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Dear Mr Johnson,
   Having reviewed your recommendations to the planning committee we are greatly concerned as they contain a significant number of inaccuracies and misinterpretations and as such they do not fully describe the implications of this application. Therefore we would ask that suitable steps are taken to ensure that this application is not considered by the committee until it is in possession of the full and correct facts.

Regards

1. Application 72520/05 applied to extend operations at the quarry. It allowed the “EXTENSION OF QUARRYING OPERATIONS WITHOUT COMPLYING WITH CONDITION 02 OF PLANNING PERMISSION 44430/93 TO ALLOW ADDITIONAL TIME TO COMPLETE MINERAL EXTRACTION BY 21/09/2011 AND QUARRY RESTORATION BY 21/09/2012”. This was an application to allow removal of the last 950,000 tonnes of un-worked minerals was only allowed as long as the 2012 completion date was honoured as shown by this extract from that officers report “It is therefore considered that the proposal should be permitted for the specified timescale subject to the existing conditions and on the basis that there would be no further delay in the completion of operations and restoration”. The applicant has now found a further 1,400,000 tonnes of aggregate and now seeks to extend the life of the quarry for another 10 years.

2. You incorrectly state that the quarry is adjacent to a site of SBI, the quarry lies entirely within a SBI

3. The restoration period has increased from 1 to 2 years with out any explanation. Given that the current proposals were approved based on the fact that restoration would be achieved by the use of “on site materials”. It is not clear from the application if this is still the case. If not this should be clearly stated and the traffic implications of any imported materials considered. 

4. You state that “Under the EIA screening process, the proposal was identified as a Schedule 1 development in that the surface area of the site exceeds 25 hectares (Schedule 1.19) and as such is subject to the need to submit an Environment Statement. This is notwithstanding the fact that the application relates to a site that had a lawful consent at the time of submission and that the current proposal is for an extension of time to allow the residual material to be extracted, within the original permitted limits and for the site to be fully restored”. An Environmental statement was never submitted in support of any of the earlier permissions, and the ES offered in support of this application is not comprehensive or correct.
5. You state that “Historically, there have been no restrictions on maximum numbers of vehicles entering and leaving the site”. The fact that no restriction on vehicle numbers were previously applied to consents is of no relevance given that the previous consents were awarded  before the legislation relating to Environmental impacts of developments was issued. 
6. You state that “The figures produced by the applicant reflect average vehicle movements historically and current movements are in the region of 60 in and 60 out per day average. This is higher than was originally projected, as the quarry is currently providing aggregate for the Metrolink extension projects”. This fact is not supported by the applicants most recent assessment of traffic. The manual turning counts (figure 3 & 4) for the peak hours shows the following

AM peak hour 
3 HGV’s enter Georges lane and 3 exit

PM peak hour

0 HGV’s enter Georges lane and 3 exit

Which suggests that the current HGV levels are much lower that the 60 claimed by the applicant.
7. You state “Transport for Greater Manchester have also carried out an independent analysis of the updated traffic assessment and conclude that the submitted evidence demonstrates that Chorley Old Road is operating well within capacity and is unlikely to experience congestion in the peak hours” It is a concern that TfGM are not identified as a formal consultee on this application and no record of this assessment can be found on the planning web site.

8. You state “Objections to the proposals have concentrated on the submitted information around traffic impact as a result of continued extraction and final restoration and this has focused on the types of vehicle involved, the perceived increase in numbers of HGV's and other associated vehicles and in particular the impact on the wider highway network which it is asserted is not suitable to cope with such changes”. Unfortunately you have misrepresented our concerns relating to the environmental impacts resulting from this extra traffic. We also note that the application, and the traffic assessments supporting it, has not considered any non HGV traffic resulting from this development.
9. You state “Clearly the greatest impact in terms of numbers of vehicles will occur along the stretch of George's Lane from Chorley Old Road up to the access”. This assessment is incorrect as it completely ignores 

a. The fact that Church Street is a conservation area.
b. The obvious dangers of sensitive areas, such as 
i. Horwich Town Centre.

