FAO Laura Eastwood Ribble Valley Planning

Planning Application No: 3/2021/1153 Grid Ref: 376632 444055

Proposal: Proposed dwelling with basement accommodation on an in-fill site adjacent to no
9 Old Road Chatburn, following refused applications 3/2019/0498 and 3/2020/0145.
Locaticn: land adjacent to no 9 Old Road Chatbum BB7 4AE

I'm writing with regards to the above application and wish to formally object on the following
grounds:

Appllcation Form

On review of the application form submitted | would like to make the following comments

Trees and Hadges

1.
2.

3.

The applications states there are no trees and hedges.

This is most likely incorrect. The shrubs and bushes along the edge of old road and
in this application site area may be a hedge. An ecologist should inspect the site and
advise what the current status is.

Thers are also trees and hedges required as part of the HHC development planning
approval that have not been installed and maintained in accordance with the HHC
planning conditions. The HHC landscaping works would be affectad by the proposed
development.

Blodiversity and Geologlcal Conservation

1.

3.

The applicant has ticked no to all the questions. This is incorrect. The entire basis of
this application appears to use the recent appeal decision “Appeal Decisions
APP/Q2371/C/19/3243448 and APP/Q2371/W/20/3264309" as a basis of saying no
1o all of the Section 12. Blediversity and Geolaglcal Conservation questions In the
application.

Part of the slte and land adjacent to the slte contalns the orginal geclogical features,
grasslands, shrubs and species that were previously identified through the
environmental survey as protacted habitat and have not been affected by the infilling
activiies associated with the development of Hare Hill Croft (HHC). This is clearly
existing natural habitat that would be destroyed or affected by the proposed
development. Details of the existing habitat that was classified as “UK BAP Priority
Habitat / Habitat of Principal Importance of Conservation® and “UK BAP Priority
Species” are detailed in the Ecology Report reference “14_0618_ecology_report”
submitted in relation to the Hare Hill Croft RVBC Planning Application Decision
reference 3/2014/0618.

The following photographs show evidence that as part of the infilling works to provide
a supporting structure to the Hare Hill Croft development areas of the now proposed



development site have not been damaged and contain Unimproved Calcareous
Grassland.

Google Earth Image April 2015

"~ Y .

Google Earth Image June 2018



Figure 5. Looking north across restored areas in lhe northern secticn of the Application Sile.

In addition to the Google Earth Images above showing areas of the original habitat that
are unaffected by the infilling of importad soils, the applicant submitted photographs as
part of planning application LCC_2017_0087. Figure 5 from this planning application is
as below and shows areas of the original habitat that are not affected by the filling
activity.



The “Appeal Decigions APP/Q2371/C/19/3243448 and APP/Q2371/W/20/3264309” does
not make clear what measures are required for the long-term management and
maintenance of the infilled areas within the appeal site and does not comment on the
areas of the original habitat that were within the appeal site but were not affected by the
infilling relating to the HHC development. Questions ariging from this that may affect this
application Includs;

(i) What obligations does the HHC developer have with regard to the long-term
management of the infilled areas that were part of the appeal decision?

(i) What status does the natural habitat that was within the appeal site (and this
application) area, but not affected by the infilling activities, hold? For example,
along the eastern boundary of the appeal site, including adjacent to 9 Old Road
and the boundary between the appeal site and old road which falls within this
application. An inspection of historical imagery (Google) shows that various
shrubs, bushes and grassland in these areas were there before the HHC
development commenced and are still there today.

In addition, the corridor of land either side and including the proposed site area is habitat for
a wide range of species. Bats are often observed by the occupiers of properties using the
corridor along the proposed development land, between the established woodland to the
north and large established trees and open grassland to the south.

Residants have also observed badgars in this area and a report from a local Badger Group,
states that even before the Hare Hill Croft development was built, badgers were active in this
area. This was NOT observed by the davelopers Eco survey, because no nocturnal survey
was undertaken. As a minimum requirement we suggest that no development plan should
pemitted until a detailed day and night survey of local wildlife has been undertaken,
throughout the vear, as winter and summer activities will be markedly different.

Owls have also been observed actively hunting along the same cormridor. there are Tawny
Owls in the trees behind the site, across to the heavily wooded area on the other side of Old
Road.

Design Statement

1. Section 3.3 states “Subsequently, this matter has been addressed by an appeal
decision (rel:APPIQ2371!C1 1913243448 and B ref-Q2371/Wi20/13264309). As such it
is taken that the calcareous grass issue is fully resolved.” This is disputed for the
reasons outlined above

2. Section 3.4 states

“Generally Ribbie Valiey Borough Councif confirmed that they were supportive of the
proposals and wrote in response o the pre-appilication enquiry, concluding that:-
consider that the principle of development is acceptable and there ane no provisional
issues with the design approach taken lo the dwelling. | would however highlight
concems in relation to residential

amenily and the proposed lfayout, due to the proximity between properties. This would be
an important consideration in any fulture application and therefore some consideration
should be given to pofential mitigation™. “Subsequently, it was agreed thaf this concern
would be addressed by increasing the depth of the existing gardens fo no.1 and no.2



Hare Hill Croft and by the inclusion of a 1.8m high hit-and-miss timber fence fo the
boundary.”

What was agreed and by whom?

3. On inspection of the plans there is an approximate plan distance of 5m between the
HHC land boundary and the lowsr basement/patio level at the nearest point, with a
level change of approximately 5.5m between proposed basement level and No.2
HHC ground floor level. This level difference and the significant and complex
enginsering solution requirad to deal with it has not been considered at all in this
application ang has therefore not addressed RVBC’s stated concerns.

4. On review of the design statement and plans this revised application appears to be
for a much larger dwelling and over 4700 sq f.. This is not in proportion with the other
properties in tha vicinity including those recently constructed at hare Hill Croft

Drawings submitted with the application
Proposed Site Plan

1. The land boundary along the eastern edge of No.2 HHC is incorrect and encroaches
further east and beyond the line shown on the drawing. Show the comect land
ownership boundary along the edge of the HHC properties.

2. The drawings refer to an “existing hedge line as approved drawing - planning ref:
3/2016/0748P". This hedge line hasn't been installed in accordance with the HHC
planning approved landscape plans.

Proposad Sectlons

1. The basement level is indicated at a proposed level of 111.556m. The levels and
positions of No's 1 & 2 HHC as drawn do not show the most onerous cross sections
in tarms of level difference at the nearest plan position and are somewhat misleading
in this regard. Cross sections showing the minimum widths to the HHC boundary and
the maximum level change between proposed and existing should be shown along
with structural details. The ground floor level of No.2 HHC i circa 117m which is an
indicative level difference of circa 5.5m to the lower basement/patio level of the
proposed dwelling

2. There is a note on the drawing “C 15.07.18 gabion basket boundary wall updafed”.
There is no reference to a gabion wall on the drawing. What is this and what
boundary treatment is now proposed?

3. The retalned helght and proximity between the HHC properties and the proposed
works is technically significant and engineering details of how this level difference is
1o be desligned and constructed Is wamranted. Full detalls of the retalning structure,
consiruction sequence and any tamporary works proposals will be raguired 1¢ assess
whether what is proposed is technically feasible.

and therefore the level difference proposed here merits detailed
consideration. Wa would draw your attention to the comments in“Appeal Decisions



APPIQ2371/CI19/3243448 and APP/Q2371/W/20/3264309" for the importations of

soils where the Planning Inspector commented
“Although I do not have full details before me and cannof therefore consider the fult
implications of a retaining well, a 5.85m high wall in this location would appear a
dominant feature which, in my view, is likkely fo have an adverss impact on the characfer
and appearance of the area. Furthermore, since the appeflant no longer has controf cver
Hare Hilf Croft, the works would need to be carried out entirely within the appeal site.
Land within the appeal site would therefore be required to accommodate the consiruction
of the retaining wall and wider disturbance would be likely during its construction. Both
solutions are thersfore likely to have an adverse impact on UCG.”

fn addition, the Appeillant stated, “The second consideration was the constniction of a
retaining wall. This would be of substantial height and would thus require significant
engineering to ensure its long term stability. Whilst boundary treatments for Hare Hilf
Croft had been previously approved by RVBC, these did not includs any such siructure
and if is therefore unclear as to whether or not RVBC would require an additional
pianning permission for these works. Furthermore the significant groundworks
associated with the construction of a relaining wall would require access from oulside
Hare Hilf Croft and would therefore resulf in the disturbance, if nof total foss, of any
caicareous grassiand that may have been present.”

The above comments from the Appeal Decision would be equally relevant {o this
application.

Other comments

1. ltis noteworthy that ecclogy survay repert that were included with the praviously
rejacted applicaticns ref. 3/2019/0498 and 3/2020/0145 have not been included with
this application. Why?

2. Tha proposed development requires the removal of praviously infilled material and
natural rock head. What licences ara required for the removal of natural rock head?

3. There is no Construction Management Plan with the application. There are various

key issues that need to be addressed before construction that may affect the
application.

