	



Planning Case Officer: Mr James Neave

County Planning
West Sussex County Council
County Hall
Chichester 
PO19 1RH							      9 October 2017

Dear Mr Neave,
OBJECTION submitted for and on behalf of CPRE Sussex to:
WSCC/036/17/WN

Southern Recycling Ltd

Barn North Of Maple Farm, Marches Road, Warnham, Horsham, West Sussex, RH12 3SL

Change of use of B8 (storage or distribution) with ancillary B1 (business) warehouse to tyre recycling facility (sui generis). Improvement of the existing vehicular access to Marches Road

CPRE Sussex objects to this application for the following reasons:
1.	Locations from which the waste tyres would be transported to the proposed tyre recycling facility, and over what distances the tyres would be transported are not disclosed in the application. Whether the proposed operation would be in compliance with West Sussex Waste Local Plan, April 2014 (WSWLP), Objective 5 and WSWLP paragraph 5.3.5, 6.2.7 and 8.9.2 cannot therefore be determined.
1.1	WSWLP, paragraph .5.3.5 stipulates that “The waste that is generated must be managed locally, where practicable and viable, reducing the need for the transportation of waste over long distances”.
1.1.1	WSWLP, paragraph 6.2.7 stipulates that “In recent years, large amounts of waste from adjoining authorities and elsewhere has been imported for disposal. However, it is not considered appropriate to make provision for the continued disposal of waste from outside West Sussex at those historic levels because such imports would conflict with the objective of net self-sufficiency at the county level and the waste should either be recycled or treated within those areas”
1.1.2	WSWLP, paragraph .8.9.2 stipulates that “The impact of transporting materials to and from waste sites is one of the most important concerns to communities. Every effort should be made to minimise the quantity of materials that have to be transported, the distance over which they must be transported, and, overall, to reduce reliance on road transport. The chosen method of transportation should be justified in a transport assessment”.
1.1.3	And WSWLP Strategic Objective 5 stipulates that “To make provision for new transfer, recycling and treatment facilities as close as possible to where the waste arises”.
1.2	Locations from which the waste tyres would be transported to the proposed tyre recycling facility, and over what distances the tyres would be transported are not disclosed in the application. Accordingly, whether the proposed operation would be in compliance with WSWLP Strategic Objective 5 and WSWLP paragraph 5.3.5, 6.2.7 and 8.9.2 cannot therefore be determined.
1.3	This information needs to be provided
2.	The applicant’s Planning and Transport Statement (PTS) refers to and quotes from the West Sussex Waste Local Plan (WSWLP), April 2014, but makes no mention of, and therefore takes no account of the Horsham District Planning Framework (HDPF), which was adopted in 2015, and relevant policies therein.  
2.1	The WSWLP states that account must be taken of local policies and strategies including District policies and strategies and their planning policy documents (WSWLP Chapter 4, page 2).  
2.2	Whether the application complies with HDPF policies is therefore an important consideration in the deciding of this application.
3.	Contrary to HDPF paragraph 9.13 and HDPF Policy 24, the application does not include an Air Quality Assessment. No consideration is given as to how emissions could be reduced or mitigated
3.1	HDPF paragraph 9.13 states that “The most common source of air pollution in Horsham District is from vehicle emissions. Due to the existing areas of poor air quality and the potential for traffic increases arising from new development the Council has taken the decision to declare the whole District an ‘Emission Reduction Area’. This means all developments in Horsham district must make reasonable endeavours to minimise emissions, and where necessary, offset the impact of that development on the environment.To provide further information on this issue, the Council has prepared the 'Planning Advice Document:Air Quality & Emissions Reduction'. This guidance recommends that all developments carry out an Air Quality Assessment, and sets out a range of locally specific measures to guide applicants on minimising and/or offset the emissions from new development, including the consideration of cumulative impacts”.
3.2	HDPF Policy 24 Strategic Policy: Environmental Protection, stipulates that “The high quality of the district’s environment will be protected through the planning process and the provision of local guidance documents. Taking into account any relevant Planning Guidance Documents, developments will be expected to minimise exposure to and the emission of pollutants including noise, odour, air and light pollution”.
4.	The information provided by the applicant is not sufficient for an assessment to be made of the level of disturbance to the environment and public amenity that the proposed scheme could or would cause. 

