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Comments on the Screening Report for Montcliffe Quarry recently added to the planning website for application 72520/05.

Please find enclosed our comments regarding the document that has recently been placed on the planning website. It is our belief that a full planning application should be made in this case providing full details of the proposals and being supported by a comprehensive, not bespoke, EIA.
3.2

We contest the fact that the site is less than the 25 hectare’s that would require a comprehensive EIA rather than the bespoke EIA that the applicant is proposing. The watered down assessment is not appropriate in this case as the area is above the appropriate threshold.

5.2

The statement that at least 1.4 million tonnes of permitted reserves is difficult to believe based on the submission by the previous owners during application 72520/05 that an extra 6 year period of excavation was required to liberate the last 950,000 tonnes of un-worked minerals.  The significant differences in these 2 statements suggest the claimed reserve should be independently verified.

5.3

This report should contain a materials balance statement as the estimated reserves here could easily be removed in just over 3 years with the use of 80HGVs a day. The calculations behind the 9 year period should be clearly defined and justified.

5.4

The areas proposed to be worked should be clearly identified as the current permission applies different start times to different areas of the operation.

5.6

The applicant is requesting an extra year of restoration without explaining why this is considered necessary. 

7.2

Insufficient information has been provided to allow an assessment of whether this will have an impact on the landscape.

7.4

Part of the SBI was sacrificed to the quarry on the premise that it would be returned in a restored form by 2006. This date was first delayed until 2012, and this proposal would see that move out to 2022.

7.10

The GMGU also stated in committee report that “Greater Manchester Geological Unit:- has no objections as it is not considered that conditions in the area are likely to deteriorate to an unacceptable degree over the proposed additional five years but would be potentially concerned about the quality of life enjoyed by the nearby residents if the quarrying is prolonged further”
7.18

Given the recent award of planning permission for an extension of neighbouring  Pilkington quarry it would seem wholly appropriate to undertake a full assessment of the transport implications of this proposal, as both quarries access the same main highway along the same rural road.
Other issues

In line with the schedule 14 of the Environment Act 1995, the conditions relating to the proposed development should be subjected to a review. The original permission was agreed in 1993 and the 15 year review would have fallen due in 2008. No such review has taken place so if the application is received it should be accompanied by full details such that a proper assessment of the conditions can be made.

The following are extracts from the previous officers report.

A concern expressed by Horwich Town Council and local residents is that a further extension of time may be required by the Applicant in 2011 and this would result in continued delay to the restoration of the quarry. The Applicant has responded to confirm that the reserve left in the quarry has been analysed relative to the anticipated level of sales from the site and is confident that the additional time period requested will be satisfactory.
And concludes

The need for the minerals to be extracted is clear and providing that the existing conditions are adhered to it is not considered that there would be an unacceptable impact on the environment and the residential properties. The proposed restoration scheme would ensure that the site when complete would be sympathetic in appearance to its countryside location. The Applicant has given assurances that the Council will not be approached with further delays and it is recommended that the proposed extension of time be approved on this basis.

The previous permission was awarded on the understanding that a further extension would not be forthcoming, and as such a further extension should not be awarded
Yours faithfully,

BHEAG

Montcliffe RA

Arcon RA

Horwich Moor RA

RAGE

Responses to BHEAG@hotmail.com

Yours sincerely

Blackrod and Horwich Environmental Action Group

Horwich Moor Residents Association

Montcliffe Residents Association

Arcon Village Residents Group
RAGE
Any replies should be directed to BHEAG@Hotmail.com
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