(i) Noise — establish limits and monitoring regime to ensure compliance
(1)) Vibration — establish limits and monltering regime to ensure compllance
(N Dust — establish limits and monttoring regimse to ensure compllance

(iv)  Site working hours

(v) Material dslivery restrictions

(vi)  Access routes and material managament

(vii)  Depth of excavation, proximity to existing properties and associated temporary
works details



(viil} The construction method and structure details of retaining walls along the
western boundary of the site

(ix)  Traflic management and blockage of old road as a result of the works
(x) Removal of excavated materials from site

(xI) Waste classification and waste management

It is reasonable to request that details that would normally faature in a CMP and how they
will be enforced should be included within the planning conditions should the application be
granted.

| would appreciate if these concerns raised in this objection would be taken into
consideration and considered by the Planning Officer.

10t December 2021



8" December 2021

Director of Development

Ribble Valley Borough Council, 7 -
Council Offices, 3 il 202]
Church Walk, A

CLITHEROE, BB7 2RA AT :

Application No: 3/2021/1153
Planning Apgplication for proposed 5-bedroom dwelling with basement on land adjacent to 9 Old Road Chatburn

Dear Sir,
I am writing to object to the above planning application. My reasons for objection are as follows:

The new development has the parking facility for up to 5 vehicles adding even more traffic to an already congested
narrow road without pavements and badly potholed

The junction of Old Road, Ribble Lane, Bridge Rd and Crow Trees Brow is often congested, with parking for the Post
Office and other shops causing issues

The congestion is now so bad at the junction of Old Road and Ribble {ane that there are already daily occurrences of
traffic backed up on Crow Trees Brow. As that section of Crow Trees Brow is on the dip of a steep hill, traffic
approaching the brow of the hill from Clitherce cannot see the backlog queue until they are on top of it.

Old Road is steep, narrow, with no pavement and poor lighting and now there are a number of families with small
children, from Hare Hill Croft using the road on a daily basis.

The tarmac on Old Road is very poor and rainwater continually erodes the surface as it runs down the steep slope,
made worse because the Hare Hill Croft { HHC) development has yet to have the road finished and so all water from
the estate runs down Old Road

The school bus collects the pupils of Bowland High School each weekday morning. It stops, blocking the end of Old
Road whilst the children get on.

Traffic at that junction affects not only local residents but those travelling through the village from all the surrounding
areas.

Noise and Disturbance

Residents of Old Road, Shaw Gardens, Mount Pleasant, Dale Terrace and Crow Trees Brow have been subjected to
disturbance from noise and dirt since 2016

The rumblings and dirt from heavy lorries and site vehicles up our narrow road

Noisy out of hours working on the building site.

The noise and dust from the building site and significant noise from the piling of foundations.
The road being dug up to lay drainage, then BT, then electricity and gas

This developer has a very poor record of meeting Planning Conditions.

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

The current proposed levels will require the removal of very large amounts solid limestone rock, which will require
drilling and rock peckers plus very large earth moving equipment. this will cause distress to all the

Yours sincerely,




TN 9 December 2021

~.
Director of Development .
Ribble Valley Borough Council, 7 N
Council Cffices, Fr J Yfr )
Church Walk, Arye:, . " 2077
CLITHEROE, BB7 2RA IR :U‘

Application No:  3/2021/1153 ..
Planninc Application for proposed S-bedroom dwelling with basement on land adjacent to 9 Old Road Chatburn,

Dear Sir,

| am writing to object to the above planning application. Chatburn has had enough of the projects by this developer,
*has yet to finish the Hare Hill Croft Development.
Noise and Disturbance

_ have been subjected to disturbance from noise and dint since 2016

Mounds of rubble and soil piled on land next ta the development for years.

Noisy out of hours working on the building site.

The noise and dust frem the building site and significant noise from the piling of foundations.
This developer has a very poor record of meeting Planning Conditions and ignore complaints
Health and safety rules and regulations ¢n the sites run by this developer are a joke.

nawuN =

The current proposed levels will require the removal of very large amounts solid limestone rock, which will require
arilling and rock peckers plus very large earth moving equipment. We are also worried by how access will be gained to
the proposed site and what the developer will do with the spoil from the site. We are still looking at large mountains of
earth from the unfinished Hare Hill Croft development.

Local Wildlife
I and my neighbours are also very concerned about the wildiife that occupies the proposed site, or uses it to travel

between different wooded areas nearby. Owls, bats and badgers are common visitors and now that Hare Hill Croft has
blocked the old access routes, the proposed land is the only remaining passage for them.

Yours sincerely,




Also sent via online comments form

Laura Eastwood - e -

Ribbie Valley Borough Council, ‘ ' "Z—‘éu i N HY “‘G 10™ December, 2021
Council Offices, —_ e -
Church Walk, N .
CLITHEROE, BB7 2RA 13 BEC 202
‘ L2 $ ';’1,“" s
Application No:  3/2021/1153 __ATT.& I T

Planning Application for proposed 5 bedroom dwelling with‘ basement on land adjacent to 8 Old Road Chatburn

Dear Madam,
| am writing to object to the above planning application
My reasons for objection are as follows:- *nb i shall refer to the area of land for the application as 'The Field’

o FCOLOGICAL RRID
can supply evidence of a wealth of wildlife and diverse habitats
within the area and are concerned that the building of such a large structure and the associated disturbance will

destroy the existing wildlife corridor. Let me explain some of the features:-

Badgers. Please refer to the report submitted to RVBC by || ] -  trustee of the Lancashire Badger
Group and a Ranger for LCC. This clearly states badger activity has been established in the area for many
years. (see attached copy of the report) Using camera traps we have evidence to illustrate a corridor that the
badgers use. This corridor is from the well documented set within Castie Cement land, through the Nature
Reserve (owned and managed by Castle Cement and community volunteers) then through the field where no
development has yet taken place. then through ‘The Field’ across Oid Rd and into the woodland on Oid Rd
(owned and supervised by RVBC) from there to the pastureland beyond. did a full inspection of
the local area and highlighted tracks across ‘The Field' and the surroundi reas and even picked up a badger
hair from the fence between the Old Rd field and no 9 Old Rd. No matter where the herras fencing is positioned it
does not deter the raute the badgers take, they just go underneath. Images and badger tracks illustrate that,
Owis. These can be distinctly heard at night and some residents have images of the owls within ‘the corridor’.
Bats. Part of the conditions of Hare Hill Croft was to install bat and bird boxes on the houses. The bats have
been in the area for at least 20 years and cne resident has an image of the bats outside no.2 Hare Hill Croft
flying over 'The Field’

Birds. Crow Trees Brow is named after the large flocks of crows that congregate in the trees within the field
owned by the developer and in the garden of no. 8. Crow Trees Brow (which meets the development field). A
TPO was put on the trees owned by the developer to which he objected, but fortunately the TPO still stands.
However, constant building work does disturb the muititude of bird species that once enjoyed the peace of a semi
rural viltage.

Hedgehogs and mice. Our camera-trap images atso feature hedgehogs and field mice.

Unimproved calcareous grassland. The last ecological survey showed there to be some area of protected
unimproved calcareous grassland and this was recognised in the recent appeal. However, this has since not
been singularly fenced off or protected by the developer and is under threat from continued site activity.
Grazing. 'The Field’ has been used for grazing mostly of sheep and this promotes the establishment of rare
grassland.

Frogs and Newts. There are many frogs in the gardens adjacent to ‘The Field’ also in the gardens of Old Rd
and Crow Trees Brow. | also believe there are Newts in the pond in the nature reserve.

Foxes . 1also have an image of fox in the woodland opposite The Field’.

Deer. They are regularly sited in the area. | have images of deer in the woodland opposite 'The Field', the

Rabbits. These are often seen hopping around the development field and wiidlife area.

The current government policy states that ecological issues are of great importance and that everything should
be done to protect our environment for future generations. Please bear this in mind.



ACCESS TO SITE

The application makes no reference to how access will be obtained on and off site and where vehicles and
site materials will be stored. Access on Old Rd is already limited and difficult with a single lane and parking
right up one side.  If access is to be from Otd Rd then this would mean that the narrow road would be
frequently blocked preventing access -

1. Up and down Oid Rd for day to day traffic, 2. To deliveries, 3. For turning vehicles at the turning area
opposite ‘The Field', 4. To refuse collections, 5. To emergency vehicies.

If access is to be via the back of ‘'The Field’ then this would cause considerable disturbance for _
If access is from this side, has permission been granted from the local authority?

VILLAGE BOUNDARY
It is our understanding that ‘The Field is NOT WITHIN THE VILLAGE BOUNDARY and fol

rms part of open
country agricultural land. Grazing has taken place on and off on that land by a iocal farmeﬁ

PLANNING QUOTAS

a. If this development is granted approval, | understand it will amount to a total of 20 houses, within the
same original agricultural field, which have been approved. In the words O_F
iand should not be accepted. The first application was for 10 houses, then a further S(in
principle) and now this one. [f that amount of houses were applied for initially it would never have been
granted and the implications of compensatory costs to the developer would have been different. Planning
so far have allowed development in Chatburn to exceed the quota by G c 21so
allowed valuabie habitat destroyed.

b. Now the quotas have baen firmly established. | refer to a recent Chatburn planning application

which was refused because - Conclusion: Considering the above, the creation of two open market

dwellings within the defined open countryside without sufficient justification would be contrary to Policies DMG2 and
DMH3 of the Core Strategy. The development would also result in harm encroachmen into the open counuyside,
and thus would conflict with Key Statement EN2 and Policy DMG2 of the Core Strategy. The applicant has failed to
provide any information regarding alternative sites nor submitted evidence to demonstrate that the development
proposals would provide wider sustainability benefits to the community that outweigh flood risk, and that it will be
safe for its lifetime. As such, it is recommended that the application be refused.  The application for Old Rd falls
within the same criteria.

