The Wildlife Trust for Lancashire Manchester and North Merseyside

Response to William Sinclair’s Environmental Statement

 on Peat Extraction at Chat Moss

Foreword

This document forms part of the Trust’s overall objection to the application from William Sinclair Horticulture Ltd for a continuation of peat extraction on Chat Moss.  A separate Executive Summary is provided.  It should be read in conjunction with the covering letter to Salford City Council and with the document entitled “Mosslands – Why we need them”

Section 1:  Introduction

1.04 Peat has already been extracted below 2.0m as shown in peat depth map CM4/1 .  This is in breach of the planning consent so how can we be confident that this will not happen again?  The Trust is concerned that the data submitted in CM4/1 dates back to 2008, and urges the Council to require up to date peat level data to be submitted with the application.  This is particularly relevant in view of the unprecedentedly large amounts of material that were removed from the site during the winter period of 2009/10.  Needless to say it is also a condition of the existing consent that such surveys should be carried out every year.  This condition has clearly not been met.

1.15 Sinclairs commits to “meet or exceed all relevant environmental legal requirements”.  Why then have they not met the requirements of the existing permission?  There have been persistent breaches of the consent both at this site and other sites on Chat Moss such as Astley Moss East.  The Trust has already drawn these breaches to the attention of Salford CC and Wigan BC.

The carbon emissions refer only to the emissions associated with the extraction process and transport.  The true emissions, as detailed in Section 12, include the carbon in the peat itself, and these emissions (on Sinclairs own figures) are higher by a factor of over 1,000.

The government set targets in the UK Mossland BAP to reduce peat usage by 90% by 2010, and more recently to stop its use completely by 2020.  This application runs completely contrary to government policies.

The statement about restoration is thoroughly misleading.  The existing consent required a restoration plan by June 2008 that has still not been produced.  Indeed, as will be demonstrated elsewhere in this document, during the period of peat extraction on Chat Moss by William Sinclairs and their predecessors there have been consistent and significant breaches of the planning conditions that are of serious concern to the Trust.

1.16 If the company was really committed to the protection of biodiversity, it would have ceased to extract peat from Bolton Fell years ago

1.18 Sinclairs have done good work in developing peat free alternatives.  The public will buy compost which performs well.  This year for the first time all the top three performing composts in a Gardening Which trial were peat free, and the worst performing compost was 100% peat (Scotts Miracle Grow). In other words, the alternatives to peat are now well established and do the job better than peat itself.

1.19 The argument put forward in this paragraph, that it is better to extract at Chat Moss because of the reduced carbon footprint, is totally unacceptable.  If Sinclairs were really interested in carbon emissions they would move immediately to peat free composts.  In any event, their own figures in Section 12 show that the transport element is a tiny fraction of the total carbon footprint of peat so the argument does not stand close scrutiny.

1.20 The obvious answer to protecting peat bogs is to stop extracting peat from them, not to go and extract it somewhere else!  Bog restoration is already required as part of the current permission.  The Trust is very concerned, (and has raised these concerns with Salford CC) that Sinclairs are ignoring the restoration condition and trying to introduce it as a feature of the new applications.

1.21 Loss of jobs from an environmentally damaging activity such as peat extraction could be more than offset by jobs in the rapidly expanding peat free compost market.

1.22 The Company only has to obtain peat from abroad if it continues to extract peat.  It wants to do this because it is cheaper.  However, peat based composts are only cheaper because the cost of environmental damage is not factored in to the cost of peat.  The Trust and others are lobbying the government to introduce a levy on peat (as they have already done for aggregates) to reflect this damage.  This would make the development of peat free alternatives the only sensible, economic and sustainable alternative. 

As shown below in para 3.16, there is an oversupply of peat in the UK and future demand can be met from existing permissions.  There is therefore no need to import peat from abroad anyway.

1.23 Astley Moss East had a permission which required restoration.  However, because Sinclair’s predecessors Metcalfes (now part of Sinclairs) breached a number of crucial planning conditions, not only was peat extracted, (after the time limit had expired) right down to the mineral layer) but also restoration was not carried out.  Instead, they applied for planning permission for gravel extraction which, to the Trust’s dismay was granted.  We believe that effective restoration of large areas of this site to bog habitat is now extremely unlikely.

The Trust challenges the restoration of the southern section of the Chat Moss site.  The area has been flooded but not as part of any agreed plan, and without any consultation even with Salford CC.  We believe that this demonstrates a lack of commitment to public consultation.  The Trust notes that the proposed restoration works are based on a site situated in Western Scotland.  However, simply substituting a restoration plan from another site is inappropriate.  An agreed plan, setting out the justification behind the choice of restoration techniques needs to be agreed with Salford City Council; in fact this was part of the conditions attached to the current extraction agreement.  These detailed restoration works will be required on both the southern section of the site and the wider Chat Moss extraction site.  The Trust has repeatedly expressed its willingness to offer its expertise to help the company to develop and implement viable restoration plans for the site.  We are very disappointed at the company’s “go it alone” approach to date.

The Trust has repeatedly expressed its willingness to offer its expertise to help the company to develop and implement viable restoration plans for the site.  We are very disappointed at the company’s “go it alone” approach to date.

Section 2 :  Site Description and Setting

2.1 The remaining mossland sites on Chat Moss are highly significant but are small and fragmented.  The overall loss of mossland habitat in the Trust’s area is 99% in the last 100 years.

2.3 The only effective restoration carried out on the site has been on the 12 Yards Road site leased to Salford CC and managed on their behalf by the Trust.

Although an area of the peat extraction site has been flooded, (see section 1.23 above) this is not as part of an agreed restoration plan, despite representations by the Trust.

2.4 The peat extraction technique employed by Sinclairs (milling) is more effective at removing dry peat from the site, but one of the consequences is that there is no vegetation.  The previous technique was sod cutting, which was less efficient commercially but did at least allow bog vegetation to be sustained over large areas of the bog.

2.8 The 12 Yards Road site (which is actually a rather long and narrow site, not a broad belt) would not remain “undisturbed” because as peat is removed from adjacent areas of the Chat Moss extraction site, the water levels will drop and the hydraulic gradient will increase.  This will make it difficult to keep the 12 Yards Road site in the wet condition required for effective bog restoration.

2.10 As stated previously (see para 1.23 above), there is no agreed restoration plan and there has been no consultation with experts within the Trust or Natural England.

2.12 Sinclairs preferred method of extraction may be milling, but during the winter of 2009/10 large amounts of peat were removed in a wet condition from the site.  No satisfactory explanation or quantification of this activity has been received from the Company.

2.18 The location of the processing facility at Lincoln within a relatively short distance from major waste producing centres of population like London, suggest that it is ideally situated to develop as a peat free compost production centre.

2.19 The surrounding land used to be mossland but is now predominantly agricultural land.

2.24 This paragraph represents a serious distortion of the true history of the Astley Moss East site.  The only reason that there is a sand and gravel operation is because the previous site operators Metcalfes (now part of William Sinclair) breached the conditions of their planning consent and removed the overlying peat. (see also para 1.23).

The site will finish up as an area of open water several metres deep, fringed by peat.  The Trust do not believe that proper restoration of the whole site is feasible, because of the removal of the central core of the bog, the loss of 30% of the site, and the consequent changes to the hydrology.  In addition, only one metre of peat depth will be left over a large section of the site.  The peat analysis of this current application shows that this will result in there being no bog peat left over large areas of the site.  Restoration will therefore be to fen not bog.  However, even though we feel that the chances of success have been seriously reduced, the Trust is still willing to co-operate with attempts at effective restoration.