ii. Horwich Parish Primary School.
iii. Horwich Leisure Centre
c. The impact along any approach routes from the wider road network to Chorley Old Road.

d. Ignores the change of road characteristics on Chorley Old Road as it narrows into Church Street and towards Lee Lane with extensive traffic calming, a puffin crossing, mini-roundabout and a zebra crossing.

e. Ignores the temporary change in road characteristics during peak times , e.g.

i. Continuous car parking along its length thus narrowing the road.

ii. Heavy traffic congestion.

iii. Large numbers of adult and child pedestrians.

iv. Continuous use of the pelican crossing with the aid of a school crossing patrol officer (lollipop lady).

f. Ignores the traffic calming measures introduced on Church Street within the last two years at considerable expense, so ignores the traffic issues or safety concerns justified these measures.

10. You state “The Council's Highways officer confirms that, having read the Transport Assessment provided on behalf of the developer and the response provided by Transport for Greater Manchester he agrees that the level of traffic generated will be within the capacity of the highway network and therefore should not cause a significant impact in terms of congestion.” The transport assessment supplied by the applicant is an incomplete and highly selective assessment of the traffic implications that does not fully describe this proposals impact. It does not comply with the requirements of Planning Policy Guidance Note 13: Transport (PPG13) states that, where a new development is likely to have significant transport implications, a Transport Assessment (TA) should be prepared and submitted with a planning application for the development. The Department for Transport document “Guidance on Transport Assessment”, is intended to assist stakeholders in determining whether an assessment may be required and, if so, what the level and scope of that assessment should be. The attached appendix details some of the deficiencies of the TA that you have accepted. It is our belief that the impact on the B6226 warrants further investigation in environmental impact terms. 
11. The traffic assessments rely on the “Guidelines for Environmental Assessment of Road Traffic”. 

a. The information presented and the calculations made are fundamentally flawed and the calculations we have offered in appendix A show that the 30% threshold has been passed, and as such a more detailed assessment is required. This is particularly the case as many unjustified assumptions have been made in the assessment provided.

i. The 66% / 33% split was measured on a single day and the validity  of this value has never been proven

ii. The quarry is currently generating 60 HGV movements a day

b. The document quoted in the report states

3.15 To assist the assessor it is suggested that two broad rules of-thumb could be used as a screening process to delimit the scale and extent of the assessment. The rules are described and justified in the following paragraphs:

Rule 1
include highway links where traffic flows will increase by more than 30% (or the number of heavy goods vehicles will increase by more than 30%) 

Rule 2 
 include any other specifically sensitive areas where traffic flows have increased by 10% or more.

We believe that the calculations show that the 30% threshold is breached, and in some cases the figure is close enough to the 30% level to warrant more detailed assessment. As the document states the 30% figure is intended to be a “broad rules of-thumb”, and not a rigid criteria.

c. We believe that the gradient, proximity to a school and the nature of Chorley Old Rd make it a sensitive area (see 9 above) and as such the 10% threshold would apply, but this section of the road has been ignored by the assessments that have been carried out.. 

d. We also believe the application of the” Guidelines for Environmental Assessment of Road Traffic” is incorrect as the “Guidance on Transport Assessment should be used for determining whether a TS or a TA is needed in support of an application. This document defines an HGV to be a vehicle of greater than 7.5 T not the 3.5 T used in this report.

12. A clarification of the ES (MPG Noise and Dust Comments  03/11/2011 13:54:41) was offered by the applicant following a request for further information by Bolton Council. This change to the ES was not publicised in accordance with current legislation and the letter requesting further information is not available on the planning web site. We have only just become aware of this information and we have not been able to consider it.
13. Affected residents state that the noise monitoring took place on days where quarry activity seemed noticeably quieter than normal.
14. No assessment has been carried out that considers the impact on residents as the phase workings moves closer to their properties. The current assessment only considers the best case scenario (with the workings furthest away from the affected residents). The working of later phases will be far more audible. 
15. In the section dealing with noise you state that “Officers do not consider that the cumulative

impact of operations at this site along with other consents nearby at Pilkington will result

 in undue harm to the local environment“. It is not clear how this assessment has been derived at, it was not from analysing the ES as no account was taken of the fact that the local residents will be in the middle of 3 active quarries and no assessment has been shown of the cumulative noise impact of this fact. 