CHANGE FROM ORIGINAL PLAN - 3/2020/0145

The submitted drawings appear to show a building which is more than 100m2 floor space larger than the
original application. The original drawing was a 2.5 storey building. This is now a 3.5 storey building.
Changes of this nature happened with the same developer at Hare Hill Croft. The original plans were
accepted then changes to make things bigger and more extensive crept in.

DETAILED CONSTRUCTION DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS
Most concerning is the lack of detailed construction drawings and specifications, particularly in respect to the
retaining walls to the east and west.

AMENITY VALUE

The current design is far too big, dominates all other houses on the road, particularly no 9 and is too big for
the size of plot. It destroys the character of the road. It seriously compromises the light to both no1 Hare
Hilt Croft and no 9 Old Rd.  The retaining walls on either side are a particularly unsightly feature. Not only
are they particularly high they will also have a 1.8m fence on top of them and are not in keeping with a village
atmosphere.

NOISE DISTURBANCE

Residents of Cld Road, Shaw Gardens, Mount Pleasant, Dale Terrace and Crow Trees Brow have been
subjected to disturbance from noise and dirt since 2016. . We have been subjected to :-

The rumblings and dirt from heavy lcrries and site vehicles up our narrow road

Noisy out of hours working on the building site.

The noise and dust from the building site and significant noise from the piling of foundations

The road being dug up to lay drainage, then BT, then electricity and gas — al! of which causes
considerable disruption to everyone. Quite apart from the drilling noise there was the dirt, dust and
restricted access and parking.
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The same disturbance will occur for the additional house. How many more years will we have to endure this
disturbance without affecting our hearing, nerves and patience?

HEALTH AND SAFETY
The building works will present a health and safety hazard to the [ IIIEINGNGTGNGNGNGNGEGGGEGEGEEE

INACCURACIES AND ISSUES WITH THE APPLICATION FORM NOTES

Section 5 Existing use states ‘'open field'. - see village boundary above

Section 11. Drainage. The hard standing of the terrace and the parking for up to 5 cars wil increase the
problems of surface water drainage surrounding that site. The existing new development, built by the same
developer as the applicant, has yet to resolve the surface water problems causing excess water flow down
Q!d Rd and flooding of the gardens on Crow Trees Brow. | am most concerned that this developer has
shown little regard for the other residents surrounding this development and that the new property will cause
flooding of the gardens RVBC has acknowledged in
writing the problems of flooding caused by this developer but as yet has done nothing to enforce the
developer to address the problem. What has been created on Hare Hill Croft by the applicant is far from a
sustainable drainage system as specified in this application.

Section 12. Biodiversity and Conservation.

a. Protected - Unimproved Calcareous Grassland . Both the developer and the agent are aware that there
remains a small amount of unimproved calcareous grassland directly adjacent to the site but have not
deciared this. The whole site was originally protected because there were large areas of unimproved
calcareous grasstand contained within it. However, large amounts of topsoit were dumped on top cof the
grassland which destroyed the habitat. | believe this was done in order to consequently gain planning
permission for this development.

b Badgers and bats have protection and they are in the area . Bat boxes have even been installed on Hare
Hill Croft houses by the applicant. — see Ecological Corridor above.

Section 13. Foul Sewage. This has been specified as . United Utilities have conditions and until
those are specified on the application it should not be granted.

Section 25. Ownership. recent hearing
regarding the retrospective dumping of the soil was the owner
of that land which was substantiated by the legal department of RVBC. Consideration was given to [JJllin

raspect of the appeal because. Nno lonier owned the land and he confirmed during the appeal that he no
longer had ownership. would sign an agreement to maintain the

mitigation area, for the
appeal.
Design Brief - This states ‘the existing levels allow for creation of a lower ground floor’. Looking at the

comparison of the existing levels plan and the proposed slevations . The
sections drawing shows the ffl (finished floor level) of the patio as 111 .45 whereas the existing level of that
area on the existing levels plan is 114.52 - a difference of over 3m ! Foundations will have to be created
under that ffl level which will form a total difference of up to Sm.  This is a significant differance. - *see next
paragraph.

Previous proposal.

Proximity between the properties. As far as | am aware no agreement has been made with houseq
ropose

Il and the proximity is closer to that property than that of the properties on Hare Hill Croft. The
I > o I



HIGHWAY SAFETY

The proposal has the parking facility for up to 5 vehicles.

Since the start of the Hare Hill Croft development in 2016 at the top of Old Road we have suffered in fear of a

tragic accident happening. Since Highways last did a report, the situation has deteriorated. How can further

and continued increase in site traffic for additional building and more residential traffic up and down Old

Road be justified in the light of the following issues?

The junction of Oid Road, Ribble Lane, Bridge Rd and Crow Trees Brow is increasingly congested.

The surface is in very poor condition and continued heavy site traffic is continually degrading the surface.

Surface drainage from Hare Hill Croft and rainwater continually erodes the surface as it runs down the steep

slope. There are aiready a number of trip hazards which have caused injury and with increased traffic they

will anly get worse.

4. Site vehicles have continually left heavy mud on the road which has caused vehicles to skid.

5 A number of near-miss accidents have happened including an incident of a child stepping out from one of the
houses on Old Road whare the house door opens directly onto the road with no pavement.

8. The road is 50 narrow with poor lighting and no pavement a number of parked cars have been damaged by
passing traffic.

7. Site vehicles have knocked over the rubbish bins and not stopped - |GGG

8. A dog walker was hit by the wing mirror of a passing commercia! van..

9. HARP (Hawswater Aqueduct Resilience Programme). I the HARP proposals go ahead to direct an
exceptionally daily high volume of heavy site vehicles for at least the next 6 years down Ribble Lane past the
junction of Oid Rd this will add even further to the congestion.

10. Eroded road surface with potholes and trip hazards. Since the new development started and has taken so
long we constantly have to request the road repaired and it is covered in patches. — *see surface drainage
issues.

wWnN =

» NEIGHBOURHOOD NOTIFICATION

Neighbour notification. The written notifications were sent to ||| | EGcGGEEEEEEEEE
L

so as yet we have not received the notification.
This has caused considerable delay in getting together

everyone’s objections

| consider this planning application shouid not be taken further until:-

A recent ecological survey and a night-time ecolcgical survey have been completed.

LCC Highways and United Utilities have looked at the current road surface and drainage issues on Hare Hill
Croft and Old Road. Also, looked at new road safety issues now another 10 houses and the HARP proposals
have been in place since the last report.

United Utilities have approved the surface and foul sewage drainage proposals for the new build.

The inaccuracies of the application form are corrected.

The access statement has been completed.

Hare Hili Croft development is completed to the satisfaction of all the residents — ie the road surface,
pavements, landscaping and the building site and storage facility that still remains at the back of the estate.
The issues from the flooding of the gardens on Crow Trees Brow due to the surface drainage from Hare Hill
Croft have been resolved.

h. The issue of the public footpath is resolved on the Hare Hill Croft site and surrounding field which also runs
at the back of 'The Field' — The footpath officer has the details and the testimonies from about 15 residents to
confirm their

o

~oap

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Yours sinceraly,

!ee al!ac!ments below
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Copy of the original report from the Lancashire Badger Group submitted to RVBC in 2020

Re: planning applications 3/2019/0521 3/2016/0124 Land off Old Clitheroe Road Chatburn

Hello, my name is_ _Lancashire Badger group. My email is in

relation to the above planning applications and building works off Old Clitheroe Road in Chatbum.

In the last month the badger group were contacted by local residents expressing concems that ongoing works and future
proposals may affect the presence and activities of badgers in the area.

! have consulted our group records to ascertain the nearest recorded badger setts and undertaken a walk over survey of
the vicinity (without going ontc private land) to look for and record any signs of badger presence/activity.

Our records show there is a badger sett within 1km of the current and proposed developments. On recent inspection it was
clear this sett is vary active with badgers.

The walk over survey of the land surrounding the current and proposed development showed clear and recent signs of
badger activity. These inciuded, clear pathways of the type created by badgers that extended from the surrounding {and
and into the proposed development area. At the fences there were clear signs of badgers passing through including badger
hairs etc. | also understand residents have footage of badgers visiting gardens on Old Clitheroe road.

Our group can and is very willing to supply a full report if required on our findings to the council if required.