2.33 At the time that planning permissions were issued, the alternative designations for the after-use of the site were agriculture, forestry or amenity (which covered all other uses).  The Trust’s clear understanding, backed up by numerous references in the Section 106 agreement and elsewhere (see letter from Salford CC dated 21st January 2008), all indicated that the intended final use of the site was restoration to lowland raised bog.

In any event, this would have been resolved in discussion with Salford CC if William Sinclairs had complied with the planning condition to agree a restoration plan with Salford by June 2008.  Salford CC have made it clear to the Trust, backed up by the Mossland Vision and other documents such as the draft Core Strategy, that their vision for the site is restoration to lowland raised bog.  To suggest any other use such as tree planting is a cynical diversion which does the Company no credit.  The reference to planting of trees and shrubs was intended to be a small proportion to complement the bog habitat eg round the periphery of the site

Section 3  Planning Context

3.2 One material consideration that Salford CC should be taking into account is the over-riding need to fight climate change by reducing carbon emissions.

Sinclairs have acknowledged the impact on carbon emissions of the oxidation of peat itself after extraction, which imposes a massive burden on CO2 emissions, together with the ongoing emissions from bare peat on the site itself (which is wrongly ignored in section 12).

The issue of climate change is a very material and relatively new consideration that has not been part of the decision making process of previous applications.  All government policies and planning scenarios now seek to reduce carbon emissions and conduct business more sustainably.  Guidance notes such as Minerals MPG 13 are some 15 years old and are in urgent need of review, (planned by Defra to commence in  2010).  The planning context should be to look to the future, and to embrace the governments clear aspirations to fight climate change, not to cling on to the past, referring to outdated planning documents to perpetuate an unsustainable and damaging activity such as peat extraction.

3.7
The Trust has no wish to put William Sinclair out of business, and indeed we have written to them offering to help promote their peat free products, but equally we can not support a business whose activities are so damaging to the environment.


The answer is to develop those parts of the business that are sustainable, such as the excellent peat free composts like New Horizon that Sinclairs already produce.  The Trust and other environmentally minded organisations would be only too happy to promote sustainable peat free products.  However, we are implacably opposed to the continuation of peat extraction.

The site is indeed devoid of vegetation, but only because of the nature of the methods used for peat extraction.  We agree that the site is currently capable of restoration, as required by the current permission, and this is what we would like to see enforced by Salford CC.

3.8 Our contact with the local community, for instance the Cadishead Community Association, suggest that the local residents are far from happy, based both on the impact of traffic and on the wider environmental considerations.

3.12 The Trust recognises that minerals extraction is not necessarily inappropriate in the planning context within the green belt.  However, peat is unique amongst materials designated as minerals because of its carbon content and potential for damaging carbon dioxide emissions.

The government has already declared that it wants to reduce peat use to zero, and that existing permissions provide sufficient peat for a transition period.  There is therefore no valid planning context in this case for an extension of peat extraction on Chat Moss.  The development does nothing new to contribute towards the objectives for use of land in the Green Belt.

3.13 Far from improving land currently damaged by peat working, the proposal is to continue that damage by extracting peat for another 15 years.  The restoration put forward as something new in the proposal is in fact already provided for in the existing consent, so there is nothing positive about the proposed extension.

3.16 MPG 13 was issued 15 years ago and Defra have acknowledged the need to revise it. They plan consultation later in 2010.  It can not be regarded as an up to date statement on the role of peat in a sustainable society.

In considering whether or not to grant permission for this application, the Planning Committee will doubtless be taking into account whether there is actually a need for the peat that will be produced.  Having looked at the figures, it is very clear that using the government’s own figures, there is a vast over-production of peat.  Peat extractors are producing far more than the government has decided is necessary.

The Government target is for 90% of the materials used in growing media and soil improvers to be non-peat by 2010 (target in the Lowland Raised Bog HAP).  The aim of this target was to dramatically reduce peat use, and hence peat extraction.  

The latest Defra peat monitoring data (ADAS and Enviros Report for Defra 2007) show that the total market volume for Growing Media and Soil Improvers is 6.61 million m3.  So 10% of that is 661,000 m3, which is the total volume of peat that Government stipulates should be used in the UK after 2010.  Furthermore, the same report also shows that only 43% of the peat used in the UK comes from UK bogs - 54% from the Republic of Ireland, and 3% from northern Europe. 
 

This effectively sets the total volume requirement for UK sourced peat to approx 285,000 m3.  Yet the Defra report also shows that in 2007, there was 1,308,400 m3 of UK-extracted peat in the market.  So we are currently massively overproducing, by roughly 4.5 times, over Government requirements for domestic peat production.  In the circumstances, there is clearly no case, based on need, for continuation of extraction at Chat Moss. 

This view is backed up by the Greater Manchester Minerals Plan Issues and Options Report (para 3.42) which states:

“Policy EM7 of the Regional Spatial Strategy indicates that plans and strategies should make provision for a supply of minerals to meet the requirements of national planning guidance.  However, existing planning permissions for peat extraction last until 2042 and this was acknowledged by the Growing Media Association at the Examination in Public for the Regional Spatial Strategy as being sufficient to meet the needs of industry up to that time .  Given that the existing permissions are valid until beyond the Minerals Plan timeframe, it not proposed to allocate any new sites or extensions to existing sites for peat extraction.”  

In summary of this key point, more up to date documents than MPG 13 at both local and national level attest that there are sufficient peat reserves, that can meet demand from existing permissions.  There is therefore no need for new permissions, and especially not in the context of the increased use of non peat based composts and the damaging environmental impact of continued extraction.

3.17 The Trust agrees that restoration to raised bog would improve the nature importance of the site. We believe that the time has come to implement the restoration as envisaged in the current planning consent.

3.18 The fact that chat Moss is not designated says more about the criteria for designation than it does about the potential of the site for nature conservation which is undoubtedly very high. Not surprisingly Natural England and its predecessors chose to designate those sites that had bog vegetation cover, and even then they only chose to designate a representative cross section of sites.  Two equally valuable bog sites near to each other could qualify as SSSI but only one would be designated as SSSI

To argue that the site has no value because it has no vegetation cover is simply to acknowledge the extent of the damage that has already been done by peat extraction, and does not acknowledge the high potential of the site to be restored to active sphagnum bog.

3.19 The Trust disputes that there is not enough peat available to satisfy demand.  The sources quoted in 3.16 above which are more up to date than MPG 13 give a clear signal that there is sufficient peat and that as the developers acknowledge “It is therefore clear that a shift from peat to alternatives is taking place”.  We believe that the solution lies in accelerating the transition from peat to non peat sources, not prolonging it by granting new permissions.

3.20 The status of the Chat Moss site is one where permission was granted in the past and where that permission is about to expire.  The existing permission requires restoration, and the Trust’s position is that the restoration should take place forthwith.  Perusal of the precise wording of a 15 year old document that is due for imminent review is not helpful.

Much more relevant is the draft Salford CC Core Strategy which states “… additional peat extraction beyond the existing planning permissions will not be granted. The significant amount of time required to implement those existing peat extraction permissions will provide sufficient opportunity for alternative and more sustainable sources of horticultural products to be identified.”  To go against this, even though it is not finalised, would be a travesty, and a betrayal of legitimate public interests and expectations.  It would also go against the Greater Manchester Minerals Plan Issues and Options Report (see para 3.16 above).