16. In the section dealing with dust you state that “The impact of continued operations at Montcliffe Quarry is likely to be minimal with no likely increased risk to health with likelihood of a short term dust event occurring being very low”.  Once again this ignores the impact of the 2 other adjacent quarries.
17. You offer the following condition that does not place any limit on traffic on Saturday. “Not more than 100 HGV movements to the site and 100 HGV movements from the site (including those to enable the full restoration of the whole are of the site subject to quarrying) shall take place during any single day Monday to Friday.”

The document describes itself as a traffic assessment yet it does not conform to the guidance given in the Department for Transport document “Guidance on Transport Assessment”. Furthermore This document requires a robust assessment of the proposal to ensure transport impacts are understood and suitable mitigations are included. This report is an incomplete and selective analysis of the traffic impacts of this proposal.

Although no condition on traffic numbers is attached to planning permissions 44430/93 or 72520/05 the officers report for 44430/93 makes it clear that a maximum of 100 HGV’s a day operated from the quarry.

This 200 HGV movements was required to export 3.8MT of aggregate in 10 years yet the applicant claims, but without providing a minerals balance to substantiate, 120 HGV movements to liberate 1.4 MT in 9 years, and bizarrely the planning department is recommending the council  to allow them 200 HGV movements. The previous owners would have been able to move 1.4 MT with 200 movements in 3.6 years, why will it take this applicant 9 years?

The report states that currently 60 HGV’s a day are operating from the site. This figure is at odds with the manual turning count information provided in figures 3 & 4.

No information is provided in relation to non HGV traffic.
The report states that The 60 HGV movements include extraction and remediation yet the environmental statement gives no details of the planned restoration (in terms of whether materials are to be imported and in what amounts). This is a particularly important point as planning permissions 44430/93 and 72520/05 were allowed based on the fact that the import of materials would not be required.    
The report contains a number of errors and misrepresentations which are detailed below

Table 1 incorrectly calculates the east west HGV level (16:00) to be 44, it is in fact 34.

Table 5 shows the following; 

1. Daily 

HGV level - 417

This is derived by incorrectly adding the eastbound and westbound HGV levels and subtracting the proportion of the 120 alleged current movements passing along the westbound carriageway (80).

07:00 -18:00 
HGV level - 334

This is derived by incorrectly adding the eastbound and westbound HGV levels (between 07:00 & 18:00) and subtracting the proportion of the 120 alleged current movements passing along the westbound carriageway (80).

Both of these figures incorrectly include the eastbound traffic movements and as such the correct west bound figures should are;
Daily 

HGV level - 164

07:00 -18:00 
HGV level - 123

This includes a reduction of 80 HGV’s even though this is not supported by any evidence and is contradicted by the reports manual turning count.

The same calculation is not included for the eastbound direction, the values would be 

Daily 

HGV level - 203

07:00 -18:00 
HGV level - 161

2. The report then add in the recently permitted traffic for Pilkington quarry which is assessed to be 
Daily 

578
80
14%
07:00 -18:00 
495
80
16%
These figures are derived by adding 161 to the figures in Table 5.
The correct figures are

Daily 

325
80
24%

07:00 -18:00 
284
80
29%

The same calculation is not included for the eastbound direction, the values would be 

Daily 

283
40
14%

07:00 -18:00 
241
40
16%

As the planning conditions actually allow 200 HGV movements a day this will change these figure to 
Westbound
Daily 

325
134
41%

07:00 -18:00 
284
134
47%

Eastbound
Daily 

283
66
23%

07:00 -18:00 
241
66
27%

3. Looking at Table 1 in detail it does not tally with the data recorded in Appendix A. The average HGV figures in table 1, in the hour starting 07:00, are 25 eastbound and 11 westbound.
The appropriate data in appendix A (hour ending 08:00) is as follows;

East

Total vehicles

Classification 1 count

HGV count (total – Classification 1)

