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Protect Lindow Facebook Members - 436


Safeguarding and premature application
· LPS 59 is safeguarded until after 2030
· The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) clearly says that safeguarded land cannot be used before a review of the Local Plan
· Safeguarded land cannot be developed “early” via a standalone planning application.
The land must first be:
1. Considered through a Local Plan review, and
2. Formally allocated for development in that plan.
The NPPF does not just suggest, but clearly expects, that safeguarded land is only developed after a Local Plan review allocates it.
There has been no local plan review which is clearly required by the NPPF. 
The application is therefore premature, clearly contradicts the view of the Planning Inspector and conflicts directly with the NPPF. It should be rejected on this basis.

Site Suitability
In the Planning Inspectorate Report to Cheshire East Council (CEC) 20th June 2017, the Inspector Stephen J Pratt BA (Hons) MRTPI said the following of LPS 59.

‘Land at Upcast Lane/Cumber Lane (CS36) is identified as Safeguarded Land (15ha). This site currently makes a limited contribution to Green Belt purposes, and CEC has demonstrated the exceptional circumstances justifying the release of this site from the Green Belt, including the possibility of allocating it now for new housing. There are some concerns about access to the site, particularly using the existing road network, and the potential impact on the surrounding landscape, which is of local importance due to the historic field patterns. However, the CELSP-PC does not allocate this land for development at this time; these detailed matters could be considered in the future, if the site were to be released for development as a result of a future review of the CELPS. No further amendments are needed to this proposal.’
Mr Pratt was clearly aware of the limitations of this site regarding 
· access
· the road network and sustainability
· the historic landscape and moss rooms. (Note, he raised this issue even before the CEC Landscape Character Assessment identifying LPS 59 as an important Mossland Character Area)
He was also very clear that there should be a review of the CEC Local Plan Strategy (LPS) before it was released to development. This has not happened.
The application ignores these earlier professional conclusions, nor does it address them.
The unresolved issues of poor sustainability, inadequate road network and landscape sensitivity remain, and make the site unsuitable for development.

Sustainability
In 2017 Mr Pratt the government inspector said of LPS 59. There are some concerns about access to the site, particularly using the existing road network, and the potential impact on the surrounding landscape.
Policy LSP3 states development which is isolated from sustainable transport networks, is highly likely to become car dependent and therefore should be discouraged.

The NPPF requires development to be located where:
· The day to day needs can be met sustainably
· Reliance on the private car is minimised
The site is not highly accessible but is poorly connected to services and public transport and cannot realistically be made more sustainable. The overall Department for Transport’s Connectivity Tool Lite score is below average, and confirms both the residents’ and Government Inspector’s concerns.
Services are between, not within, reasonable walking distance – 2.7 kilometres (Wilmslow Station), 2.4 kilometres (Town Centre and Wilmslow High School). 
Walking is therefore unattractive to many users, especially children, the elderly or in poor weather.
The pedestrian routes are of low quality with narrow residential streets, poor discontinuous footways and not suitable access for all users, which does not promote active travel.
The routes are narrow, indirect and require multiple road crossings to get to, for example, Wilmslow High school or the train station.
The truth is residents would be heavily reliant on cars. The development would generate significant additional traffic (hundreds of daily trips).
Routing traffic through unsuitable residential roads and streets shows the site has poor placemaking and fails to deliver a sustainable location.
The statistics provided by the applicant are not based on reliable baseline data and underestimate traffic volumes.
Using TRICS based data traffic flows of 700 vehicle movements per day can be anticipated from 130 houses especially as Wilmslow is:
· Affluent, with a high car ownership percentage
· A commuter town (Manchester/airport corridor)
· Has moderate rail access.
This means higher outbound AM trips and above-average trip rates versus the national average.
Note that if this application proceeds there will likely be multiple further applications for LPS 59 with a potential total number of houses of circa 500. So, a potential of 2,692 vehicle movement per day on totally unsuitable residential roads.
Vehicles would be required to access jobs, schools, healthcare and shops and therefore the application fails to create an inclusive, accessible community.
The local plan directs development to sustainable locations with appropriate infrastructure. This site is peripheral and poorly connected and as such undermines the plan led spatial strategy.
Policy TA4 states that applications for all major developments should demonstrate how they can ensure appropriate access to schools via safe and well-lit sustainable transport routes, such as for walking and cycling.  This application does not meet this criteria.
Wilmslow High School is significantly oversubscribed and is already accommodating 200+ pupils above its designed capacity