3.24 The UK Mossland BAP target for 90% of the materials used in growing media to be 90% by 2010 is clearly not going to be met, but the encouraging news is that the actual volume of peat (as opposed to the %) has started to decline (ADAS monitoring Report for Defra 2007).  It will clearly not help to meet the 90% targets and the more recent target of zero use by 2020, if further permissions for peat extraction are granted.

3.25 The Environmental Statement rightly highlights the importance of climate change as an issue, and should also highlight the statement in PPS1 that “Where there is any difference in emphasis on climate change between the policies in this PPS and others in the national series this is intentional and this PPS takes precedence.”

3.27 In the Trust’s view, the existing consent does require restoration to active bog, but the contribution to carbon sequestration from bog vegetation, though significant, is small compared to the loss of carbon associated with the removal of peat, and the ongoing emissions from bare peat.  Therefore cessation of peat extraction is the action that would make easily the greatest contribution towards reducing future carbon emissions.

3.28 The amenity after-use required by the existing consent allows for restoration and would deliver not only the immediate reduction in carbon emissions, but all the biodiversity benefits of a restored mossland in a relatively short period of time.

Allowing the development would not only make restoration significantly more difficult, but would put this off for another 15 years when there is a pressing need for urgent restoration of lowland raised bog habitats in the region.

3.29 As stated above, the policies quoted do not reflect current government thinking and are in need of review.  The key change has been the development of a viable alternative to peat, and William Sinclair has been a key player in this.  We do not believe that there is any valid argument for the strategic importance of peat as a mineral when set against the damage to biodiversity and climate change that is involved in its extraction.

3.33 In relation to point 7, (relating to Policy MW2) the Trust believes that the lowering of water tables on the adjacent 12 Yards Road site that will come about as a result of lowering the peat levels and draining the extraction site will have an unacceptable impact on the protected water vole population present.  We believe that the hydrological assessment detailed in Section 6 of the ES is a gross underestimate of the impact on water tables.  Moreover there is already evidence (not presented in the Environmental Statement) of severe impact of lowering of land levels around housing to the immediate west of the site.  This has been drawn to Sinclairs attention by local residents.

In addition, in relation to point 8, the Trust has set out elsewhere (para 3.16) why it believes there is no need for peat extraction, and the whole context of this document is to argue that the benefits of this proposal are far outweighed by the planning objections.

3.34 The Trust disputes that there has been “no significant objection”. William Sinclairs are well aware of the sustained opposition to peat extraction from the Trust, who represent some 19,000 members in the area.  The objections about the falling surface of the land around local properties is surely also significant and should have been mentioned in the report.  The Trust prefers to focus on the positive activities such as restoration, rather than negative activities such as “objecting”.  In addition, the Trust’s view is that there is a very significant and rising level of objection in the local community.  This application is a test of the level of feeling both locally and nationally.  

We dispute that there would be no impact on the adjacent 12 Yards Road site, (including the threat to the protected water vole population) and we also reiterate that flooding the southern area of the site without an agreed plan is not good practice, as set out in Section 1.23.  .  No evidence has been put forward by the applicants as to how this would lead to viable restoration to lowland raised bog habitat.  The Trust has a great deal of expertise in restoration and has already expressed its willingness to help and advise on effective restoration.

3.35 The most effective contribution that Sinclairs could make to mosslands in Greater Manchester would be to cease peat extraction and restore the site now, as required by the existing consent.

3.36 As stated previously, the restoration of the site to active sphagnum bog is included within the designation for amenity use.

3.38 The existing permission was issued in keeping with Policy EN11 and made provision for restoration plans to be produced and implemented.  The developers, and their predecessors Metcalfes who were taken over by Sinclairs, have failed to comply with these conditions and others (such as the requirement to provide regular peat depth data) and so we have no confidence in promises to restore the site in the future.  Since the current permission already provides for the restoration of the site, we can see no reason why this should not be enforced immediately.

3.39 The “restoration” works that the applicant has commenced are not part of an agreed plan despite the planning conditions requiring this.  The area in question was over extracted for peat probably by Sinclairs predecessors Metcalfes ( who are now part of Sinclairs), and the restoration in its current form is unlikely to be effective.  It is likely that the outcome will be fen rather than bog, when the residual peat depths are c 1m.  The same happened at one of the restoration sites at Thorne and Hatfield in very similar circumstances.

This method of proceeding, in breach of conditions and without local consultation is very regrettable.

3.40 As stated previously, the restoration of the site to active sphagnum bog is included within the designation for amenity use.

3.41 The letter from Salford CC dated 21st January 2008 attached as Appendix 1 makes clear that the intention is to restore the whole site.  There is nothing to stop the land owners from setting up a new lease on the 12 Yards Road SBI.  Negotiations on this have only halted because of the new application.

3.44 In the Trust’s view, granting permission for continued extraction would be in breach of policy MW1D and the trust will be pursuing this with Wigan BC.  In item c) the Trust believes that extending the timescale over which peat extraction is allowed, as requested in the Application, would have an unacceptable impact.  The key reasons for this are the delay in restoration, the increased carbon emissions relating to the extra peat extracted, and the impact on adjacent sites.

3.46 The fact that vegetation has already been stripped from a site designated as Remnant Mossland is not a valid reason for ignoring the provisions of the policy.

3.47 The criteria in Policy MW1C are not satisfied because, if permission was granted there would clearly be more peat extracted and for a longer time than if permission was not granted.  This is unacceptable in the context of climate change and damage to biodiversity.  Therefore in the Trusts view the application is not acceptable in terms of Policy MW1D.

3.51 The adjacent site contains breeding water voles which have special protection under Section 9 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act (as amended in 2008).

3.52 As stated earlier, the current consent includes provision for restoration.  The Trust urges the Council to enforce both the spirit and the letter of this condition, especially bearing in mind the history of breaches of consent conditions by the developer and its predecessors on both this site and others.

3.53 If the site is restored, as required by the existing consent, the restored mossland could be a critical component in a corridor of wetland sites from Manchester, through Wigan Flashes and beyond.  It is clear that continued peat extraction would have an adverse impact relative to the restored mossland that was envisaged.

3.54 Previous comments apply (see para 3.39 above).  There is no agreed plan and it is likely that restoration of this section of the site will be to fen, rather than bog, due to the peat extractors not adhering to the conditions to leave at least two metres of peat.  We urge greater openness from the developers and a willingness to consult.

Section 4: Development Proposals

4.1 The amenity use specified in the current consent already allows for restoration to bog habitat.

4.5 The developer appears to be offering as a new feature something that is already catered for in the existing consent, namely the 2m limit.  Incidentally, a minimum 2m depth means that nowhere will be there less than 2m remaining.  It is a minimum not an average depth.  Therefore the statement “over much of the site” is wrong.  It should read “over the whole site”, (except of course for those parts where historical breaches of the consent have already resulted in less than 2m depth of peat).  The Trust takes great exception to the map CM 4/2 showing the proposed final peat thickness.  This shows large areas of peat thickness less than 2m which would be a further fragrant and very significant breach of the consent.  The Trust urges the Council to require the developers to produce a new final depth map which is in compliance with the 2m condition.

4.8 The Trust agrees that amenity use suggests public access and benefit.  On all sites operated by the Trust, managed access for the public is possible in an unrestricted way or, where there are special safety conditions, under permit.   Careful planning can incorporate public access at all but the most sensitive sites.   There is no conflict here, and the intent of the Council is clear, to restore the sites to sphagnum bog in line with the Mosslands Vision.

4.10 The argument put forward here that there is a conflict with the UDP is highly misleading.  As stated earlier, the designation for amenity use was intended to mean restoration to bog habitat, the exact details being agreed in a restoration plan.  The developer failed to agree a plan by the required date in breach of the consent conditions.

