrol station's proposal ol having a second car wash should be rejected. there are
already 3 car washing station on this site and congestion on site is already bad due to no structured
entrance ar exit, adding mare reasons for vehicles to come on site is not a good decision, The noise the

Although a noise assessment was done it was completed on 3 wet February 2024 dunng the week, thisis
not & true reflection of peak usage which is on dry days in the evening and all day over the weekend and

bank helidays. This increase in noise will disrupt residennal amenity, ||| GTcTcTcNGEEEE
Y "< proposed mubigatian is

imadequate to comply with C511's reguirement ta contral pollution. Additionally, increased traffic from

the car wash may exacerbate noise and cangestion, conflicting with Policy €520 (Transport and Access

Strategy). | am also objecting to the extended hours the car wash plans to open, _

I urge the council to refuse this application or require rabust noise

MILGINO e sUCT a5 Ngn-penoinance acoustic barriers and to restrict operating hours to 10am-6pm to
protect residents.

See gdditional paperwork enclosed for my abjection grounds.

Please confirm receipt of this abjection and consider these concerns in your decision.
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