09-09-11
571


544 



27

10-09-11
89


83 



6
11-09-11
69


65 



4
12-09-11
544


521 



23
13-09-11
534


516 



18
14-09-11
599


574 



25
15-09-11
526


526 



30
Eastbound average
19 





and not 25 as shown in table 1

West

Total vehicles

Classification 1 count

HGV count (total – Classification 1)

09-09-11
277


266 



13

10-09-11
88


81 



7

11-09-11
34


33 



1

12-09-11
273


259 



14

13-09-11
281


273 



8

14-09-11
305


279 



8

15-09-11
292


297 



12

Westbound average
9 





and not 11 as shown in table 1
This error is observed throughout Table 1. The difference between Table 1 (values in black) and the ATC data (in red) are shown below.
	
	Eastbound
	Westbound

	
	
	
	
	

	Hour starting
	Cars / lights
	Heavies
	Cars / lights
	Heavies

	00:00
	38              44
	01               00
	23               31
	01               00

	01:00
	17              23
	00               00
	10               15
	00               00

	02:00
	06              08
	01               00
	08               10
	01               01

	03:00
	11              14
	00               00
	02               04
	00               00

	04:00
	12              10
	02               01
	05               05
	01               00

	05:00
	22              19
	02               01
	27               25
	03               02

	06:00
	85              67
	13               09
	100            79
	07               05

	07:00
	536         404
	25               19
	275          212
	11               09

	08:00
	756         589
	30               23
	546          429
	21               16

	09:00
	351         308
	14               12
	260          239
	19               15

	10:00
	238         241
	13               12
	249          250
	12               11

	11:00
	279         297
	23               19
	269          279
	14               13

	12:00
	315         330
	13               11
	339          346
	17               15

	13:00
	333         332
	20               17
	343          339
	10               10

	14:00
	290         297
	21               18
	385          382
	19               16

	15:00
	496         451
	17               14
	499          473
	30               25

	16:00
	436         397
	11               08
	654          607
	23               20

	17:00
	544         467
	14               12
	675          587
	27               22

	18:00
	375         327
	08               07
	419          366
	11               09

	19:00
	267         244
	05               04
	345          308
	04               03

	20:00
	223         205
	04               03
	184          179
	07               06

	21:00
	141         133
	03               03
	124          119
	02               02

	22:00
	154         136
	03               02
	89              85
	02               02

	23:00
	73             70
	00               00
	88              80
	02               02

	
	
	
	
	

	Total 07:00-1800
	4574       4113
	201            165
	4494       4143
	203            172

	Total 00:00-2400
	5998       5413
	243            195
	5918       5449
	244            204


This would change the data in table 5 to 

Daily 

HGV level – 124 (western 24 hour traffic flow – 80)
07:00 -18:00 
HGV level – 92   (western 07:00 – 18:00 traffic flow – 80)
The same calculation is not included for the eastbound direction, the values would be 

Daily 

HGV level – 155 (eastern 24 hour traffic flow – 40) 
07:00 -18:00 
HGV level – 115 (eastern 07:00 – 18:00 traffic flow – 40) 
This would change Table 6, the correct figures are

Daily 

285
80
28%
(western 24 hour traffic flow + 161)
07:00 -18:00 
253
80
32%
(western 07:00 – 18:00 traffic flow + 161)
The same calculation is not included for the eastbound direction, the values would be 

Daily 

234
40
17%
(eastern 24 hour traffic flow + 79)
07:00 -18:00 
194
40
21%
(eastern 24 07:00 – 18:00 traffic flow + 79)
As the planning conditions actually allow 200 HGV movements a day this will change these figure to 
Westbound
Daily 

285
134
47%

07:00 -18:00 
253
134
53%

Eastbound
Daily 

234
66
28%

07:00 -18:00 
194
66
34%

4. The report states that “It is evident from Table 6 that the increase (which is in reality a continuation of the existing regime rather an ‘increase’) in Heavy vehicles is well below the 30% threshold for non-sensitive locations as contained in the guidance contained within the “Guidelines for Environmental Assessment of Road Traffic””. Whether this is a continuance or a new application does not alter the fact that the impact of this development must be properly considered as part of this application. This is particularly so as the previous permissions were granted with out the benefit of an ES.
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