The Trust raised this issue with Salford CC at a meeting in October 2009 and the officers present agreed that amenity meant bog.  This is totally consistent with the UDP, and with the letter of 21st January 2008 (Appendix 1)

Section 5: Restoration Proposals

5. Restoration Proposals 

Sources of Propagates:
5.16
Natural England has already indicated to the Trust that SSSI donor sites would not be considered as a source of bog vegetation.  All mossland sites within the area have been altered, subject to extraction and drained in the past and this has led to a small reservoir of mossland vegetation in the locality. 

5.17
The use of local sites to propagate the restored areas would need to be undertaken with great care to avoid reducing the viability of restoration within the donor sites.   

Blocking Internal Drains and Bunding 

As indicated in section 5.29, shrinkage, slumping and erosion of these very low peat bunds will occur, reducing the bunds effectiveness at holding adequate volumes of water.  The methodology almost encourages erosion of the bunds by allowing excess water to simply overtop the bund.  It would be far more appropriate and effective to increase the height of the bunds and install water level controlling features such as right-angled pipes or a sluice system.  Without any method of regulation of the water levels, the result of the bunding may well result in large sheets of open water, which is inappropriate for the growth and colonisation of bog vegetation.  The level of water within the compartments is critical to the establishment of Sphagnum cover.  Without water control capabilities, it is impossible to respond to changing weather conditions such as letting water out when too wet and allowing greater storage if conditions are predicted to be dry 

5.25 It is unlikely that S. papillosum and S. magillanicum would survive the nutrient rich conditions provided by a recently cut and flooded peat surface.   Movement of peat tends to cause the release of nutrients into the bog system.  After peat cutting, it is highly likely that the surface of the bog would have increased nutrient levels and it would be inappropriate to transplant these species into the newly formed compartments, as they would not survive.  As indicated local sources of Sphagnum is limited, especially S. papillosum and they should only be translocated into the area when conditions are suitable.  So far as the Trust is aware, S. magillanicum is not now found in the locality.  It would be more appropriate to allow colonisation by species such as S. cuspidatum, S. fallax and S. subnitens.  These species can tolerate more nutrient rich conditions and will, in colonising and spreading, provide the conditions into which species such as S. papillosum can be establish.

5.29
See 5.22

The Trust’s position is that we would like to see the site restored to lowland raised bog now not in 15 years time. We have considerable experience in lowland raised bog restoration and are keen to enter into dialogue with the developers over restoration plans.  We are disappointed at the failure of the company to consult over its restoration plans.

Section 6: Hydrology and Hydrogeology

This section of the Environmental Statement deals with the potential changes to the hydrology of the site arising from the development.  It looks in some detail at the risks of flooding etc.,  but in the Trust’s view deals very inadequately with the much greater risk of drying out of adjacent land.  The suggestion that the zone of influence of the major drainage ditches is only 10.6 m is patently an underestimate bearing in mind the existing severe impact on soil shrinkage in the land surrounding the properties to the west of the site.  (It does not even seem to be borne out by the applicants own data from Table 6/8).  The owners of these properties have reported cracks in their gardens “Ten feet deep and two feet wide” and more worryingly year on year drops in the level of the land immediately under the houses.  It is a serious omission that these complaints do not feature in the Environmental Statement.  

Support for the Trust’s concern comes from the work of R Lindsay at Wedholme Flow where slumping of the land surface was observed up to 100m either side of a major drain.  He has also indicated (pers comm) that because of the much higher hydraulic conductivity of the surface vegetated layers of the bog, the impact can be much higher on a neighbouring site than the results put forward by the applicants suggest.  Even a drop in water levels of as little as 5 cm on the 12 Yards Rd would in his view have a devastating impact on the vegetation.

The main concern from the Trust regarding hydrology is that the potential impact of further extraction on the adjacent 12 Yards Road site has been ignored.  The risk of drying out is seriously underplayed in Table 6/5, and risks such as potential adverse impact on the hydrology, ecology and restorability of the site as a result of digging ditches too deep into the underlying mineral substrata, are not even considered.  The latter could well extend the zone of influence of the ditches by a considerable amount.   The Trust is particularly concerned about the impact on the protected water vole population, and that the restoration work carried out so far may be (literally) undermined.

The Trust strongly recommends that expert advice on these matters should be sought from the Environment Agency and Natural England.

Section 7: Ecology

Habitats within the site:

7.31 The survey fails to mention the presence of Sphagnum moss species, which are beginning to spread within the site. 

7.35 Again the presence of Sphagnum moss species on this site has been omitted from the survey. 

Mammals 

Brown Hare (UK Priority Species) are known to be present within the area but have been omitted from the list of consideration. 

Bats (UK Priority, Protected Species): The Lancashire Wildlife Trust has been undertaking bat surveys on 12 Yards Road and yet no approach was made to the Trust to collate any of this data.  Bat surveyors visited the site three times in 2009 and recorded that both 45kHz pipistrelles, which were found feeding on the site on all three surveys and 55kHz pipistrelles, which were found feeding on two of the surveys. All species of bat are protected and the 55kHz Pipistrelle (Soprano Pipistrelle) is a Biodiversity Action Plan species.  Both species of bat were more abundant during the September survey, congregating particularly around the tree line on the southeast corner of the site. The conclusion of the survey was that the whole site is important for feeding due to the abundance of invertebrates. The surround tree lines are important for commuting and there is a lot of potential for roosting sites in the surrounding woodland.

Water vole (UK Priority/ Protected Species): The Trust hold Water Vole records on 12 Yards dating back to 2006, when it was first asked to lead on the restoration of the site.  The Lowlands Water Vole Project run by Lancashire and Cheshire Wildlife Trusts undertook a sample survey of 12 Yards Road in 2008.  It was concluded that this site was a stronghold for Water Voles in the Manchester Mosses system.  Again the Trust was not approached for this data.  

Reptiles: The Wildlife Trust has recorded Common Lizard on both is Astley Moss and Cadishead Moss reserves.  Both Sites lie close to 12 Yards Road and are similar habitats.  We feel that it is highly likely that Common Lizard re to be found on 12 Yards Road and its surrounding environs. Again the Trust was not approached for this data.

Invertebrates: The ecological report completely underplays the significance of sites such as 12 Yards Road in supporting important invertebrate communities.  In conjunction with Liverpool Museum, the Wildlife Trust is currently undertaking invertebrate surveys on its reserve at Astley Moss.  The surveys have shown that mosslands are important for their invertebrate communities.  Casual observations on 12 Yards Road have indicated that it has plentiful dragonfly interest, with Black Darter, Common Darter, Four-spotted Chaser, Southern Hawker and Brown Hawker having been observed.  In fact, Black Darter have been observed investigating ditches within the peat extraction area.  Again the Trust was not approached for these observations.  

Predicted Trends

The Trust strongly disagrees with this section.  The conditions within the current peat extraction permission were clearly understood to be restoration to wetland and bog habitat, as discussed in Section 3.  The term amenity use was used to cover this activity, as there was no worded option for conservation within the outdated Mineral Planning Guidance 13.  Delivery of this requirement in the current conditions would therefore lead to increased and enhanced wetland and bog habitat with a subsequent and immediate increase in biodiversity.  

Nature Conservation Evaluation

Table 7/2

The report again severely underplays the value and importance of the peatland and mossland habitat found within the study area.  

