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ULNES  WALTON  ACTION  GROUP 
 

OBJECTIONS TO PROPOSED 3RD PRISON - GARTH WYMOTT 2 
OUTLINE PLANNING APPLICATION 21/01028/OUTMAJ 

 
Response to GMEU Comments 

 
Having just read GMEU's response, the Ulnes Walton Action Group (UWAG) is reassured 
to see in more detail various suggested conditions to planning approval not previously 
disclosed.  However, there are still some concerns which can be drawn from the "Central 
Lancashire Biodiversity  and Nature Conservation - Supplementary Planning Document, 
2015"; to which Chorley, South Ribble, and Preston Councils are co-signatories.  (This 
document is hereafter referred to as CLBNC-SPD 2015.) 
 
In this document distilled from the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), it states 
that paragraph 117 of the NPPF, planning policies should "...Plan for biodiversity at a 
landscape level across Local Authority boundaries….”.  UWAG would agree with this 
because nature does not readily recognise abstract man-made boundaries. 
 
Paragraph 41 of CLBNC-SPD 2015 states "...where there is reason to suspect that there 
may be protected habitats/species on or close to the proposed development site, requiring 
planning applications to be accompanied by a survey undertaken by an appropriate 
qualified professional."   
 
The site includes the removal of a corner strip of Priority 1 Broadleaf woodland, which in 
some documents is referred to simply as 'plantation' or ‘semi natural woodland’.  This is a 
significant stand of trees, not a simple row, which is designated Priority 1 Lowland Mixed 
Deciduous Woodland habitat status (Defra MAGIC).  This will not be replaced directly as 
part of the plan, but will be mitigated by enhanced grassland.  
 
Paragraph 46 of CLBNC-SPD 2015 states “Where and application is likely to affect 
designated sites or priority habitats, as listed in Table 1 in Appendix 2, a survey and 
assessment for the relevant feature must be submitted with the application”. 
 
This woodland is not referenced as Priority 1 in the EIA or in the GMEU response.  As 
Priority 1 Habitat, it has had a passing reference to its status in the ecological contractor’s 
EIA report and in GMEU's response.  It noted that the "semi natural woodland" had been 
surveyed for bat roosts. 
 
UWAG believe the Priority1 habitat status of this woodland has been understated, and its 
broader usage in the landscape not considered in detail for over-wintering birds and other 
biodiversity value. 
 
Paragraph 55 of CLBNC-SPD 2015 states"Surveys conducted outside of the optimal times 
as set out in Table 3, may be unreliable.  For certain species (e.g. Great Crested Newt) 
surveys over the winter period are unlikely to yield any useful information.  Similarly 
negative results gained outside the optimal period should not be interpreted as an 
absence of a species and further survey work may be required during the optimal survey 
season. This is especially important where existing surveys and records show the species 
has been found previously on site or in the surrounding area.  An application may not be 
valid until survey data is gathered from an optimal time of year”. 
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The GMEU insist that no winter bird surveys are required, despite UWAG evidence 
indicating the sighting of red-listed bird species (eg Redpoll) adjacent to the planning 
application site.  Indeed there are numerous sightings of three owl species (Barn, Tawny, 
and Little Owl) in the fields and woodlands adjacent to the proposed application site.  
Whilst not all of these species are afforded legal protection, this is a very unusual cluster of 
species which we would argue warrants further survey work to establish population and 
estimate the impact of construction adjacent to their natural habitat. 
 
UWAG has utilised eBIRD (Cornell University bird species logging application) and the 
records of the Chorley and District Natural History Society.  This data is available to GMEU 
and its contractors, and UWAG would welcome an opportunity to meet and discuss 
planned and future mitigations. 
 
Paragraphs 63 and 67 CLBNC-SPD 2015, state "...Following on from a survey, the 
assessment should identify and describe potential development impacts likely to harm 
designated sites, priority habitats and the Ecological Network, including both direct and 
indirect effects  both during construction and afterwards.  Where harm is likely, evidence 
must be submitted to show: 

How alternative designs or locations have  been considered. 
How adverse effects will be avoided wherever possible. 
How unavoidable impacts will be mitigated or reduced 
How impacts that cannot be avoided or mitigated will be compensated.” 

 
UWAG maintains, for example, the loss of this sizeable area of  Priority 1 woodland has 
not been subject to alternate designs or locations.  There is no indication of the adverse 
effects of the loss of two hectares of Priority 1 woodland.  This woodland is not being 
replaced with an equivalent Priority 1 habitat (paragraph 64 CLBNC-SPD 2015). 
 
Paragraph 66 CLBNC-SPD 2015 states "The survey should be informed by a search for 
appropriate ecological data from LERN and other sources”. 
 
UWAG maintains that the EIA was incomplete by excluding autumn and over-wintering 
bird survey data.  Whilst not all of these species are afforded legal protection, there is a 
very unusual cluster of species including Corn Bunting, extinct in many parts of the UK, but 
which still exists close to the application site.   
 
There is no mention of a search on the eBIrd application run by Cornell University.  This is 
an excellent, comprehensive and minutely-detailed database of sightings by professionals 
and amateurs alike.  It can be searched on practically any characteristic, eg species, 
location, reporter, season etc.  In addition to this internationally-recognised software, a 
search for local natural history societies and a request for sighting data would have 
brought up Chorley and District Natural History Society which is very active in the area, 
and has experienced members who have conducted surveys for the British Trust for 
Ornithology (BTO).  In the professional opinion of such members, the exclusion of  over-
wintering bird data still renders the EIA incomplete.  UWAG is happy to discuss further, 
with Teresa Hughes. 
 
Finally we would draw your attention to paragraphs 80 and 83 which state "However, 
mitigation still entails harm of some form.  Where a site or its surroundings have clear 
biodiversity value, and the proposed mitigation steps are insufficient to reasonably protect 
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this value, then planning permission may be refused on these grounds once all other 
planning issues have been taken into account. 
 
"Established habitat usually acquires biodiversity value over a very long period of time, as 
its ecology diversifies and changes.  Artificially recreated habitat will therefore usually be 
greatly inferior to established habitat.  For example, newly planted woodland is of lesser 
value than existing  ancient woodland.  There are only very limited circumstances where 
this loss is justified.....Compensation for lost habitat will not make an unacceptable 
development acceptable”. 
 
If indeed Chorley Council is to stand by these final statements in CLBNC-SPD 2015, then 
it needs to be clear on how the removal of the Priority 1 Woodland in the north of the 
proposed application site meets the above statements. 