I have also studied the original environmental and ecological reports commissioned by the developer for the first
development on the land off Old Road. | am very alarmed that the report suggests there was no badger activity in the area.
This is clearly not the case and the active badger sett nearby has been there and on our records for many years. 1 can find
no record of the badger group being consulted as to the presence of badgers by any ecology consultants. | could see that
the central L EARN agency was contacted, however they do not hold extensive records of badger setts in Lancashire

! would be greatfu! for your views on this matter from a planning authority perspective. The view of the Lancashire badger
group would be that the developer should undertake a dedicated badger presence survey of the area and look to properly
mitigate before any further development is undertaken



llustrations show badger going through the fence at Finto ‘The Field’; going under the herras fencing
surrounding the building site; going across Old Rd from the woodland opposite and a baby deer in the woodiand
opposite Old Rd. Just some examples taken from the wealth of videos and images we have of the wildlife in the
immediate vicinity of ‘The Field'. These shots show individuals but | have videos of families of badgers and families of

deer visiting the area.

The attached map shows a rough sketch of the wildlife corridor from the badger sett near the railway line at Castle
Cemant, to the open land beyond North of Old Rd and also the open land to the East of Crow Trees Brow. The
Woodland areas contain a wealth of wildlife and biodiversity.
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From:

Sent: 10 December 2021 14:41

To: Planning

Subject: FAQ Laura Eastwood 3/2021/1153 objection
Categories: xRedact & Upload

A\

This amﬁil oﬁgimted from outside Ribble Valley Borough Council. Do NOT click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and are sure the content within this email is safe.

We have the following observations to make regarding this application.

1 The planning submission includes several errors and omissions:

i The existing site plan details a hedge running parallel to the southern boundary of the application site and 2 trees
immediately to the south west, neither of which exist, and omits trees and shrubs in the vicinity of the road frontage

ii The existing site plan and lecation plan are inaccurate in respect of the boundary line of properties abutting to the
west, an error which is transferred to the proposed site plan

iii No blue edge is shown, indicating other land within the apphicant’s ownership or control

Iv No details are submitted detailing the construction of the retaining wall which is proposed along the western
boundary. Without this information it is impossible to assess and comment on whether this aspect of the proposed
development is structurally feasible, and the impact on visual amenity

v There is no Construction Management Plan. Without this document it is impossible to assess and therefore
comment fully an the proposed development

vi There is no Ecological Appraisal. Without this document it has not been demonstrated that the development can
be achieved without significant harm to flora and fauna

2 The Design and Access Statement [DAS) states (paragraph 3.3) that the previous application for similar
development on the same site was refused for one reason only, namely loss of unimproved calcareous grassland
(UCG), and that “Subsequently, this matter has been addressed by an appeal decision (ref.
APP/Q2371/C/15/3243448 and APP/Q2371/W/20/3264309). As such it Is taken that the calcareous grass Issue is
fully resolved”.

That is not the case, The appeal decision in July 2021 allows for an area of compensatory planting in liew of the UCG
that had been lost, as a consequence of the unauthorised tipping of material, at the time that the appeal was
determined. However, it cannot be assumed, as in the DAS, that the compensatory planting permits the loss of
further UCG that still exists within the appeal site boundary, which includes the application site. Furthermore,
currently there is no compensatory planting in place.

The period of unauthorised tipping ceased In 2018, since when there has been no further tipping on the application
site. But when the previous application for similar development on the same site (3/2020/0145), was determined in
June 2020 the stated reason for refusal refers to the loss of UCG that would result. It therefore follows that if UCG
existed on the she In 2020, that area at least had not been destroyed by the tipping that was the subject of the
appeals. Further, if it's existence merited refusal of the application in 2020, a decision with which we concur, the
same reason for refusal exists today.

We note that the appeal decision {paragraph 20), states that to facilitate the provision of a retaining wall {as an
alternative to retaining the tipped material), “... the works would need to be carried out entirely within the appeal
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site. Land within the appeal site would therefore be required to accommodate the construction of the retaining wall
and wider disturbance would be likely during Its constructlon ... [which I1s] therefore likely to have an adverse Impact
on UCG", This confirms, firstly, the continued existence of UCG within the site, and secondly that development
within the application site would be detrimental to the UCG.

The Inspector goes on to detail the strong protection at both national and local level that is accorded to UCG, Whilst
it may have been pragmatic in the context of the appeal to permit an area of compensatory planting, the remains of
this valuable and now Increasingly rare asset In this locallty should be retalned; mitigation measures are not
appropriate due to its very rarity, and the application should accordingly be refused.

3 The DAS states [paragraph 3.4) that “In 2019 a pre-application enquiry was submitted to Ribble Valley
Borough Council’s planning department. On the 12-03-19 a meeting was held at the Council’s offices attended by
representatives from the Council’s planning department, the applicant and ourselves. As the current application is
broadly sImilar to the pre-application submissions it is taken that the comments received are stlll applicable”. That
is an ill-founded assumption.

The previous application for development on the site was described as being 2.5 storey with a basement
garage, The current proposal is, in fact, for a full 3.5 storey dwelling, As such it is a significantly different
proposition and cne for which the LPA have made no pre-application observations.

The current proposal is materially different to the previous in terms of volume and floorspace, the scale of the
retaining wall regquired and the volume of material which will necessarily have to be removed in order to achieve the
basement development. The previous development proposed a house type which would have reflected existing
dwellings in the vicinity, but the scale of the development now proposed is disproportionate compared to dwellings
on either side,

Furthermore, the DAS states {paragraph 1.6}, that “The existing site levels allow for the creation of a lower ground
floor, accommadating a garage, home office and fitness room ...”, and {paragraph 2.1), that “The site slopes from
west to east, this is reflacted in the design of the proposed dwelling”. That is not the case.

The previous proposal may have reflected the slope of the land in that the basement was limited to a garage only,
situated on the lower side of the site and reflecting a feature already seen on Cld Road. However, the present
scheme, by virtue of having a full basement, will necessitate the removal of substantial quantities of material which
would net have been the case with the previous application. The provision of the currently proposed house type
cannot be justified on environmental grounds, since it does not work with the site characteristics but imposes itself
upon them, necessitating the removal of substantial amounts of material.

In the absence of a Construction Management Plan there is no indication as to how the waste material is to be dealt
with in terms of removal and, potentially, storage, and there are no details of the nature of the retaining wall or how
It is to be constructed. The latter is particularly Important given the Inspectors agreement that the tipped material
is necessary in order to ensure ground stability. The lack of relevant information makes the submission incomplete
and proper assessment of the proposal difficult. The imposition of pre-commencement conditions allowing the
approval of these details at a later date 1s not satisfactory since that does not afford appropriate public scrutiny.

iz no justification for
this, and indeed would not have been possible othe It is therefore
Important to ensure that in the event of the Councll being minded to approve the current application, this approach
is not allowed to be perpetuated. It is to this end that full details regarding the method of removal of the waste
material must be provided at this stage in order to allow comment and, should it be necessary, appropriate
conditions appended.
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From: Planning

Sent: 10 December 2021 13:22

To: Planning

Subject: REDACT AND UPLOAD Planning Application Comments - 3/2021/1153
Categories: xRedact & Upload

Already printed for file and forwarded to officer

From: Contact Centre (CRM) <contact@ribblevalley.gov.uk>

Sent: 10 Decemnber 2021 11:12

Ta: Web Development <webdevelopment@ribblevalley.gov.ulc; Planning <planning@ribblevalley.gov.ulc>
Subject: Planning Application Comments - 3/2021/1153

Is your address in Ribble Valley?: Yes

Planning Application Reference Number: 3/2021/1153

Address of Development: Land off Qld Rd, Chathurn

Your Comments: Laura Eastwood

Ribble Valley Berough Council, 10th December, 2021
Council Offices,

Church Walk,



CLUTHERQE, BB7 2RA

Application No: 3/2021/1153
Planning Application for proposed 5 bedroom dwelling with hasement on land adjacent to § Old Road Chatburn,

Dear Madam,
| am writing to object to the above planning application
My reasons for objection are as follows:- *nb | shall refer to the area of land for the application as ‘The Field"