· Astley Moss forms part of the Manchester SAC and should therefore be considered as Internationally Importance 

· Bare Peat - The purpose of the Habitats Directive was to identify a range of habitats to be designated as SAC’s/SPA’s.  The idea was not to designate all identified habitats but to have a representative list.  Areas of peat that were not included on the list and that are still capable of restoration to bog habitat with 30 years is still considered as of European Importance.  The bare peat area is a UK and Greater Manchester BAP Habitat.  

· SBI’s - The three SBI’s also comprise bog habitat and are therefore to be considered as of European Importance as well as being UK and GM BAP Priority Habitats.  

· Woodlands/hedges – as there are bat utilising these areas, the habitat is therefore of greater significance than it is given in the report.

Table 7/3

The value of the species supported by the mossland vegetation is again undervalued, as the surveys do not reflect the actual interest.  

· Common Lizard is present on a number of sites in the area and is highly likely to be present on the mosslands within the study area.  

· Bats – known to be present on 12 Yards Road have been omitted from the table completely.    

· There are numerous records of Water Vole on 12 Yards Road and has been identified as an important site for them in the area.  

· Brown Hare have been omitted from the table completely

· Invertebrates, which are an important feature of the site’s ecology,  have been omitted from the table

7.84 The conditions attached to the current planning permission are that 12 Yards Road, along with remainder of the former peat extraction area should be managed for their wetland and mossland interest.  The Trust believes that a satisfactory conclusion would be to reject this proposal and undertake the restoration works attached to the current Section 106 Agreement.  

7.85 The inference that the bare peat area does not meet the criteria for Annex 1 habitat due to its ease of restorability is nonsensical.  The Trust assumes that the text is inferring that it would be too difficult to restore, rather than too easy.  However, the Trust believes this to be a completely inaccurate conclusion, especially as the Environmental Statement maintains that the site will be restored to bog as an end use.  The Interpretation Manual of European habitats from which the guidance is quoted goes on to say “ Degraded raised bogs only includes examples which are ‘capable of natural regeneration’, i.e. "where the hydrology can be repaired and where, with appropriate rehabilitation management, there is a reasonable expectation of re-establishing vegetation with peat-forming capability within 30 years".  The Trust believes, supported by professional advice from Natural England, that the site is eminently restorable in its current condition.  

The Guidance goes on to say, “Provided they are capable of natural regeneration, the following land-cover types are considered to fall within the definition of Degraded raised bogs”:
i. Conifer plantations;

ii. Improved pasture;

iii. Scrub woodland (usually birch Betula spp.);

iv. Bare peat;

v. Impoverished vegetation dominated by species including purple moor grass Molinia caerulea, hare’s-tail cottongrass Eriophorum vaginatum and heather Calluna vulgaris, and lacking significant cover of bog-mosses Sphagnum species.

It is quite clear from this that the bare peat areas within the extraction site are of international importance. 

7.86 This estimation is of ecological value is irrelevant.  The bare peat is eminently restorable to mossland and is therefore of European Interest.

7.87
The Trust strongly disagrees with this assessment, which grossly underplays the value of existing mossland habitat.  All areas comprising bog habitat capable of restoration to bog are considered as of European Importance as well as being UK and GM BAP Priority Habitats.

Fauna   

7.91
As per the section on mammals, the report fails to fully identify the importance of the 12 Yards Road site for Water Vole.  The 2008 sample survey for the Lowlands water Vole project concluded that 12 Yards Road was a stronghold for Water Voles in the area.   

7.92 The report indicates that the status of Water Vole within Greater Manchester is unknown.  However, the Lowlands Water Vole Project, which has been undertaking surveys within the western areas of Greater Manchester; Bolton, Wigan and Salford, is now in its second year of surveys.  This data has obviously not been consulted.  The report then goes on to conclude that the area is only of district value for Water Vole without knowing what the actual distribution of voles is.  The report’s assessment is therefore not a true reflection of the importance of the site for this protected species.

7.93 As per our comments on the reptile section, Common Lizard is highly likely to be present on the mossland area within the study area.  

Ecological Impact Assessment

Development 

7.101
The current restoration plan would achieve the restoration to bog. 


7.102.1 The map CM4/2 shows that a significant area of the site will be left below two metres if the planning application is approved.  The map further indicates that a large section of the peat immediately adjacent to 12 Yards Road restoration area will be cut to a depth below two metres and this low peat depth will run south and into the area identified as the area in restoration.  It should be noted that the area in restoration has already been cut to a depth of less than two metres.  This is clearly not only damaging to the restoration proposals but will also reduce the viability of restoration on the 12 Yards Road site.  This is in direct contradiction to the planning application proposal to leave at least two metres of peat on the site.  This matter, which the Trust finds completely unacceptable, is also dealt with in section 4.5  

7.105 The Trust has very little confidence in statements of this sort in view of the historical over-extraction of peat on the southern part of the site, which has never been adequately explained.

7.106 As per our previous comments, bare peat capable of restoration to mossland is of European Importance not regional as indicated in the report.  The site is restorable to bog habitat within 30 years.  The argument that it is not restorable is not only misleading and inaccurate but shows a lack of understanding of the restoration of bog habitats.  

The report appears to agree that further peat extraction has the potential to reduce its restorability, but does not then seek to show that this is not the case nor indicate how this can be mitigated.  The Trust strongly believes that further peat extraction will significantly reduce the potential for the site to be restored to wet bog.  This risk is increased with the effects of global warming.  Weather patterns are likely to shift, with increased periods of drought, followed by flash flooding events.  Peat acts like a sponge to soak up and retain water, releasing it slowly through time.  The more peat available, the longer it can retain water.  Conversely, the less peat available, the smaller the sponge effect and the more likely it is to dry out.  It is vital to the success of the restoration works that water levels are maintained at an appropriate level.  The reduced peat levels resulting form continuing the peat extraction makes this less likely.  The lack of water control features in the restoration proposal also increases the risk that in flash flooding events, the compartments will be flooded resulting in inappropriate conditions for sphagnum growth.  

The argument that the current conditions are to amenity and not to recreate raised bog is also flawed and misleading.  As per our previous comments, the term amenity has been used to cover conservation and reference is made in the S106 agreement to bog habitat.  The Trust strongly believes that the extension to allow peat extraction to continue will only reduce the chances of the peat surface being restored to bog habitat.  This would have a huge negative impact on an area of European Importance.  

7.107 There is a whole catalogue of breaches of conditions on peat extraction sites within the Chat Moss area. Large areas within the current extraction area have already been over-extracted in breach of the 2m condition.  Given this consistent lack of adherence to planning conditions within the Manchester mosses, we consider it extremely unlikely that anywhere near 0.5 metres of bog peat would be left for restoration.  In any event, the planning consent requires a depth of 2m of peat to be left.  The restoration proposal is to create 30cm high bunding, which would be composed of the higher-level bog peats, further reducing the amount of bog peat left for restoration.   

7.108 The Trust reiterates that amenity use was used to incorporate the restoration to bog.  Within the schedule of the Section 106 Agreement, point 6 confirms that “as soon as the site ceases to be required for the purpose of peat extraction and in any event not later than the expiration of the relevant planning permission for such extraction a programme of works necessary to secure the future of the site for the purpose of nature conservation shall be agreed between the Company and the Council.”  The S106 identified that “the emphasis will be on the provision of relatively wet areas where “wetland” vegetation and fauna can become established”. 