4.1	According to the ‘Planning and Transport Statement’, paragraph 3.5: “Given the physical separation of the application site from any neighbouring uses, and because the facility is only for the sorting and bulking of waste, the level of disturbance to the environment by itself and cumulatively is acceptable when measured against the fall back position of an unrestricted B8 use”.
4.2	Whether or not the level of disturbance to the environment by itself and cumulatively is truly acceptable is a very important planning consideration, as is recognised by WSWLP paragraphs 8.10.3 and 8.10.4 and WSWLP Policy W19.  
4.3	Unfortunately, the information provided by the applicant is not sufficient for an assessment to be made of the level of disturbance to the environment and public amenity that the proposed scheme could or would cause. For example, details of lighting are not given in the applicant’s bundle and the level of noise that could or would be generated by the proposed scheme is not considered.
5.	The applicant’s view that “the level of disturbance to the environment by itself and cumulatively is acceptable when measured against the fall back position of an unrestricted B8 use” (Planning and Transport Statement, paragraph 3.5) is untenable, as is made clear by the WSWLP.

5.1	WSWLP Policy W19 stipulates that 

	“Proposals for waste development will be permitted provided that: 
(a) lighting, noise, dust, odours and other emissions, including those arising from traffic, are controlled to the extent that there will not be an unacceptable impact on public health and amenity;” 

5.2.	The WSWLPadvises that 
“Paragraph 8.10.3 Public amenity is a general term used to describe people’s reasonable expectations for enjoyment of their surroundings. It can cover a range of issues from noise, odour, and disturbance, to perceptions of the possible health effects of development”. 

“Paragraph	8.10.4 Specific works can be undertaken to mitigate potential disturbance. Measures can include landscaping, sound attenuation, careful design of light sources (including avoidance of light pollution of the night sky) and restriction on working hours. The appropriate measures will depend on the characteristics of the proposal, the site, and the surrounding area”. 

5.3.	Note also WSWLP Strategic Objective 13: “To protect and, where possible, enhance the health and amenity of residents, businesses, and visitors”.
5.4	Note also that Policy 24 of the Horsham District Planning Framework (HDPF) stipulates that “
“developments will be expected to minimise exposure to and the emission of pollutants including noise, odour, air and light pollution”.
5.5	The view expressed by the applicant, that “the level of disturbance to the environment by itself and cumulatively is acceptable when measured against the fall back position of an unrestricted B8 use” (Planning and Transport Statement, paragraph 3.5) is therefore untenable.
6.	Details of lighting are not given in the applicant’s bundle and the level of noise that could or would be generated by the proposed scheme is not assessed. This information should be provided.
7.	How external lighting could or would impact on public amenity and health and an explanation of measures needed to mitigate potential disturbance needs to be assessed
7.1	Given that during winter months, operations at the facility would take place during hours of darkness it is inconceivable that any activity outside of the ‘barn’ could be undertaken, or indeed permitted, without external lighting. Presumably, too, there would be a need for security lighting. 
8.	The applicant’s Planning and Transport Statement, paragraph 3.8, advises that onsite “all sorting activities will take place within the barn which will control noise”. However, levels of noise that would be generated by “all sorting activities” inside the barn and over what distances from the barn noise would be audible is neither assessed nor disclosed.  
8.1	No mention is made of activities on-site outside of the barn that could or would generate noise.  
8.2	For example, would the HGVs, which according to the PTS, paragraph 2,4, would “attend the site the site to be loaded with tyres sold to be reprocessed” be loaded with tyres outside of the barn? Would forklift trucks be employed to load the tyres? Over what distances would these vehicles audio reversing alarms could or would be heard?  
8.3	This information should be provided.
9.	How activities at the proposed facility could or would impact on the designated Ancient Woodland adjoining the site (www.magic.defra.gov.uk/MagicMap.aspx) and any protected species either visiting or residing within the woodland needs to be assessed – and whether and what measures are needed to mitigate any potential harm determined.  
9.1	According to the PTS, paragraph 3.8: “The nearest site of biodiversity importance is the adjoining Ancient Woodland, but there is a 15m buffer to the site and the impact already occurs by reason of the lawful B8 use”.  
9.2	This advice is potentially misleading because the impact of the proposed scheme does not “already occur” and a 15m buffer or separation from the designated Ancient Woodland does not obviate the need for assessment to be made of how the proposed facility could or would impact on the Ancient Woodland and any protected species either visiting or residing within (e.g. bats).
9.3	Note the advice given in the WSWLP at paragraph 3.5.4:  
“The semi-natural and ancient woodlands are a nationally important and threatened habitat, and their existence over hundreds of years has preserved irreplaceable ecological and historical features; accordingly, they are protected by designation for that reason. Of the ancient woodlands, few large ones have survived and the remainder are small and scattered, other than in the extensive woodlands in some of the hilly parts of the County. Overall, ancient woodland accounts for about 10.5% of the land area of the County”.
9.4	Lighting and noise have the potential to cause harm; likewise any foul sewage and/or surface water run-off from the site and its hard surfaces including areas used for the parking and maneuvering of motor vehicles.
9.5.	Provisions for drainage at the site are omitted from the applicant’s Planning and Transport Statement. However, at Section 12. Assessment of Flood Risk of The ‘Application for Planning Permission. Town and Country’ completed by the applicant surface water will be disposed of by means of a soakaway. Would this water soak away to the Ancient Woodland?
10.	The WSWLP and HDPF make clear that although the landscape in which the site is located is not designated as a protected landscape, it is nevertheless of consequence.  Accordingly, an assessment is needed of how the proposed scheme could or would impact on the landscape and how any impacts could be mitigated, for example by the planting of trees, or by the creation of hedgerows along the curtilage of the site
10.1	The applicant’s PTS, paragraph 3.8 states that “The wider area is not designated as a protected landscape”, which may account for the lack of an assessment of how the proposed scheme could or would impact on the landscape and how any impacts could be mitigated, for example by the planting of trees, or by the creation of hedgerows along the curtilage of the site.
10.2	WSLP, paragraph 5.3.8 states that “In meeting the need for the management of waste, the landscape and townscape character of West Sussex will be maintained and, where possible, enhanced. The character, distinctiveness and sense of place of the main natural character areas in the County – the South Coast Plain, the South Downs, the Wealden Fringe/Wealden Greensand, the Low Weald, and the High Weald - will be reinforced and reflected in new development”. 