» ECOLOGICAL CORRIDOR

I can supply evidence of a wealth of wildlife and diverse habitats within
the area and are concerned that the building of such a large structure and the associated disturbance will destroy
the existing wildlife corridor. Let me explain some of the features:-
Badgers. Please refer to the report submitted to RVBC by Paul Shoreman,- a trustee of the Lancashire Badger Group
and a Ranger for LCC. This clearly states badger activity has been established in the area for many years. [see
attached copy of the report) Using camera traps we have evidence to illustrate a corridor that the badgers use. This
corridor is from the well documented set within Castle Cement land, through the Nature Reserve (owned and
managed by Castle Cement and community volunteers} then through the field where no development has yet taken
place, then through ‘The Fleld’ across Old Rd and into the woodland on Old Rd {owned and supervised by RVBC)
from there to the pastureland beyond. Paul Shoreman did a full inspection of the local area and highlighted tracks
across ‘The Field’ and the surrounding areas and even picked up a badger hair from the fence between the Old Rd
fleld and no 9 Old Rd. No matter where the herras fencing Is positioned It does not deter the route the badgers take,
they just go undemeath, Images and badger tracks illustrate that.
Owils. These can be distinctly heard at night and some residents have images of the owls within ‘the corridor’.
Bats. Part of the conditions of Hare Hill Croft was to install bat and bird boxes on the houses. The bats have been in
the area for at |east 20 years and one resldent has an Image of the bats outslde no.2 Hare Hill Croft flylng over ‘The
Field".
Birds. Crow Trees Brow is named after the large flocks of crows that congregate in the trees within the field owned
by the developer and in the garden of no. 8. Crow Trees Brow {which meets the development fleld). A TPO was put
on the trees owned by the developer to which he objected, but fortunately the TPO still stands. However, constant
building work does disturb the muktiitude of bird species that once enjoyed the peace of a semi rural village.
Hedgehogs and mice. Our camera-trap Images also feature hedgehogs and fleld mice.
Unimproved calcareous grassland. The |ast ecological survey showed there to be some area of protected
unimproved calcareous grassland and this was recognised in the recent appeal. However, this has since not been
singularly fenced off or protected by the developer and is under threat from continued site activity.
Grazing. ‘The Fleld’ has been used for grazing mostly of sheep and this promotes the establishment of rare
grassland.
Frogs and Newts. There are many frogs in the gardens adjacent to ‘The Field’ also in the gardens of Old Rd and Crow
Trees Brow. | also believe there are Newts in the pond In the nature reserve.
Foxes . | also have an image of fox in the woodland opposite The Field".
Deer. They are regularly sited in the area. | have images of deer in the woodland opposite ‘The Field’, they have also
been sited in the nature reserve, the land owned by Castle Cement, the garden of no. 8 Crow Trees Brow, the front
garden of 7 Old Rd and the woodland opposite 7 Old Rd.,
Rabbits. These are often seen hopping arcund the development field and wildlife area.

I could find no ecological survey submitted with this application

The current government pollicy states that ecological Issues are of great Importance and that everything should be
done to protect our environment for future generations, Please bear this in mind,

= ACCESS TO SITE
The application makes no reference to how access will be obtained on and off site and where vehicles and site
materials will be stored. Access on Old Rd is already limited and difficult with a single lane and parking right up one
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side. If access is to be from Old Rd then this would mean that the narrow road would be frequently blocked
preventing access :-

1. Up and down Old Rd for day to day traffic, 2. To deliveries, 3. For turning vehicles at the turning area oppaosite
The Field’, 4. To refuse collections, 5.To emergency vehicles.

Highways nead to take this Into account

If access s to be via the back of “The Fleld’ then this would cause considerable disturbance for

I |f access is from this side, has permission been granted from the local authority?

= VILLAGE BOUNDARY

It is our understanding that ‘The Field" is NOT WITHIN THE VILLAGE BOUNDARY and forms part of open country
agricultural land. Grazing has taken place on and off on that land by a local farmer and certainly this last hot summer
water was provided by no.9 Old te the local farmer to help with his sheep which were grazing on The Field. In thase
circumstances it can NOT be classified as ‘open field’ or in=fill’ as the application states.

» PLANNING QUOTAS

a. If this development is granted approval, | understand it will amount to a total of 20 houses, within the same
original agricultural field, which have been approved. In the words of Nigel Evans ‘This is planning by stealth’, and
should not be accepted. The first application was for 10 houses, then a further 9{in principle) and now this cne. If
that amount of houses were applied for initially it would never have been granted and the implications of
compensatory costs to the developer would have been different. Planning so far have allowed development in
Chatbumn to exceed the quota by loopholes In the rules and also allowed valuable habltat destroyed.

b. Now the quotas have been firmly established. | refer to a recent Chatburn planning application 2/2021/0242
which was refused because :- Conclusion: Considering the above, the creation of two open market dwellings within
the defined open countryside without sufficlent justlfication would be contrary to Policles DMG2 and DMH3 of the
Core Strategy. The development would also result in harm encroachment into the open countryside, and thus would
conflict with Key Statement EN2 and Policy DMG2 of the Core Strategy. The applicant has failed to provide any
information regarding altemative sites nor submitted evidence to demonstrate that the development proposals
would provide wider sustainability benefits to the community that outwelgh flood risk, and that it will be safe for ks
lifetime. As such, it is recommended that the application be refused. The application for Cld Rd falls within the same
criteria.

» CHANGE FROM ORIGINAL PLAN —3/2020/0145

The submitted drawings appear to show a building which is more than 100m2 floor space larger than the original
applicatlon. The orlginal drawling was a 2.5 storey bullding. This is now a 3.5 storey bullding. Changes of this nature
happened with the same developer at Hare Hill Croft. The original plans were accepted then changes to make things
bigger and more extensive crept in.

+ DETAILED CONSTRUCTION DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS
Most concerning is the lack of detailed construction drawings and specifications, particularly in respect to the
retaining walls to the east and west.

= AMENITY VALUE

The current design is far too big, dominates all other houses on the road, particularly no 9 and is too big for the size
of plot. It destroys the character of the road. It seriously compromises the light to both nol Hare Hill Croft and no 9
Cld Rd. The retaining walls on either side are g particularly unsightly feature, Not only are they particularly high they
will also have a 1.8m fence on top of them and are not in keeping with a village atmosphere.

= NOISE DISTURBANCE

Residents of Old Road, Shaw Gardens, Mount Pleasant, Dale Terrace and Crow Trees Brow have been subjected to
disturbance from noise and dirt since 2016. . We have been subjected to :-

1. The rumblings and dirt from heavy lorries and site vehicles up our narrow road

2. Noisy out of hours working on the building site.

3. The nolse and dust from the bullding site and significant nolse from the plling of foundations.

4, The road being dug up to lay drainage, then BT, then electricity and gas — all of which causes considerable
disruption to everyone. Quite apart from the drilling noise there was the dirt, dust and restricted access and parking.
The same disturbance will occur for the additional house. How many mare years will we have to endure this
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disturbance without affecting our hearing, nerves and patiencet Also, despite all the houses of the Hare Hill Croft
development having been occupled for some time, the site still remalns unfinished with surface dralnage Issues
unresolved and | am concerned that the same situation will occur on this project as it is the same developer.

* HEALTH AND SAFETY

The building works will present a health and safety hazard to the small children playing in the gardens of 1 and 2
Hare Hill Creft and ne.9 Old Rd, immediately adjacent to the high retaining walls during their construction. The
excavation works will also compromise the stability of those gardens.

= INACCURACIES AND ISSUES WITH THE APPLICATION FORM NOTES
1. Section 5. Existing use states ‘open field'. This is not true — see village houndary above
2. Sectlon 11. Drainage. The hard standing of the terrace and the parking for up to 5 cars will Increase the problems
of surface water drainage surrounding that site. The existing new development, built by the same developer as the
applicant, has yet to resolve the surface water problems causing excess water flow down Old Rd and flooding of the
gardens on Crow Trees Brow. | am most concerned that this developer has shown little regard for the other
residents surrounding this development and that the new property will cause flooding of the gardens of nos 9, 7 and
5 Qld Rd and no 8 Crow Trees Brow. RVBC has acknowledged in writing the problems of flooding caused by this
developer but as yet has done nothing to enforce the developer to address the problem. What has been created on
Hare Hill Croft by the applicant is far from a sustainable drainage system as specified in this application. United
Utilities approval is subject to conditions. The conditions on the existing site have not yet been completed so who
wlll enforce these conditions?
3. Section 12, Biodiversity and Conservation. The application says NO in all instances and is not true. a. Protected -
Unimproved Calcareous Grassland . Both the developer and the agent are aware that there remains a small amount
of unimproved calcareous grassland directly adjacent to the site but have not declared this. The whole site was
originally protected because there were large areas of unimproved calcareous grassland contained within it.
However, large amounts of topsoil were dumped on top of the grassland which destroyed the habitat. | believe this
was done in order to consequently gain planning permission for this development. b. Badgers and bats have
protectlon and they are In the area . Bat boxes have even been Installed on Hare Hill Croft houses by the applicant. -
see Ecological Corridor above.
4. Section 13. Foul Sewage. This has been specified as ‘Unknown’. United Utilities have conditions and until those
are specified on the application It should not be granted.
5. Section 25. Ownership. The form states that it is now owned byl . I the recent hearing
regarding the retrospective dumping of the sail nsisted that as the owner of that
land which was substantlated by the legal department of RVBC. Cansideration was glven to In respect of the
appeal becausefjj] no longer owned the land and-cunfirmed during the appeal thaijjjj no longer had ownership.
It was confirmed that puld sign an agreement to maintain the mitigation area. It was convenient for
Il tc have changed ownership ti S o' the appeal. Has ownership reverted back tdji
I e May 20217
6. Design Brief - This states “the existing levels allow for creation of a lower ground floor'. Looking at the comparison
of the existing levels plan and the proposed elevations it is clear that is not the case. The sections drawing shows the
ffl (finished floor level) of the patio as 111.45 whereas the axsting level of that area on the existing levels plan is
114.52-3 difference of over 3m ! Foundations will have to be created under that ffl level which will form a total
difference of up to 5m. This is a significant differance. — *see next paragraph.
7. Previous proposal. Most importantly, | attended the appeal hearing for the retrospective dumping of the soll on
The Field’ The appeal was won on the basis that the applicant insisted that any excavation of the existing soil would
compromise the stability of the adjacent properties. He referred to a building engineer's report which stated a 6.5m
wall would have to be bullt to protect the houses ocn Hare Croft if the soil was to be removed. It Is now scandalous
that an appeal ¢an be won on that basis, with habitat having been destroyed in the process, only to allow a new
development which is excavating the same soil and building an unacceptably high retaining wall for personal
financlal gain.
8, Proximity between the properties. As far as ) am aware no agreement has been made with house no, 9 Qld Rd and
the proximity is closer to that property than that of the properties on Hare Hill Croft. The proposed 1.8m high timber
fence will be approximately 1m away from the large window on the ground floor west elevation of no.S Old Rd.
Also, the drawings and statement give no indication of how the retaining walls will be constructed to protect the
properties on either side of the development. Alsa, whether those details are to the acceptance of the immediate
neighbours.




