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SUBM TTED BY : Ms Elizabeth Hogg
DATE SUBM TTED : 08/12/2025

COWENTS:

I wish to add additional points to ny previously subnitted

obj ection, nost notably around potential fire risks and associ ated
hazar ds;

Fuel Storage and Distribution is a Hazardous Qperation (DSEAR 2002
& Q| Storage Regul ations 2001) The proposed dev el opnent invol ves
the storage and handling of flamuable or conbustible fuels and is
therefore regul ated by: Dangerous Substances and Expl osive

At nospheres Regul ati ons 2002 (DSEAR) and Control of Pollution

(Gl Storage)

(Engl and) Regul ations 2001. These statutory controls confirmthe
site is independently hazardous even before considering

nei ghbouring risks. In addition, the neighbouring site usage
provi des additional hazards and risks which cannot be ignored and
further support the sites unsuitability for fuel storage operations;

The subni ssion only considers the hazards within its own site
boundary. It excludes any reference to the nei ghbouring premises, a
tyre storage and distribution facility that adjoins the site at the
boundary line. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)
requires decision-nakers to: "Avoid devel opnent that could create
unacceptable risks to public safety" (NPPF 97) and Consi der

"curmul ative effects arising fromnew devel opnent” (NPPF 174). By
failing to address the adjoining high-risk use, the subm ssion does
not provide the LPAwith the information needed to assess

cunul ative fire and safety risk as required under the NPPF.

Tyre Storage Recognised as a High-Ri sk Use (Environnmental
Permitting Regulations & Fire Preve ntion Guidance). The

nei ghbouring tyre warehouse is recognised as a high-risk operation
under: Environnental Permitting (England and Wal es) Regul ations
2016, Environnent Agency Fire Prevention Plan Guidance (2018) and
National Fire Chiefs Council (NFCC) Waste and Recycling Fires
Framewor k (2017-2023). This establishes that the nei ghbouring
facility is not a general commercial use but a statutory high-risk
envi ronnent .

Lack of conbined risk assessnent and Interaction with nei ghbouring

| and uses. A hazard arising fromtwo high-risk prem ses operating
side-by-side is clearly a "material consideration". The absence of
cross-boundary assessnent represents a failure of the applicant to
provi de i nformati on necessary for | awful decision-nmaking. Were
risks may inpact people outside the prem ses, "responsible persons”
nmust take reasonable steps to cooperate. There is no evidence in the
proposal of any cooperation or joint risk consideration between the
proposed fuel site and/or from Speedy Fuels and the existing tyre
war ehouse, despite both prem ses posing cross-boundary hazards.

In addition, having re read the proposals, | note the foll ow ng
om ssions or errors in the proposal
The "Sequential and Exception Test" part of the flood risk and



drai nage strategy is absent fromthe docunentation despite being
listed in the introduction

The flood risk assessnent contains incorrect information around the
use of the site - this states the proposal "conprises a new
conpressed natural gas (CNG heavi ng goods vehicle (HGV)

refuelling site with 12 dispensing punps, providing bio gas vehicle
fuel and associated parking infrastructure". However, the
description in the covering letter and on the planning site is "Ful
application for the proposed change of use fromservice station to a
fuel oil storage and

distribution facility including denolition of 2 no. existing
bui |l di ngs and a garage and the recl addi ng of the existing building,
installation of 8 no. fuel oil storage tanks and construction of
retaining structures, plus refurbishnent of hardstandi ng, car
parking and other associated works.". Also, across the proposal |
see no

nmention of CNG | do however note the nmention of tanks to store in
excess of 800,000 of fuel including diesel and kerosene.

It is widely acknow edged Speedy Fuel s began operating fromthe site
i n Decenber 2024 without planning pernission being granted and were
subsequently asked to cease operations. This prior behaviour and
now oni ssions and fundanental inaccuracies in the planning
docunentation highlights the disregard for what are unacceptable
risks to the environnent, public health, highway safety and
residential amenity. The conbination of flood risk, fuel spil

danger, heavy-vehicle novenents, and harmto Charvil Country Park
makes this devel opnent entirely inappropriate for the |ocation

I once again request that planning application 252782 be refused in
the interests of public safety, environmental protection and
| ong-term sustainability.



