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10 May 2010
Dear Mr Johnson,

      Please find enclosed our comments and objections relating to planning application 84065/10. 

Comments.

Application form.
i) Part 6 - “is new pedestrian access planned” is marked as “no”. In fact, 2 new stiles are proposed connecting the proposed footpath detour to public rights of way.


ii) Part 15 - “land where contamination is suspected” is marked as “no”. However, the owner, agent, council, and Environment Agency are aware of potential contamination of the quarry buttress, therefore this current application is incorrect.

iii) Part 20 states that only 3 employees currently work at the quarry. This seems to be an admission that the 20 vehicles registered in 2007 by the Department for Transport are not carrying out work related to the quarry and hence are not covered by planning authorisation. 

iv) Part 22 – the extension area is quoted to be 8.6 HA. The area (boundary to boundary) of the extension is 9.2 HA and the current quarry is 12.1 HA giving a total of 21.3 HA.

v) Part 25 Certificate A– has been amended incorrectly (it makes no sense).

vi) Part 25 Agricultural Holding Certificate part B– has been amended incorrectly (it makes no sense).

vii) Part 26 the correct fee box is marked as N/A.  The applicant has not paid for this application, stating that it as resubmission of application 80931/08. To be considered a resubmission the application must be “of the same character or description on the same site by the same applicant”. The site boundary for application 84065/10 has been altered therefore either the boundary should be changed to reflect application 80931/08 or the correct fee should be paid.

viii) Part 31 – States that this is the extension of a working quarry. This is not the case no quarrying has taken place on this site since 2006.

ix) Part 75 – The figures given do not reflect the information provided in Section 12, Traffic.

Section 4 Planning Context and Need
i) Paragraph 4.3.7 states that “Mineral extraction need not be inappropriate development: it need not conflict with the purposes of including land in Green Belts”. The application neglects to refer to these other requirements of PPG2.

The extract below describes the objectives of designating land as green belt, and it is clear that this application, by virtue of the increase in traffic and the change in the land form, will result in significant negative impacts on the following issues.

Extract from PPG2 section1.6 – 

Once Green Belts have been defined, the use of land in them has a positive role to play in

fulfilling the following objectives:

· to provide opportunities for access to the open countryside for the urban population;

· to retain attractive landscapes, and enhance landscapes, near to where people live;

Once land has been designated as green belt, protection of the land is to be considered to be paramount.
Extract from PPG2 section 1.7 -
The purposes of including land in Green Belts are of paramount importance to their continued protection, and should take precedence over the land use objectives.
Paragraph 4.3.8 suggests that “the fact that the area is green belt does not preclude the sighting of a quarry here”. This is correct but PPG2 states clearly as follows;  
PPG2 Section 3.2 
Inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt. It is for the applicant to show why permission should be granted. Very special circumstances to justify inappropriate development will not exist unless the harm by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by other considerations. In view of the presumption against inappropriate development, the Secretary of State will attach substantial weight to the harm to the Green Belt when considering any planning application or appeal concerning such development.

This proposal clearly harms this beautiful area but the applicant has not demonstrated any very special circumstance to justify its’ approval. If we analyse the proposed quarry output


                    880,000 tonnes of block stone.

More than 2,000,000 tonnes of crushed rock.

                    560,000 tonnes of shale (280,000 tonnes retained for restoration purposes).
The quarry seeks to produce block stone, but in doing this much of the stone yielded is only suitable for generating aggregate. 
Government legislation requires that each region maintains stocks of important minerals (sand, gravel, & aggregates).

These important minerals do not include block stone so the only potentially important product from the quarry is the crushed rock & shale. 
This extract from MPS1 describes the requirements for landbanks –

4.1 MPAs should use the length of the landbank in its area as an indicator of when new

permissions for aggregates extraction are likely to be needed. The landbank indicators

are at least 7 years for sand and gravel and at least 10 years for crushed rock.

The following extract from MINUTES OF MEETING - North West RAWP Annual Meeting 2nd December 2008 is the latest information we are able to locate relating to the landbanks.
Landbanks: Crushed Rock: 33.28 years as at 31/12/2007. This is in comparison to 33.20 years as at 31/12/2006.
The current status of the landbank is more than 3 times the required level and it is increasing. 