There is no spare capacity at the school and additional pupils are likely to:
· Increase pressure further, and
· Be displaced to other secondary schools with additional longer travel distance increases car journeys 
The site does not provide genuinely sustainable access to services and will increase car dependency contrary to the NPPF sustainable transport objectives (SD1/SD2).
This application is unsustainable and should be rejected because it
· Relies heavily on car travel
· Overloads unsuitable residential roads
· Fails to provide safe realistic alternatives
· Conflicts with both local and national sustainability policies

Please also read the full Transport Report submitted by Protect Lindow 

Piecemeal applications to avoid the issues with LPS 59 identified by the Inspector Mr Pratt 
The application only covers part of the wider LPS 59 site, avoiding full assessment of impacts.
This contradicts earlier claims that the land could be planned comprehensively.
At the planning meeting held by the Inspector Mr Pratt in 2017 he made enquiries as to the ownership of the land. At the meeting the representatives, Bluemantle, advised Mr Platt that the multiple ownership issues had been resolved and also the access issues. 
This would appear not to be the case. (Indeed the claim in the CEC LPS that there are multiple access points would also appear to be questionable)
CEC have also chosen not to conduct an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) on LPS59 ignoring the significant historic nature of LPS 59 and its designation as a nationally important Mossland Landscape Character Area. Without an EIA, CEC will not be able to assess the irreversible or long term environmental effects of the development, in particular the release of carbon through peat disturbance, nor will it adequately grapple with environmental effects that are complex and could have a lasting impact on climate, biodiversity, and human health, Caselaw is clear that Local Planning Authorities should take a precautionary approach and if there is any doubt an EIA should be required. 
This application seeks to avoid consideration of the whole site and the issues identified by Mr Pratt about access to the site, particularly using the existing road network, and the potential impact on the surrounding landscape by applying only for 133 houses.
The application is seeking to avoid scrutiny as required by the NPPF and the Planning Inspector.
If approval is granted this will then be used as precedent for the rest of LPS 59 where the historic moss rooms are clearly visible (See Appendix 1) and will incrementally create significant issues with access and use of the existing road network.
The application should therefore be rejected.

Landscape character
When LPS 59 was safeguarded CEC had not conducted a landscape character assessment.
In his report of June 2017 the inspector Mr Pratt identifies  the concerns regarding ‘the potential impact on the surrounding landscape, which is of local importance due to the historic field patterns.’
In 2018 LPS 59 was included in the Landscape Character Area (LCT9).
It was included in this for a reason – to protect it. 
The CEC strategy for this landscape is ‘The strategy for this LCT should be to protect and manage the extant areas of peat and mossland in order to maximise the biodiversity and spirit of place and maintain its open character and the distinctive ‘moss rooms’.  The diversity and extent of areas of wetland habitat should be protected and managed.’
It does not say, ‘but only for parts of it’. 
 If it was not an important landscape - why did CEC include LPS 59 in the Landscape Character Area LPS59?
Why did CEC become a founding member of the Lindow Landscape Partnership whose aims are to preserve and restore this landscape?
Policy SE4 states In Local Landscape Designation Areas, Cheshire East will seek to conserve and enhance the quality of the landscape and to protect it from development which is likely to have an adverse effect on its character and appearance and setting.