* HIGHWAY SAFETY

| can see no evidence of Highway approval in this application. Has the Road Safety Officer done a recent survey oris
the proposal based on the report done several years ago? Particularly in the light of the latest HARP proposals which
significantly affect the junction of Ribble Lane and Old Rd.

The proposal has the parking facllity for up to 5 vehicles.

Since the start of the Hare Hill Croft development in 2016 at the top of Old Road we have suffered in fear of a tragic
accident happeaning. Since Highways last did a report, the situation has deteriorated. How can further and continued
Increase in site traffic for additional bullding and more residential traffic up and down Old Road be Justified in the
light of the following issues?

1. The junction of Old Road, Ribble Lane, Bridge Rd and Crow Trees Brow is increasingly congested.

2. The surface Is in very peor condition and continued heavy site traffic is continually degrading the surface.

3. Surface drainage from Hare Hill Croft and rainwater continually erodes the surface as it runs down the steep
slope. There are already a number of trip hazards which have caused injury and with increased traffic they will only
get worse.

4, Site vehicles have continually left heavy mud on the road which has caused vehicles to skid.

5. A number of near-miss accidents have happened including an incident of a child stepping out from one of the
houses on Old Road where the house door opens directly onto the road with no pavement.

6. The road is 50 narrow with poor lighting and no pavement a number of parked cars have been damaged by
passing traffic.

7. Site vehicles have knocked over the rubbish bins and not stopped — what If it had been a small chlld?

8, A dog walker was hit by the wing mirror of a passing commercial van..

9. HARP (Hawswater Aqueduct Resiliance Programme]). If the HARP proposals go ahead to direct an exceptionally
dally high volume of heavy site vehicles for at least the next 6 years down Ribble Lane past the junction of Old Rd
this will add even further to the congestion.

10. Eroded road surface with potholes and trip hazards. Since the new development started and has taken so long
we constantly have to request the road repaired and it is covered in patches. — *see surface drainage issues.

* NEIGHBOURHOOD NOTIFICATION

Neighbour notification. The written notifications were sent to nos. 5,7 and 9 Chatburn Old Rd and not Old Road
Chatburn so as yet we have not recelved the notiflcation. We are also not aware of any notice having been pinned
up in the neighbourhood. This has caused considerable delay in getting together everyone’s objections.

| consider this planning application should not be taken further until:-

a. A recent ecological survey and a night-time ecological survey have been completed.

b. LCC Highways and United Utllities have looked at the current road surface and dralnage issues on Hare Hill Croft
and Old Road. Also, looked at new road safety issues now another 10 houses and the HARP proposals have been in
place since the last report.

¢. United Utllities have approved the surface and foul sewage drainage proposals for the new bulld.

d. The inaccuracies of the application form are corrected.

e. The access statement has been completed.

f. Hare Hill Croft development [s completed to the satisfaction of all the residents — ie the road surface, pavements,
landscaping and the building site and storage facility that still remains at the back of the estate,

g. The issues from the floeding of the gardens on Crow Trees Brow due to the surface drainage from Hare Hill Croft
have been resolved.

h. The issue of the public footpath is resolved on the Hare Hill Croft site and surrounding field which also runs at the
back of ‘The Field’ — The footpath officer has the details and the testimonies from about 15 residents to confirm
thelr use of the unregistered footpath for more than 20 years.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Yours sincerely,



See attachments-
A. Copy of the original report from the Lancashire Badger Group submitted to RVBC in 2020:-

Re: planning applications 3/2019/0521 3/2016/0124 Land off Old Clitheroe Road Chatburn

Hello, my name i {EE o Laricashire Badger group. My

email Is n relation to the above planning applications and building works off Old Clitheroe Road In Chatburn.

In the last month the badger group were contacted by local residents expressing concerns that ongoing works and
future proposals may affect the presence and activities of badgers in the area.

| have consulted our group records to ascertain the nearest recorded badger setts and undertaken a walk over
survey of the vicinity {without going onto private land) to look for and record any signs of badger presence/factivity.
Qur records show there is a badger sett within 1km of the current and proposed developments. On recent
Inspection [t was clear this sett is very active with badgers.

The walk over survey of the land surrounding the current and proposed development showed clear and recent signs
of badger activity. These included, clear pathways of the type created by badgers that extended from the
surrounding land and into the proposed development area. At the fences there were clear slgns of badgers passing
through including badger hairs etc. | also understand residents have footage of badgers visiting gardens on Old
Clitheroe road.

Our group can and s very willing to supply a full report if required on our findings to the council if required.

I have also studied the original environmental and ecological reports commissioned by the developer for the first
development cn the land off Old Road. | am very alarmed that the report suggests there was no badger activity in
the area. This is clearly not the case and the active badger sett nearby has been there and on our records for many
years. | can find no record of the badger group being consulted as to the presence of badgers by any ecology
consultants. | could see that the central LEARN agency was contacted, however they do not hold extensive records
of badger setts in Lancashire.

| would be greatful for your views on this matter from a planning authority perspective. The view of the Lancashire
badger group would be that the developer should undertake a dedicated badger presence survey of the area and
look to properly mitigate before any further development Is undertaken

B. | have also delivered a paper copy of these comments to the council offices with illustrations of :-

Rough sketch of the wildlife corridor from the badger sett near the rallway line at Castle Cement, to the open land
beyond North of Old Rd and also the open land to the East of Crow Trees Brow. The woodland areas contain a
wealth of wildlife and biodiversity.

lllustrations show badger going through the fence at No.9 Old Rd into ‘The Field’; going under the herras fencing
surrounding the building site; golng across Old Rd from the woodland opposite and a baby deer in the woodland
opposite Qld R, Just some examples taken from the wealth of videos and images we have of the wildlife in the
immediate vicinity of ‘The Field’. These shots show individuals but | have videos of families of badgers and families
of deer visiting the area.
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From: Planning

Sent: 10 December 2021 10:53

To: Planning

Subject: REDACT AND UPLOAD Objection to Planning Application No. 3/2021/1153 Land
adjacent to 9 Old Read, Chatburn FAQ Laura Eastwood

Importance: High

Categories: »Redact & Upload

From:

Sent: 10 December 2021 10:49

To: Planning <planning@ribblevalley.gov.uk>

Cc

Subject: Objection to Planning Application No. 3/2021/1153 Land adjacent to 9 Old Road, Chatburn FAQ Laura
Eastwood

Importance: High

This emall originated from outside Ribble Valley Borough Councll. Do NOT click links or open attachmants unless you
recognize the sendar and are sure the content within this emall I safe.

FAO Laura Eastwood
Dear Laura

T - o g
to object to planning application “3/2021/1153 Land adjacent to 9 Old Road Chatbum®. Qur reasons are laid out
below

1) The proposed site area

The proposed site area contains imported scils and other parts of the site contain the coriginal natural habitat
and landscape which has designated status as detailed in the Hare Hill Croft {HHC) ecology report, which was
submitted as part of the original HHC planning application and will be lost should this Application be granted.

Inspection of readily available aerial images eg. Google Earth, will evidence the original site and the extent of the
area of site affected by the solls importation as well as the areas that were unaffected and retaln the original
designated habitat.

The photographs on pages 1,2 & 3 of the Applicant’'s Deslgn Statement also highlight the areas of the proposed

site that were not affected by the soils filling activity, including the natural stone houndary wall, shrubs and
small trees.

2} Damage to the natural environment and species



3}

4)

5}

6}

7}

8}

9)

Part of the site and |and ad[acent to the site contalns the original geologlcal features, grasslands, small trees,
shrubs and species that were previously identified as protected habitat and have not been affected by the soils
importation infllling activities associated with the development of HHC. This Is clearly exlsting natural habitat
that has designated status and would be destroyed or affected by the proposed development.

Details of the existing habitat that was classified as “UK BAP Priority Habitat / Habitat of Principal Importance of
Conservation” and “UK BAP Priority Species” are contained in the Ecology Report reference

“14 0618 ecology_report” submitted in relation to the Hare Hill Croft RVBC Planning Application Decision
reference 3/2014/0618,

In addition, the corridor of land either side of and including the proposed site area is habitat for a wide range of
specles. Discussions with local nelghbours has evidenced that bats and hedgehogs have been observed by using
the “green” corridor along the eastern boundary of HHC, between the established woodland to the north and
large established trees and open grassland to the south. Tawny owls have also been observed actively hunting
along the same green corridor. Badgers have been observed as active in the area of the site and the wider field
area both historlcally and currently, a fact that has been validated by a representative of the Lancashire Badger
Group and local residents’ camera trap footage.