10.3	HDPF paragraph 9.5 states that “Areas that are outside designations are still important to the overall character of Horsham district, and it is highly valued by those who live and work here. The recent Landscape Capacity Assessment demonstrates that although much of the District is not a designated protected landscape, it has a limited capacity for development due to its rural and relatively unspoilt qualities. The landscape in some areas also acts as an important visual break separating smaller and larger settlements. The natural environment is also important to the economy, by providing 'services' such as flood protection, fuel sources, food, and help reduce the impact of climate change. It is therefore important that the attractive qualities of the District are retained, whilst accommodating change to meet the district’s wider social and economic objectives”.
10.4	As is made clear by the WSWLP and HDPF whilst the landscape in which the site is located is not designated as a protected landscape, it is nevertheless of consequence.  Accordingly, an assessment is needed of how the proposed scheme could or would impact on the landscape and how any impacts could be mitigated, for example by the planting of trees, or by the creation of hedgerows along the curtilage of the site.
11.	No mention is made in the applicant’s PTS of the facilities that would be required on site to meet the staffs’ need for lavatories and ablutions/hand washing during the proposed hours of operation, 06.00 to 18.00 Monday to Friday (60 hours) and 06.00 to 13.00 (7 hours) Saturdays (paragraph 2.4). . And none are shown on the applicant’s ‘Existing and Proposed Floor Plans’ and ‘Location and Block Plan’.
11.1	The PTS, paragraph 2.4, advises that the proposed operation would require 9 members of staff of whom “typically 4 staff” would “remain on site” and “4-5 staff” would operate a fleet of Sprinter style vans to collect tyres from commercial premises. 
11.2	At Section 11. Foul Sewage of The ‘Application for Planning Permission. Town and Country’ submitted by the applicant, the applicant indicates that foul sewage would be disposed of by unspecified means other than by mains sewer, septic tank, cess pit or package treatment plant.
11,3	Details of the facilities required on site to meet the staffs’ need for lavatories and ablutions/hand should be provided together with details of how foul sewage would be disposed of.  
11.4	This essential information should be provided.
To conclude, CPRE Sussex asks that the application be refused.
Yours faithfully,

R F Smith DPhil, BA (Hons), FRGS
Trustee CPRE Sussex
Copy to Director CPRE Sussex
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