Section 7 further states that “A scheme for the management of the natural history interest of the site shall be agreed between the Company and the Council”.  The regrettable fact that no management agreement has yet been reached is a failure on the part of the applicants to fulfil their obligations set out in the planning conditions.  Letters and communication from Salford City Council confirm the Wildlife Trust’s assertion that a restoration plan detailing the works required to restore the area to wet bog should already have been agreed.  The current conditions, if adhered to by the peat extractor, would be sufficient to restore the site back to its natural state of wet bog habitat without the need to wait another 15 years with the subsequent loss of another 2-2.5 metres of peat.  

7.110 As set out in section 7.106, the continued peat extraction will reduce the sites viability of restoration to bog habitat.  This will certainly affect many of the rare and protected species that are reliant on bog habitat within the area.  The Trust therefore disagrees with the statement that the proposal will have a negligible effect on the faunal species.  

7.112 As outlined in Sections 7.106 and 7.110 above, the loss of peat depth will reduce the site’s viability of restoration to bog habitat will have a significant adverse impact on protected and rare species identified within the area.  The set back of restoration works for at least another 15 years will also adversely impact on the protected and rare species recorded within the area.  The immediate restoration to bog habitat as soon as the current licence expires is the only way to safeguard the biodiversity of the area. 

Impacts of the Proposed Restoration Scheme 

7.134
Whilst the Trust would support restoration of the site to raised bog habitat, the Trust is totally opposed to the extension of peat extraction.  The restoration proposals can be achieved through the current planning conditions.

Compensation for Habitat Loss

7.137
As outlined previously, the current conditions allow for the restoration to bog habitat.  The new proposal provides nothing extra in terms of compensation and the added loss of at least a further two metres of peat.  The reduced peat depth would, in the Trust’s opinion, reduce the viability and success of restoration to bog habitat and jeopardise the long-term interest of the sites biodiversity.

7.142
The potential of the development to reduce the viability of restoration to bog habitat would certainly reduce its interest and value for many of the protected species already identified as utilising both the restored and adjacent bog habitats.  The reduction of water levels on 12 Yards Road would certainly lead to the loss of suitable Water Vole habitat. 

Legal and Policy Implications for Valued Ecological Receptors

International Policy

7.145
As discussed earlier, the Habitats Directive gave guidance to National Governments as to the range and quality of habitats that could be entered as candidate SACs and SPA’s.  The final list of sites chosen by the UK Government is not exhaustive, but is representative of habitat types.  The Habitats Directive gives direction that even degraded raised bogs that are capable of restoration should be considered as of European Importance.  The proposed extension to peat extraction would certainly affect this habitat type and as outlined previously would undermine its successful restoration.  

National Policy 

7.148
PPS9 states that “Government’s objectives for planning are:

·  To promote sustainable development by ensuring that biological and geological diversity are conserved and enhanced.  

·  To conserve, enhance and restore the diversity of England’s wildlife and geology by sustaining and where possible improving the quality and extent of natural habitat

As outlined previously, the Trust believes that the proposed extension to extraction could reduce the viability of restoration to lowland raised mire and is therefore contrary to the above national objectives. 

The Key principles in PPS9 include:

(i) “Planning decisions should be based upon up-to-date information about the environmental characteristics of their areas.”  
(ii) “Planning decisions should aim to maintain, and enhance, restore or add to biodiversity and geological conservation interest.”

(iii) “Plan policies on the form and location of development should take a strategic approach to the conservation, enhancement and restoration of biodiversity and geology, and recognise the contributions that sites, areas and features, both individually and in combination, make to conserving the resource. “
The peat depth data supplied as part of the Environmental Statement is over two years old and peat extraction on site is fast reducing these depths. No current information has been provided on the current depth of peat on site.  At the very least, the continued peat extraction will prevent restoration to bog for another 15 years.  The existing mossland resource is fragmented and isolated and is made more vulnerable to habitat degradation and localised species extinctions by their isolation.  The setting back of restoration works for another 15 years will therefore increase the vulnerability of the remaining mossland sites.  The Trust also believes that the continued peat extraction has the potential to further reduce the likelihood of successful restoration to bog habitat.  This is clearly contrary to the principles of national planning policy.  

PPS9 stresses that local authorities should take an integrated approach to planning for biodiversity, and that local development framework should “identify any areas or sites for the restoration or creation of new priority habitats which would contribute to regional targets, and support this restoration or creation through appropriate policies”.  PPS9 goes on to outline its approach to linking networks of natural habitats.  “Local authorities should aim to maintain networks by avoiding or repairing the fragmentation and isolation of natural habitats through policies in plans.  Such networks should be protected from development”. Salford City Council has been proactive in promoting the Mossland Vision document, a shared vision by Salford and Wigan on the restoration of the Mossland Heartland.  The Trust believes that the proposal to continue peat extraction once the current licence expires is entirely contrary to both the Vision document and PPS9.  

7.149
Water Vole has been identified as being present in the area and is known to breed on the adjacent 12 Yards Road SBI.  The Trust remains unconvinced by the hydrological report supplied within the EIA and believes that the continued peat extraction will reduce water levels within the SBI and that this would be detrimental to this protected species.  PPS9 also highlights the effects of development on other species, identified as requiring conservation action.  The reduced water levels would not only seriously affect the potential for the site to support bog vegetation but could well affect a range of species such as important invertebrate and bird communities.  

Regional Policy 

Within the North West of England Regional Spatial Strategy to 2021, Policy DP 9 identifies as an urgent regional priority, plans, strategies, proposals, schemes and investment that decisions should:

· Contribute to reductions in the regions carbon dioxide emissions from all sources.  

The RSS goes on to state that” Measures to reduce carbon emissions might include as examples:

· The improved management and rewetting of the region’s blanket and raised bog resource.

Clearly the proposal to continue to extract carbon rich peat is in direct conflict with the North West RSS.  Whereas, the immediate restoration of the peat area as soon as the current licence ceases, is in line with the regional strategy.

Plans and strategies should define special objectives and prioritise for conservation, to direct decisions and target resources.  These will be founded on a sound restoration and enhancement as appropriate, and provide area based guidelines understanding of the diversity, distinctiveness, significance and sensitivity of the regions environmental assets and informed by sub-regional environmental frameworks.  Special consideration will be given to the impacts of climate change and adaptation measures.  Clearly the extraction of at least another two metres of peat will have considerable impacts on climate change by release of stored carbon within the peat deposits.  As previously stated, climate change may impact upon how bogs can be restored.  Shallow areas of peat deposits may become water stressed due to changes in weather patterns.  Adaptations to this would be to retain a greater depth of peat within restoration proposals.  The greater the depth of peat the more water can be stored and retained in adverse conditions.  The continued removal of peat does not allow for adverse conditions caused by climate change to be countered and is therefore contrary to the Policy EM1.

Local Policy

7.157
The Trust feels that the reduced peat depth resulting from the continued extraction could undermine the successful restoration of the site to bog.  The reduced volume of peat available to take on water could result in the site becoming water stressed during times of drought.  This would seriously affect the ability of the bog to function as a sustainable habitat and is therefore contrary to Policy EN11.  

In addition, the proposal is to retain only 0.5 metres of bog peat.  Given that the restoration proposal is to create a network of internal bunds utilising surface peat, the eventual depth of bog peat is likely to be much lower than this.  The retention of sufficient depth of bog peat is essential if restoration works are to be successful. Also given the historic lack of adherence to conditions attached to retaining a sufficient depth of peat, it is unlikely that the resulting restoration proposals will achieve the restoration to bog habitat.   

