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COWENTS:

bj ection on Grounds of Conbined Fire and Safety Ri sk Arising from
Adj acent Hi gh-Hazard Uses

I wish to submit a fornmal objection to the proposed devel opnent on
the basis that the health and safety information provided assesses
the site in isolation and does not address the material conbined
risk created by its imediate proxinity to an existing
high-fire-load operation. This omnission prevents the Local Pl anning
Authority (LPA) fromdischarging its duties under planning

| egi sl ati on and nati onal

policy.

1. Failure to Assess Cunul ative and Adjacent Hazards (NPPF -
Sections 97 & 174)

The applicant's subm ssion considers only the hazards within its own
site boundary. It excludes any reference to the nei ghbouring
prenmises, a tyre storage and distribution fa cility that adjoins the
site at the boundary line.

The National Planning Policy Franework (NPPF) requires

deci si on-mekers to:

- "Avoi d devel opnent that could create unacceptable risks to public
safety" (NPPF 97).

- Consider "cunul ative effects arising fromnew devel opnent” (NPPF
174).

By failing to address the adjoining high-risk use, the subm ssion
does not provide the LPA with the infornmati on needed to assess
cunul ative fire and safety risk as required under the NPPF.

2. Tyre Storage Recognised as a High-Ri sk Use (Environnmenta
Permitting Regulations & Fire Prevention Qui dance)

The nei ghbouring tyre warehouse is recogni sed as a high-risk
operation under

- Environnmental Permitting (England and Wal es) Regul ati ons 2016,
Schedule 1 (activities involv ing conbustible waste).

- Environment Agency Fire Prevention Plan Gui dance (2018), which
identifies tyre storage as requiring strict fire separation and
mtigation due to extrene heat rel ease, toxic snoke, and difficulty
of extingui shnent.

- National Fire Chiefs Council (NFCC) Waste and Recycling Fires
Framewor k (2017-2023), highlighting tyres as high fire-Iloading
materials requiring elevated controls.

This establishes that the neighbouring facility is not a genera
conmer ci al use but a statutory high-risk environnent.

3. Fuel Storage and Distribution is a Hazardous Operation (DSEAR
2002 & Q| Storage Regul ati ons 2001)

The proposed devel opnent invol ves the storage and handling of

fl ammabl e or conbustible fuels and is therefore regul ated by:

- Dangerou s Substances and Expl osi ve At nospheres Regul ati ons 2002
(DSEAR) - requiring identification and mtigation of explosion and
fire risks.

- Control of Pollution (Gl Storage) (England) Regul ati ons 2001

- controlling the storage of oils above specified vol unes.

These statutory controls confirmthe site is independently hazardous



even before considering nei ghbouring risks.

4. Conbi ned Ri sk Not Assessed - Contrary to Legal Duties Under the
Town and Country Pl anni ng Act 1990

Under Section 70(2) of the Town and Country Pl anning Act 1990
(TCPA) and Section 38(6) of the Planning and Conpul sory

Purchase Act 2004, the LPA nust consider all material planning
consi derations, which

i ncl ude:

- Public safety

-Fire risk

- Interaction wth neighbouring | 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 provide infornmation necessary for |aw ul

deci si on- naki ng.

5. Regulatory Reform (Fire Safety) Order 2005 - Lack of
Inter-Prenises Coordination

The Regul atory Reform (Fire Safety) Order 2005, Articles 8 and 9,
require that fire risks to rel evant persons are assessed and reduced
so far as reasonably practicabl e.

Where risks may i npact people outside the prem ses, responsible
persons nust take reasonabl e steps to cooperate.

There is no evidence of any cooperation or joint risk consideration
bet ween the proposed fuel site and the existing tyre warehouse,
despite both prem ses posing credible cross-boundary hazards.

6. Conclusion - Application Is Inconplete and Unsafe to Approve
G ven that:

- Both operations are legally recognised high-risk uses,

- They share a boundary,

- The applicant has not assessed the conbined or cunul ative ri sk,

- And statutory planning policy requires such risk to be understood
before pernission is granted,

the application does not provide sufficient information to
denonstrate safety or conpliance with national policy, and therefore
cannot be lawfully approved in its current form

| respectfully request refuse of the application or require the
applicant to produce an i ndependent, conprehensive cross-boundary
fire and safety risk assessnent that evaluates and nitigates the
conbi ned hazards created by both operations.