It is abundantly clear that this land is part of the Lindow Moss Landscape Character Area. It is confirmed by the applicants that the site contains considerable peat present, as a minimum 13,330M3.
Despite the applicant picking and choosing elements of policy, and suggesting that the policy ‘appears’ to say something, they do acknowledge that there would be loss of character. 
The applicant also refers to parts of the TH2 policy where the policy is explicit to mean for ‘minor developments’. 133 houses is not a minor development and therefore does not apply.
The policy TH2 is clear 
Applications within the Lindow Moss Landscape  Character Area (as identified as Profile D1 of the Wilmslow Landscape Character Assessment) should identify, preserve and enhance, where possible, the overall historical and cultural significance of this important landscape and not negatively impact on its potential for recreation, education, nature conservation, food production and climate regulation.

The applicants own Ecology report (2.1.4) recognises that this, amongst other priority actions, has not been met.

The application clearly does not ‘preserve and enhance’ the landscape character described above. It will erode the openness, long views and the sense of remoteness.

In Local Landscape Designation Areas, Cheshire East say they will seek to conserve and enhance the quality of the landscape and to protect it from development which is likely to have an adverse effect on its character and appearance and setting.

The application’s failure to conserve and enhance the local landscape character are clear grounds for refusal. 

The application should therefore be rejected.

The presence of Peat

The applicant acknowledges that at least 13,330M3 of peat is present.

No attempt has been made by the applicant to analyse the carbon content of the soils. This is not unexpected given their commercial interest and lack of respect for the Safeguarding and the Landscape Character Area.

The claim the peat is degraded is based on the limited evidence (not groundwater and sphagnum) and satellite images of the site. 

This is not unusual as most peatlands in the UK are degraded to some extent, so this does not give carte blanche to further damage or destroy it. It is likely that most of the peat in the Lindow Character Area is degraded to some degree.

Moving the peat or organic-rich soil and using it for any kind of development, for example in landscaping or gardens, will almost certainly lead to accelerated mineralisation of organic matter and release as CO2. 

Physical disturbance modifies water flow, mixes normally physically ‘protected’ substrates and exposes microbes in soil to oxygen and this is a recipe for stimulating CO2 release and leaching of particulate organic matter, driving loss of carbon from soil. 

These processes are well established and endorsed by Professor David Johnson , Chair in Soil Microbial Ecology, Lancaster University.

The techniques for peatland restoration are often quite simple and well supported by much scientific literature, such as removing or blocking field drains, and so it is reasonable to expect there to be some potential to restore the site (as emphasised in some published works). It is CEC policy to ‘protect manage and enhance the semi-natural habitat, particularly the relic mosses’.

The applicant’s use of the peat is contrary to the Horticultural Peat (Prohibition of Sale) Bill currently in progress through Parliament which is the first step in banning its use. A complete ban on the use of all peat is expected by 2030.

For these reasons it is very surprising that the applicant suggests using the removed peat for the purposes that this ban aims to prevent and which in due course are expected to be illegal.

The specific idea of ‘Controlled reuse of peat in selected garden areas where appropriate, as organic-rich soils to support sustainable garden planting, reduced fertiliser use…’ is particularly perplexing. 

Peats are notoriously very poor in mineral nutrients which is why many commercial peat products have inorganic fertiliser added to them to make them more usable, and so there could well be a need to add fertiliser to grow typically nutrient-hungry garden plants effectively.

Suggesting ‘sustainable garden plantin’ and ‘nature led landscape design’ are mere puffs and ignore that the applicant is likely to be in breach of current or future regulations on the use of peat 

The application should be refused due to:
· the presence of substantial quantities of peat given the site within the Lindow Moss Landscape Character Area
· Policy SE4 which says ‘In Local Landscape Designation Areas, Cheshire East will seek to conserve and enhance the quality of the landscape and to protect it from development which is likely to have an adverse effect on its character and appearance.’
· Mossland is included in the Cheshire region Biodiversity Action Plan and therefore Cheshire East has a legal duty with regards to LPS 59.
· The proposed re-use of the peat is questionable and may breach current and future legislation
· Disturbance and movement of the peat leading to accelerated mineralisation of organic matter and release as CO2.
· The site has potential for restoration not destruction.