The Application does not comply with the elements of the Core RVBC Strategy that provide protection to
landscape, habitat and species.

The proposed development drawings

The land boundary along the eastern edge of No.2 HHC is incorrect and actually encroaches further east and
beyond the line shown on the drawing by approximately 2m. The Application drawings should show the correct
land ownership boundary along the edge of the HHC propertles.

The drawings refer to an “existing hedge line as approved drawing - planning ref: 3/2016/0748P". This hedge
line hasn't been installed and maintained in accordance with the HHC planning approved landscape plans.

Change in levels and distances between existing HHC properties and the proposed development.

The ground floor level of No.2 HHC Is at a level of circa 117m which indicates a level difference of ¢.5.5m to the
lower basement/patio level of the proposed dwelling. The plan distance between the lower level and the HHC
boundary is ¢.3m at the nearest point.

The structural details for the boundary walls, construction sequence, area required to construct the permanent
works and any associated temporary works, need to be fully understood in order to assess whether the
proposed works can be physlcally constructed.

Put another way, the proposed development as indicated on the Application may well prove to be impossible to
construct In principle, without further and detalled technlical iInformation to support the Application.

It is noteworthy that ecology survey reports were included with the previously rejected Applications ref.
3/2019/0498 and 3/2020/0145 have not been Included with this Application. Why?

The proposed development requires the removal of previously infilled material and natural rock head. What
licences are required for the removal of natural rock head and is it acceptable to interfere with the recently
Imported solls which are currently providing a developing habitat?

The scale of the proposed property is not in keeping with adjacent properties.

There will be a loss of natural light::  result of the proposed dwelling.

The privacyl R HHC will be adversely affected by the proposed development as
they will be overlooked.
2



10) Two simllar previous Planning Applications at the same shte location have been rejected by RVBC, planning
applications ref. 3/2019/0498 and 3/2020/0145.

11) In additlon to the negative effect the development would have on the spacles noted above and the damage and
loss i wlll cause to natural environment, the following birds have been observed by us on and close to the
Application site — bam owl, blackbird, blue tit, buzzard, chaffinch, dunnock, great tit, pheasant, pied wagtail,
robin, house sparrow, sparrowhawk, tawny owl, wren. The appropriate legislative requirements regarding birds
should be satisfied.

12) There is a traditional stone wall along the edge of Old Road that would be destroyed by the proposed
development.

13) There is no Construction Management Plan {CMP) with the Application. There are various key issues that need
to be addressed before construction that may materlally affect the Application decision.

i)

{ii)
{iii)
(v)
(v)
{vl)
{vii}

{iii)
(ix)
{x)

Noise, vibrations, dust — limits and monitoring regime to ensure compliance should be established and
enforced

Site working hours

Access routes from compounds and storage areas to the site

Location of site compound and material storage areas

Material delivery rastrictions

Depth of excavatlon, proximity to existing propertles and assoclated temporary works detalls

The construction method and structure details of retaining walls along the western boundary of the
proposed site

Traffic management to avoid blockage of Old Road as a result of the proposed works
Removal of excavated materials from site

Waste classification, waste management and licenses required

Any proposed construction activity needs to be considerate and take Into account the

people and properties it would affect.

It Is reasonable to request that detalls that would normally feature In a CMP, Including how they will be
monitored and enforced, should be included within planning conditions should this Application be granted.

Please acknowledge our objection by return if you would and If you could also let us know the procedure from
here on in with regards to communication from the council regarding our objection and also the time scale
relating to this | would be most grateful.

Kind regards







21 1153 Application Form

1)} Sections 1 and 5 description “Proposed 2.5 storey dwelling with garage basement on infilf site”

and “Proposed dwelling with basement accommpdation an an In-fill site adjacent to no 9 Old
Road, Chatburn®. Please define what "in-filll” and “infill* means in this Application. Is it the
infilling of an area between two existing buildings with a new building or is it the use of a site
that has been, In part, previously infllled with imported solls le. the area that has been subject to
the soils importation planning appeal, refer “Appeal Decisions APP/02371/C/19/3243448 and
APP/Q2371/W/20/3264309". Either way, some of the site area contains imported soils and
other parts of the site contain the original natural habitat and landscape which has deslgnated
status as detailed in the Hare Hill Croft {(HHC) ecology report, which was submitted as part of the
original HHC planning application and will be lost should this Ap tion be granted.

Google Earth Aprif 2015

Google Eorth June 2018
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Google Earth Aprif 202¢

In addition to the Google Earth images above showing areas of the original habitat that are
unaffected by the Infilling of Imported solls, the Applicant submitted photographs as part of
planning Application LCC_2017_0087. Figure 5 from this planning Application is shown below
and shows areas of the original habitat that are not affected by the soils filling activity.

Figure 5 Looking north across restored areas in the northern section of the Application Site

Extract from file reference “0724-3 PS App 2 Photographs 1* from planning Applicotion LCC/2017/0087
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2)

3)

The photographs an pages 1,2 & 3 of the Applicant’s Design Statement also highlight the areas
of the proposed site that were not affected by the solls filling activity, Including the natural stone
boundary wall, shrubs and small trees.

Section 10 Trees and Hedges
The Application states thera are no trees and hedges.

This Is most likely incorrect. The natural stone wall, shrubs and small trees along the edge of Old
Road and in this Application stte area are original landscape features. A suitably qualified person
should inspect the site and advise what the current status is of this original landscape.

There are also trees and hedges required as part of the HHC development that have not yet
been planted and maintained in accordance with the HHC planning conditions. This work has still
to be completed and HHC landscaping works would be affected by the proposed development.

Section 12. Blodiversity and Geologlcal Conservatlion

The Applicant has ticked no to all of the questions. This is totally incorrect. The entire basis of
this Application appears to use the recent appesl decision “Appeal Decisions
APP/Q2371/C/19/3243448 and APP/(02371/W/20/326430%9" as a basis of saying no to all of the
Section 12. Biodiversity and Geological Conservation questions in the Application.

Part of the site and land adjacent to the site contains the original geological features, grasslands,
small trees and shrubs that were previously [dentifled as protected habitat and have not been
affected by the solls importation Infllling activities assoclated with the development of HHC. This
is existing natural habitat that has designated status and would be destroyed or sffected by the
proposed development.

Details of the existing habitat that was classified as “UK BAP Priority Habitat / Habitat of Principal
Importance of Conservation” and “UK BAP Priority Species” are contained in the Ecology Report
reference “14_0618_ecology report” submitted in relation to the Hara Hill Croft RVBC Planning
Application Decision reference 3/2014/0618.

In addition, the corridor of land elther side of and Including the proposed site area Is habitat for
a wide range of specles. Discusslons with local nelghbours has evidenced that bats and
hedgehogs have been observed by using the “green” corridor along the eastern boundary of
HHC, between the established woodland to the north and large established treas and open
grassland to the south. Tawny owls have also been observed actively hunting along the same
green corridor. Badgers have been observed as active in the area of the site and the wider field
area both historically and currently, a fact that has been valldated by a representative of the
Lancashire Badger Group and local residents’ camera trap footage.

RVBC “Core Strategy 2008 — 2028 A Local Plan for Ribble Valley Adoption Version” Key
Statement EN4 {extract below) emphasises the importance of green corridors.

KEY STATEMENT EN4: BIODIVERSITY AND GEODIVERSITY

cross-Locat Authority boundary working will caontinue to take ptace to achieve ths,

The Council will seek wherever possible to conserve and enhance the area’s biodiversity and geodiversity and to
avoid the fragmentation and isolation of natural habitats and help develop green corriders. Where appropriate,
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4)

In addition, RVBC “Core Strategy 2008 — 2028 A Local Plan for Ribble Valley Adoption Version®
Policy DME3 {extract below) states;

POLICY DMEJS: SITE AND SPECIES PROTECTION AND COMNSERVATION

1014 CGEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS THAT ARE LIKELY TO ADVERSELY AFFECT THE FOLLOWIHG WILL T1I0T BE
GRANTED PLAHMIFIG PERMISSION. EXCEPTICHS WILL OHLY BE MADE
WHERE IT CAN CLEARLY BE DEMONSTRATED THAT THE BENEFITS OF A
CEVELOPMENT AT A SITE OUTWEIGH BOTH THE LOCAL AMD THE WIDER
HAPACTS. PLAMNING COMDITIONS OR AGREEMEMNTS WILL BE USED TO
SECGURE FROTEGTERS 13, IF THE GASE (B ANY EXCERDIOMAL
WL OPME T AS TEEIETY AROVE, TO MITIGATE ALY HARM, UM RS
ARRAMNGEMENTS CAlN BE MADE THROUGH PLANMING COMDITIONS OR
AGREEMEITS TO SECURE THEIR PROTECTIOHN.