Salford and Wigan Core Strategy 

The report makes no mention of Salford’s Draft Core Strategy and yet this is a key document which will define the future direction of planning in Salford, and should therefore be a material consideration.  The document states “…additional peat extraction beyond the existing planning permissions will not be granted. The significant amount of time required to implement those existing peat extraction permissions will provide sufficient opportunity for alternative and more sustainable sources of horticultural products to be identified.”
Table 7/5

The Trust strongly disagrees with the impact assessments in terms of the proposals effects on the biodiversity assets within the study area.  

The habitat survey appears to have played down the importance and value of the existing mossland habitat, namely 12 Yards Road and Surviving fragments of Chat Moss.  In both cases, the surveys have neglected to mention the presence of mossland vegetation within the sites.  At least four species of Sphagnum Moss have been found on 12 Yards Road and monitoring of the Sphagnum’s will be an important part of any future restoration works.  Cross-leaved Heath, a rare plant in Greater Manchester is also to be found on 12 Yards Road.  The SBI known as the surviving fragments of Chat Moss also support a range of Sphagnum mosses and Cross-leaved Heath, but these appear not to have been recorded.

The site description of 12 yards Road as supporting dense green algae and dead overhanging vegetation is also misleading.  Rewetting of dry mossland habitat, often results in an initial surge of nutrients, due in part to the flooding out of and death of the dominant Purple Moor-grass. As outlined in the restoration section, the movement and digging up of peat tends to cause initial release of nutrients.  The construction of the bunds will therefore have also released some nutrients into the system, resulting in temporary algal flushes.  

Section 12: Carbon Issues and Alternatives

12.5 – Once the peat surface is exposed to the air the release of carbon dioxide can not be described as “slow”.  Under oxygenated conditions the rate of Carbon Dioxide production is 4.3 times higher than under anaerobic conditions (Source: Bergman et al. 1999).  This can lead to the release of 28 tonnes of CO2 equivalent per hectare per year from a bare peat surface (Source: Alm et al. 2007).

12.6 – This section has not addressed the contribution of methane from the wet ditches which are maintained on site.  The amount of methane released can be quite significant.  Methane is a global warming gas which is 25 times more powerful than carbon dioxide (IPCC 2007).  Therefore even a small amount can have a significant impact on global warming.  It is estimated that between 102.5 kg/CO2 eq/ha/y  and 1125 kg/CO2 eq/ha/y is released during the growing season from a peat extraction site (Source: Sundh et al. 2000).  Assuming an average ditch width of 1m then there is an estimated 0.5 ha of drainage ditch currently on site.   It is also worthwhile noting that this figure dwarfs that of the transportation costs of shipping peat from the former Soviet Union.  

12.7 – Any Carbon figures referred to in this document should be expressed as carbon dioxide equivalents to better represent the actual impact the development may have on green house gas emissions, as detailed in the IPCC 2007 report.  The carbon value for a typical growing bog is grossly inaccurate.  The figures suggest a value of  0.0518 t/ co2 eq / ha is sequestered each year.  Drewer et al. 2009 observed that a growing bog in Edinburgh stores 2.82 t /co2 eq /ha, 55 times higher than the figures used.  Natural England’s recent carbon report suggested a storage rate of 4.11 t /co2 eq /ha, 79 times higher than the figure used.   Bortoluzzi et al. 2006 3.25-6.02 t/co2 eq/ha, 62 times – 116 times higher.  Whilst these figures do vary, this is not unexpected and is due to natural variation between the location, peat type, vegetation cover of each of the bogs, water table and other such factors.  All of these studies demonstrate that the assumption that a growing bog absorbs 0.0518 t/ co2 eq/ha is inaccurate and does not reflect values found in peer reviewed literature.

Similarly the carbon content of peat at 55kg/m3 is extremely conservative and is at almost the lowest found for peat.  The typical range of carbon content for peat is 41 – 165 kg/m3.  A more appropriate figure to use would be 103 kg/m3, almost double the figure quoted.    

Taken together, these inaccuracies mean that the impact on carbon emissions from peat extraction at Chat Moss is grossly underestimated.

12.8 – The current planning permission does assume amenity restoration of the site, which Salford CC has interpreted as restoration to sphagnum bog.  (see  para 2.33 and others above).  Therefore it is clear that restoration to bog should not be considered as the best case scenario for the site, but the only scenario, with all its associated benefits for biodiversity and carbon storage.   

The Trust’s best estimates of carbon gains and losses expressed as tonnes CO2 equivalent are set out below

Lost Annual Sequestration

600,000 m2 = 60 hectares

60 x 4.11* = 246.6 (67 tonnes carbon) 

* Based on Natural England figures.
Peat Extraction

Total volume of peat = 60,000 m3 x 103 kg C/M3 * 44/12

= 22,660 tonnes of Carbon Dioxide per annum

Loss from Bare Peat Surface

60 ha x 28 = 1,680 tonnes of Carbon dioxide  per annum (Alm et al. 2007).  
Total Annual Loss = 24,586.6 tonnes of Carbon Dioxide each Year

(ie more than twice the figure quoted by the applicant)

Please note these figures do not include the carbon released from the transportation or extraction of the peat. 

12.9 – The statement that oxidation of the peat surface should be discounted demonstrates a lack of understanding of the carbon dynamics of the peat extraction site.  In between the brief moments when the peat is being removed from the site the bare peat surface will be continually releasing carbon into the atmosphere.  A typical bare peat surface releases on average 28 tonnes of Carbon Dioxide equivalent per hectare per year (Alm et al. 2007).  The total amount of carbon released is therefore the sum of the carbon contained within the removed peat and the carbon released from bare peat on the site.

12.10 – The amount of carbon held in peat does fluctuate with soil depth.  Unfortunately there is no simple rule which can be applied.  However it is relatively easy to obtain peat core samples to determine how the carbon storage varies with soil depth.  The key value which is required is the bulk density of the peat, which is the weight of the soil per unit volume.   

12.11 – The supposition that tree planting on the site would lead to a saving of over 6,000 tonnes of carbon dioxide is not accurate.  Tree planting on deep peat (>1m) requires large drainage ditches to be dug which increases the loss of carbon from the site (Braekke, 1987; Cannell et al., 1993; Harrison et al.,1995; Davidson and Grieve, 1995; Cannell et al., 1999).  Conversely at the same time the trees start to accumulate carbon.  Therefore on average trees planted on peat will store 5 tonnes of CO2 eq /ha/y (Arnold et al 2005), which is very similar to that of a pristine bog (4.11 t/co2 e/ha/y (Natural England)).  The difference however is that a woodland would not increase the carbon stored year on year whereas a mossland would.   It is also worthwhile noting that any tree planting on the scale proposed in 12.11 would most likely conflict with the Forestry’s Commissions open habitats policy and the Mosslands Vision to which they are a signatory.

Regarding wind turbine proposals on peat dominated areas it must be noted that the latest research indicates that there is a 15 – 35 year payback time before the scheme begins saving carbon, due to the loses created by installation on a peatland site (Nayak et al. 2009).  Wind turbines currently only have a 25 year payback period.  Therefore depending on how the turbine is installed, it is likely that it could completely negate any carbon savings.  Consequently the 8,000 tonne figure is not considered to be realistic.

It is also worth noting that discussions of alternative options have nothing to do with the carbon loss from the bog, and that there is no proposal to construct wind turbines on Chat Moss.
12.12 – The rate of carbon loss from a bare peat surface is about 28 tonnes of Carbon Dioxide equivalent per hectare per year (Alm et al. 2007).  In addition to this there is significant loss of carbon through wind and rain erosion of the peat.  There is no equilibrium between peat extraction and the amount of carbon loss.  Peat extraction always leads to significant carbon loss, year on year.