So there is no demonstrable “very special circumstance” to justify this inappropriate development in the green belt.

ii) Section 4.3.15 states “Reserves of the block stone horizon are rapidly running out in the existing quarry”. In fact the quarry was worked out by the end of 2006.
iii) Section 4.2.21 states that “Special circumstances do exist for this development in the Green Belt as Pilkington Quarry is an important existing source of sandstone and the need for continued supply of this dimension stone within the north west is, in our opinion, a very special circumstance” 

The quarry has produced no stone since 2006, and no other need has been demonstrated. The provision of this stone no doubt offers a significant commercial benefit to the owner, but this can not be seen as a “very special circumstance” as defined by PPG2.
Section 12 Traffic

i) Section 12.2.2 states “The existing quarry is currently used for the extraction of high quality sandstone and the existing planning permission for the site runs until February 2042”. Both of these facts are incorrect.

ii) Section 12.2.3 states “Makinson Lane which is a single carriageway (private) road”. The assessment ignores the fact that it is also a public right of way. The implication of the increased traffic flow on pedestrians has not been considered.

iii) Section 12.3.6.states “It should be reiterated that in the past HGV movements from operations at Pilkington Quarry have significantly exceeded the 240 movements per day likely to be generated should the proposed development be permitted, with no traffic flow issues raised”. 
The fact that historically vehicle movement may have been greater than 240 a day is of little value as this may have been over a limited time frame or at a time when traffic levels were much lower than currently experienced.

It also does not take into account the cumulative effects of other development in the area.

· The 20 vehicles operating out of the quarry seemingly without planning approval.

· The impact of the final restoration of the original quarry.

· The impact of the potential development of Montcliffe quarry into a recycling facility.

These developments will have a significant impact on the traffic in the area, and it should be noted that all of these developments are in the control of the applicant.

Drawing No. 2 - Site Boundary
The site boundary shown only identifies the extension and not the existing quarry. As this is an application for an extension to Pilkington quarry the site boundary should incorporate the current quarry as well as the proposed extension. 
Objections.

i) This application is in essence a resubmission of application 80931/08 excluding the green waste and the restoration of the existing quarry void. The green waste element has been dropped and the restoration of the existing void is being addressed by application 83999/10 (section 73 application to extend quarry life). By splitting the application into 2 the applicant is effectively removing the vehicle movements associated with the restoration of the quarry from any form of planning assessment. As this application is the only full planning application, 83299 & 83999 are section 73 requests to change conditions, a full assessment of all activities planned at the quarry should be carried out as part of this application. Currently the final restoration and the operations undertaken by the 20 lorries operating from the quarry are not dealt with in this application.

ii) The applicant has not demonstrated that a very special circumstance exists therefore this application should be considered an inappropriate development in the green belt.
iii) The traffic assessment is not sufficiently rigorous and fails to take account of proposed developments in the locality.

iv) The application form contains many substantive errors

· The existing quarry  was worked out in 2006

· The site contains land that is thought to be contaminated

· Elements of the form have not been clearly completed

v) The proposed re routing of footpath HOR 054 is no longer necessary as it is not planned to link the existing quarry void to the proposed quarry void. 
vi) The visual implications of the proposed development are immense as the picture below shows. The orange area shows the current development and the yellow this proposal. The land proposed to be quarried forms a natural screen for the current Pilkington quarry workings. The quarrying of this land will therefore dramatically alter the current land form. 
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vii) The removal of the land currently between Montcliffe quarry and Pilkington quarry has been discussed this would potentially add the area in red shown below.
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viii) A similar, but much smaller planning application was rejected by the GMC stating they would “object to any extension to the existing quarry because of the adverse effects on the character and the environmental quality of the area that would result”. 

The foot print of planning application 16936/81 has been overlaid onto the map showing the area proposed for this application.

The previous application was for less than a third of the area proposed in application 84065/10. 

Therefore this application would have a more significant effect than the previous, rejected application.

ix) UDP policy EM4 requires that this development can not be given planning consent as contaminated material is suspected to be contained in Pilkington quarry. 

Therefore until appropriate investigations have been carried out by the applicant to establish the nature of the contamination, and its potential impact on the development and the local environment planning consent must be withheld.
x) A request to extend the life of the quarry or to fill the void with waste materials could be made at a later date. The applicant’s agent has already proposed the use of Pilkington and Montcliffe quarries in the Association of Greater Manchester Authorities, Joint Waste Development Plan, Preferred Option Report. 
xi) This application is not in accord with the West Pennine Moor management plan. Namely to Protect, enhance and celebrate the ‘landscape heritage’ of the WPM (i.e. both natural and cultural), involving local communities, both rural and urban, and other stakeholders in the planning and delivery of landscape actions.

Yours sincerely

Blackrod and Horwich Environmental Action Group

Horwich Moor Residents Association

Montcliffe Residents Association

Arcon Village Residents Group
Please reply to BHEAG@Hotmail.com
Montcliffe


Resident


Association








