Planning Urban Vision Partnership Ltd, 
Emerson House,  
Albert Street, 
Eccles, 
Salford, 
M30 0TE.

Dear Sir,

Application by William Sinclair Horticulture Ltd to continue extracting Peat from Chat Moss

Applications 10/58824/FULEIA  10/58825/FULEIA  and 10/58826/FULEIA. 


I am writing to register a formal objection from the Wildlife Trust for Lancashire Manchester and Greater Manchester to the above three Planning Applications which comprise an application to continue extracting peat at Chat Moss near Irlam.

This letter is accompanied by two documents.  Together they comprise the supporting material for the Trust’s objection to the three planning applications submitted by William Sinclair Horticulture Ltd for a continuation of peat extraction on Chat Moss.  The two documents are:

1) Detailed response from the Trust to William Sinclair’s Environmental Statement.  This response comments on matters of detail, identifies errors in the key arguments put forward and rebuts statements quoted by the applicant as matters of fact.   It contains an executive summary which brings together the key points made in the response.

2) Submission by the Trust.  This more general document makes the case for the value of mosslands to society, including both their value for biodiversity and their contribution to carbon savings.   It explains how they were formed 10,000 years ago, how they have been treated historically and what the threats are to the survival of the few fragments that remain..

The key issues identified by the Trust  relate to:

· Continued loss of the site as a potential lowland raised bog for a further 15 years

· Restorability of the site

· The enormous potential of the site once restored to increase the amount of a threatened BAP habitat – lowland raised bog

· Impact of changed hydrology on water voles and mossland vegetation on the adjacent “12 Yards Road restoration site”

· Impact of the peat extraction on carbon emissions both from the extracted peat and from the remaining bare peat on site

· Concerns about a history of breaches on planning conditions on the site

· Incompatibility with a host of local and national policies and guidance documents

· Failure to meet government targets on reduced peat use

· Oversupply of peat relative to strategic needs

· Availability of viable non peat based alternatives

There are a numerous statements in the Environmental Statement with which the Trust takes serious issue, and these are detailed in the Trust’s response.  However there are several fundamental shortcomings in the application which in the Trust’s view should be remedied before the application is considered by the Planning Committee.

These are detailed below:

1) Map CM4/1, showing the most recent peat depth data, is two years out of date.  The Trust feels very strongly that any data of this sort accompanying the application should be accurate and up to date.  This is particularly relevant since the planning conditions on the current permission require this data to be collected on an annual basis.  The company and its predecessors have clearly failed to do this and so it is extremely difficult to verify statements about rates of extraction.

2) Map CM4/2, which shows the final peat depths proposed, is clearly in breach of the condition requiring a minimum depth of 2m peat to be left on the site.  We feel that it is fundamentally wrong for the applicant to submit a document which shows an apparent intent to breach one of the most important planning conditions.  The Trust’s concern is clearly well founded since Map CM4/1 shows that the condition has already been breached, if not by the applicants then by their predecessors (Metcalfes) who now form part of William Sinclairs.  The Trust has already raised this concern with officers of the Council.  We feel that the Company should be forced to make recompense for this serious breach, which has significant implications for the restorability of the southern part of the site to lowland raised bog habitat.  

3) Table 12/1 in the Carbon section of the Environmental Statement tabulates the estimated carbon emissions arising due to transport of peat to the processing site in Lincoln. 

The calculations are clearly wrong as they are inconsistent with the stated assumptions on the number of trips and the distance travelled, but it not clear how this error will have affected other arguments in the document relating to the carbon footprint.  The Trust believes that this error should be corrected before the application is considered by the Council, and that the Trust and other interested parties should be allowed to see what the implications of this mistake might be.

The final concern of the Trust relates to enforcement of any planning conditions imposed.  It is a regrettable truth that the there have been persistent significant breaches of the consent conditions applied to the existing permission, both on this and neighbouring sites.  Some of these, such as the lack of peat data detailed above, have masked other breaches such as the over-extraction of peat, which now has serious implications for the restorability of that part of the site.  The failure to agree a restoration plan with Salford CC by the due date (June 2008) has added to the list of breaches.  

In these circumstances, it must not be considered surprising if the Trust is sceptical about any assurances offered about future operation of the site or future restoration and I would like to urge the Council most strongly to take this history of non-compliance into consideration when considering whether to accept or reject this application.

The Trust believes that the arguments in favour of rejection are overwhelming 