Carbon Emissions

The applicant states that "overall emissions are a very small proportion of both Cheshire East and the national carbon budgets", and "the scheme's effect is classified as minor adverse effect". 

The same can be said of almost any individual proposal on any but the largest development sites when set in the wider context of a large Borough such as Cheshire East or the nation as a whole. This application is significant locally and very significant if the greater LPS 59 were developed. 

It is not an argument to say that many small developments do not matter. The cumulative effect is significant.

Even if the site is a "net emitter" at present, a housing development is not the best or only way to address this.

Moving the peat or organic-rich soil and using it for any kind of development, for example in landscaping or gardens, will almost certainly lead to accelerated mineralisation of organic matter and release as CO2

Physical disturbance modifies water flow, mixes normally physically ‘protected’ substrates and exposes microbes in soil to oxygen and this is a recipe for stimulating  CO2 release and leaching of particulate organic matter, driving loss of carbon from soil.  These processes are well established.

The application will lead to the release of carbon and development will cause long term harm.

Drainage
Policy TH 2 states that applications ‘Demonstrate that the scheme will not have negative impacts upon the water table, ecosystem, and peat bogs within the Lindow Moss landscape.’

The applicant simply stating that surface water will be funnelled into the United Utilities drainage system is simply not credible and does not demonstrate this.

This is important because
· Raised bogs are entirely rain-fed systems and extremely sensitive to water level changes
· Even small groundwater or drainage changes can degrade them

During discussions held with John Handley OBE, Professor Emeritus in Planning and Environmental Management at the University of Manchester. he was very clear that any development would have an impact on LPS 59 and the wider area including the Wildlife site Lindow End.(CE181)

The development of this site risks damaging the drainage ecosystem of the Lindow Moss Character Area and the Wildlife Site at Lindow End (CE 181).

The applicant acknowledges there is flooding on the site but suggests that the mitigation is by building houses that are raised!  This completely ignores the impact on the greater LPS 59 area, its ecology and the mossland character landscape.

Flood Risk and Water Management Policy SE 13 requires 
· No deterioration of groundwater or surface water - Development must “enhance and protect surface and ground water quality” and comply with the Water Framework Directive 
· No increase in runoff / hydrological disruption - Developments must manage water on-site using Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS ) and they must not increase runoff rates and should reduce existing runoff where possible

The application will clearly materially alter the groundwater as the surface water is being channelled into United Utilities drainage network and will impact the greater LPS 59, and Lindow End Wildlife site.

Although not always stated explicitly as “bog protection,” the policies SE 13, SE 10 and SE3/6 combine to protect peatlands by:
· Preventing drainage or lowering of water tables (SE 13)
· Preventing peat removal (SE 10)
· Requiring biodiversity protection and enhancement (SE 3 / SE 6)

The application fails to meet policy requirements on protecting water tables and peat bogs.

Image of the proposed site showing typical flooding of the site and the adjacent bridle path.
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Aerial Roost Inspection and Badger Survey
The survey considered only a very small part of LPS 59. Whilst the proposed application may not contain a badger set within 30M, the residents surrounding LPS 59 see and experience badgers within their own gardens.
It should be noted that the survey had parts of it redacted. As it would be difficult for these redactions to be commercial sensitive one can only assume that they are detrimental to the applicant. They should be released in full.
The report clearly recognises the suitable foraging and dispersal opportunities for Badger supporting commuting and activity within the wider territorial range.
Again, the application should not be taken in isolation and needs to consider the negative impact on badgers and ecology in the wider LPS 59 landscape character area.
End
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