12.13 – The Trust strongly disputes the statement that “the permissions strongly suggest that a bog restoration was not being envisaged”.  The Trust’s position is as set out in para 2.33.  We believe that restoration to Sphagnum bog was always envisaged, in keeping with the Mossland Vision.  In any event, the requirement of the existing consent is for the developer to agree a restoration plan with Salford CC by June 2008 and they have failed to do this. 

12.14 – The carbon benefits of bog restoration should not be considered a benefit of this development.  Before the development commenced the site would have been actively storing carbon.  This carbon storage function was removed by the development when the site was drained and the vegetation was stripped.  Therefore restoration of this function should be not be considered a benefit of the application, but more repair of the damage that the development has caused.  In any event, restoration of the site is already required by the existing consent, and can not therefore be considered as a new benefit.

12.15 – The policy of other countries in regards to peat extraction are clearly outside of the control of Wigan and Salford councils and should not be considered here.  In any event the developers own figures show that whilst the transport emissions would obviously increase if peat was extracted abroad, the emissions due to transport remain a very small fraction of the total emissions associated with peat extraction.   

12.16 – As stated in this section, more and more peat extraction sites are being closed or limited in extent due to planning and environmental constraints.  This should not be used as an excuse to continue extraction at this site.  It should be quite the opposite, as there is clearly a strong argument for the cessation of peat extraction.  It is also worth noting that National or European designated sites are selected as a representative sample of the available habitat and do not provide blanket coverage for a particular habitat of a particular quality.  Because the volume of peat on the site being considered in this application is much higher, it could be considered of equal or superior quality than the designated Thorne and Hatfield moors or William Sinclair’s Bolton Fell, a European designated site.   The EU Habitats Directive states that all areas of cutover peat capable of restoration to mossland within 30 years should be considered as being of European importance.
12.18 – Just because peat alternatives are more expensive does not mean that they should not be used.  The environmental impact of the high carbon release from peat extraction will in the long term cost significantly more than any peat free alternatives available. Gardening Which have independently tested compost samples and one of the three best performing peat free composts was New Horizon Peat Free which is made by the applicants William Sinclair’s.    It is therefore clear that peat free composts have “come of age”.  They are readily available and actually perform better than peat.

12.19 – The UK market is oversupplied with peat according to the government’s reports (see section 3.16 above) so we dispute the need for extraction in the Baltic States and Russia.

12.20 – The removal of Chat Moss from the peat supply market could act as an excellent stimulus to an increase the supply of peat free products. William Sinclairs are already leaders in the peat free market.  Instead of taking the environmentally damaging option of seeking a new peat extraction site further afield, they should explore ways of increasing the peat free market.

12.29 – The governments own report on peat use showed that peat use is now actually diminishing despite the overall growth in the market for growing media.  This is a tribute to William Sinclairs and others who have successfully developed viable alternatives to peat, and they should continue to put their energies into that.  

12.33 – The current planning application is to determine the future of Chat Moss.  We must leave it to legislation and their own planning processes in the Baltic States and Russia to protect mosslands in those countries. 

12.43 – The restoration of 125 ha of former peat extraction sites by the Trust currently supports 4 full time equivalent posts, and indirectly supports a further 5 jobs.  Also it is worth noting that the peat extraction jobs will be lost in time no matter which option happens, as peat extraction will have to cease at some point.  However, as indicated in para 3.7 above, there is clearly potential for any jobs lost to be replaced by jobs in the expanding peat free sector, and the Trust is not prepared to support employment that is the cause of such a high level of environmental damage.

12.44 – The Trust welcomes the gradual reduction in peat extraction, in line with Government Strategy and encourages Sinclairs to bring their own business strategies into line with government thinking, and the aspirations of society to prevent damage to threatened habitats.  

12.45 – The Trust supports the statements by Salford CC that the existing permission requires the developer to restore to active sphagnum bog.  The continued opposition to this course of action by Sinclairs is very disappointing.

12.47 – Lancashire Wildlife Trust has managed the 12 Yards Road SBI for some five years.  Far from the site becoming scrubbed over the Trust has been actively reversing this process by removing scrub, and re-wetting the site to restore the lowland raised bog habitat.

12.53 – This statement is in conflict with statements made elsewhere in the document and in particular with the Map  CM4/1 showing final peat depths on the site after a further 2m had been removed.   The history of over-extraction on the site suggests that there are likely to be further breaches of the 2m condition (particularly if milling is the extraction method) and it is extraordinary that the Applicant should even submit a document that does not comply with the 2m limit.  

12.55 – The Trust, supported by Natural England,  has identified a significant adverse impact of the development on the 12 yards road SBI whose hydrology will be wholly compromised by the development, with a consequent significant negative impact on the bog habitat and the Water Voles present on site. The impacts on carbon emissions are also highly significant as is the delay itself on the increasingly scarce lowland raised bog habitat.

12.57 – In the Trust’s view the early cessation of peat extraction at all three sites, allowing restoration to proceed is the only outcome that is line with local and national policies.  The Trust urges the Council to reject the applications and to encourage the applicants to put their energies into the development of sustainable peat free alternatives.
[image: image1.png]Planning Division

Housing and Planning

Saiford Civic Centre, Chorley Road -
Swinton, Salford M27 6BY

Martyn Walker Phone 0161 793 3647

The Wildlife Trust for Lancashire, Manchester and North  Fax 0161 793 3667

Merseyside Email marion.raines@salford.gov.uk
The Barn Web www.salford.gov.uk
Berkeley Drive

Bamber Bridge My Ref TYRJan08

PRESTON Your Ref

PRS 6BY

Date: 21st January 2008

Subject: Bog Restoration Project, Twelve Yards Road, Salford

Dear Martyn

| understand that the recent bid by The Wildlife Trust for grant aid to undertake bog restoration work at 3
mossland sites (i.e. Twelve Yards Road, Astley Moss and Red Moss) has been successful. It is also understood
that Biffaward now requires confirmation from Salford City Council that it is willing to contribute towards the cost
of the project work for 2008/09 and that the future of the site is secured for nature conservation.

This letter therefore is to confirm that the council is happy to contribute £1,000 towards the project and is
arranging to have that sum paid into the LWT's ESCROW account so that a sum of £10,000 can be secured for
use at Twelve Yards Road site. It is understood that the work will include installation of plastic piling/sluices,
pipes and monitoring equipment, ditch blocking and a management fee for overseeing the work.

With respect to the future of the fand in question, please find enclosed copies of 2 lease agreements and 2
section 106 agreements. Between them, these documents explain that the 3 plots of land along the eastern
edge of the Twelve Yards Road peat extraction site have been leased to Salford City Council in various stages
since 1997. Therefore today, the council leases a total of 12 hectares from the peat extractor and land owner.
Following the end of peat extraction in 2010, the whole of the 3 plots and the adjoining peat extraction site (in
total 76 hectares) will be restored to an amenity use (which with the retention of a 2 metre depth of peat will

allow for bog restoration).
It is thought that the further restoration work on the council leased land is another important step in securing the
future of the overall site for the benefit of mossland wildlife. This is in full conformity with the councif's

aspirations of seeking to restore lowland raised bog habitat in an area where it was previously a key feature of
the landscape and where opportunities to restore it are now so fimited.

{ trust this letter and the enclosed information is sufficient for the trust's purposes

Yours sincerely
oo
Mo & Redias

MARION RAINES
PRINCIPAL PLANNER (ENVIRONMENT AND PROJECTS GROUP)
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