1 WILDLIFE SPECIES PROTECTED BY LAW
7 BEHS

3 PRICRITY HABHALS OR SPECIES HIENDFIEL 1M THE EANCASHIRE BIODIVERSITY AC IO PLAMN
4 LOCGAL HATLURE RESERVER

5. COUMTY BIOLOGICAL HERITAGE SITES

Cang Sirategy AZORON version

)

B GSPFCIAL AREAS OF COMSIRVATION (SACS)

¥ SPECIAL PROTECTED AREAS [SPAS)

8 ANY ACKNOWLEDGED NATURE CONSERVATION VALUE OF SITES OR SPECIES.

The proposals in this Application would not be in accordance with the RVBC Core Strategy.
Hare HIll Croft Imported Solls Appeal Declslon Area Habitat Management Plan

The “Appeal Decislons APP/Q2371/C/19/3243448 and APP/Q2371/W/20/3264309" document
does not make clear what measures are required for the long-term management and
maintenance of the infilled areas within and beyond the appeal site and does not comment on
the areas of the original habitat that were within the appeal slte but were not affected by the
infilling relating to the HHC development. Questions arising from this that may affect this
Application include;

(i} What obligations does the HHC developer have with regard to the long-term
management of the infilled areas that were part of the soils importation Appeal
Decision?

(i) What status does the natural habitat that was within the appeal site (and this
Application) area, but not affected by the infilling activities, hold? For example, along the
eastern boundary of the Appeal site, Including adjacent to 9 Old Road and the boundary
between the Appeal site and Qld Road which falls within this Application. An inspection
of historical imagery (Google) shows that various shrubs, bushes and grassland in these
areas were there before the HHC development commenced and are still there today.

{iii) Does the compensatory habitat area need to be established before any further activity
can occur on the Appeal site area and how long does it need to be established for?
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21 1153 Design_Statement

5) Sectlon 3 Planning states (emphasis added)

*3.1 Planning policy

The proposed site Is In the Rihble Valley Local Plan and features on Chatburns Inset map 7. On
the proposals map for the Districtwide Local Plan, the site is located outside of but adjacent to
the settlement boundary for Chatburn.

Hawever, on the draft proposais map for Chotburn, which has been adopted for development
management purposes, the Application site is located within the draft seHiement boundary
for Chatburn.

Therefore, under the definition above, rounding-off is allowed as the site is included within the
settlement boundary ond twao thirds of the perimeter Is already bulit up.

The proposed development is therefore in accordance with policy DMG2 of the Core Strategy.
“Development proposals in the principol settlements of Clitheroe, Longridge ond Whalley and the
Tier 1 Villages should consolidate, expand or round-off development so that it is closely related
to the main built up areas, ensuring this is appropriaie to the scale of, and in keeping with, the
existing settlement.”™

Comments on the above nating the references and extracts below relate to the RVBC “Core
Strategy 2008 — 2028 A Local Plan for Ribble Valley Adoption Version”;

(i} The scale of the proposed development dwarfs the existing No.9 0ld Road property and
is therefore not to the scale of No.9 Old Read.

(i) Reference is made and reliance placed upon the draft proposals map. The current
proposals map as shown in the design statement, and as available at time of writing on
RVBC planning portal, shows the Application area as "open countryside”. If the draft
proposals map referred to is actually valid, the proposed site may well be deemed to be
a field that falls within the Chatburn settlement boundary, but it doesn’t alter the fact
the site contains original landscape features and designated habitat, as well as newly
developing habltat as a result of the HHC soils Importation appeal declslon. The RVBC
Core Strategy provides ample protection against development of sites containing the
features and species described above and elsewhere in this document.

(i) The design statement does not take into account the full context of DMG2, extract
below, which states;

FOLICY DMG2: STRATEGIC CONSIDERATIGNS

10.5 DEVELOPMENT SHOULD BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE CORE STRATEGY DEVELOFMENT STRATEGY AND
SHOULD SUPPORT THE SPATIAL VISION.

1. DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS IN THE PRINCIPAL SETTLEMENTS OF CLITHEROE. LONGRIDGE AND
WHALLEY AND THE TIER 1 VILLAGES SHOULD CONSOLIDATE, EXPAND OR ROUND-OFF DEVELOPMENT
B0 THATIT IS CLOSELY RELATED TO THE MAIN BUILT UP AREAS, ENSURING THIS 13 APPROPRIATE TO
THE SCALE OF, AND IN KEEPING WITH, THE EXISTING SETTLEMENT.

There are various references that relate to the first sentence of DMG 10.5 elsewhere in the Core
Strategy that would also be relevant to this Application and have not been considered by the
Applicant. For example, 4.1, EN4 and 5.5, extracts below;
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Strategic Spatial Policies
4.1 Background

The Core Stategy must be the most appropriate Strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives. To
determing the Development Strategy for the Core Strateqy, a range of oplions have becn considered through what was
the Regulation 25 stage. Twea previous consultations have been undertaken in arder ta develop the council's preferred
oplion.  Initially 3 options wers formulated having been dewvised from earlier consultation and engagement work
compisted under regulation 25, principally as an issues and optiens consultation in 2007. The initial Core Strategy
options for the developmen! strategy were denved from Rhis earlier consultalion in terms of the rmost popular and
realistically deliverable options for developmeant acress the borcugh,

It formulating the lhres potential options three spalial principdes were considered hat the Coundil would seak to achiova
by the end of the plan pericd, namely:

= Protect and enhance the wider lacal environment, both natural, buill and histenc, in roraf and urban areas.
= Ensuring housing supply meets the idemtified housing need.

* Ensura the Ribble Valley is an area where peopls want to, and can live, work and refax.

KEY STATEMENT EN4: BIODIVERSITY AND GEODIVERSITY

The Councit will seek wherever possible to conserve and enhance the area’s biodiversity and geodiversity and to
avoid the fragmentation and isalation of natural habitats and help develop green corridors. Where appropriate,
cross-Local Authorty boundary warking will continue to take place o achieve this.

Negative impacts on biodiversity through development proposals should be aveided. Developmeani proposals that
adversely affect a site of recognised environmental or ecclogical importance will anly be permitted where a
devefaper can demonstrate that the negative effects of a proposed development ¢an be mitigated, or as a last
resorn, compensated for. I will be the developer's responsibility to identify and agree an acceptable scheme,
accompanied by apprapriate survey information. before an application is determined. There should, as a principle
be a net enhancement of biodiversity.

These sites are as follows:

s Sites of Special Scienfific Interest (SS31s)

+ Lacal Nature Reserves [LNRs}

» Local Biological Heritage sites {CBHs)

« Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) and Special Protection Areas {SPAs)

» Local Geodiversity Heritage Sites

» Ancient Woodlands

» Lancashire Biodiversity Action Plan priority habitats and species

= FEuropean Directive on Protected Species and Habitats - Annexe 1 Habitals and Annexe |l Species
= Habitais and Species of Principal Impertance in England

Wilh respect to sites designated through European legislation the Authority will be bound by the provisions of the
relevant Habitats Direciives and Ragulations.

For those sites that are not statutanily designated and compensation could be managed through a mechanism such
as biodiversity off-sefting via conservation credits.

55 WY ARE WE TAFKING THIZ APPROACHY

The intricate network of biodiversity provides the support systems that
sustain human life and is therefore an integral part of long temm
sustainabdity, locally, nationally and on a global scale. Local authorities
have a duty to conserve biodiversity under national planning policy and
Ribble WYalley Borough Council is a signatory te the Lancashire
Biodiversity Action Plan, which identifies & raft of habltats and species
vonsidared o be of conservation importanca at regional level. It also
identifiss key partnars responsible for delivering the action plan,
including both statutany and nen-slatutory habitats/spacies.

i addition the SA scoping report drew attention to the Boerough's wealth
of bodivarsity siles and the nsed {o consarve and anhancs biodivarsity
as an Intagral pact of soonomic, social and anviconmantal developmant.
It aisa highlighted the nead for the condition of lhe 355Is in the area o be improved and thal opportunities should ba
sotrght b deliver biodiversity enhancaments through the Caore Strategy. The condition of relevant siles is monitored
anndally 2nd will conlinue 1o be reported within regutar monilaring.
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6) Section 3 Planning states (emphasls added) continued.

“3.1 Planning policy

The site sits in accordance with the general policies ENV3 and G5.

The policy ENV3 states: ‘The development to be in keeping with the character of the landscape,
reflecting locol distinctiveness, vernaculor style, scale, style, features and building moterials.”
5°s general policy states that small developments are considered within this area, although the
policles do state to limit development the proposaol Is for 1 new dwelling and the site Is outside of
the settlement boundory and should not be considered a restriction to development due to its
sustainable focation immediately adjocent to the boundary.”

Comments on the above noting the references and extracts below relate to the RVBC “Core
Strategy 2008 — 2028 A Local Plan for Ribble Valley Adoption Yersion”;

(1} ENV3 Is designated “Open Countryside” and G5 “Land outside main settlement/village
boundaries” according to the proposals map key on the RVBC website. Section 5.3 of the
Core Strategy (extract below} emphasises the value placed on open countryside and its
protection from Inappropriate development. As noted earller, If the draft proposals map
is the current map and open countryside isn’t technically the correct terminology, we
would also note the statement below in 5.3, "the founding principle that all landscapes
have a value”.

[ e mw e L g )
53 WIEY AHE WE TAKING THIE APPRECACH?

Over 753% of the area is designated as an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and ocutside these statutory areas the
barough compriges extensive areas of open countryside much of which has an inlinsic value that contributes to the
quality of the landscape in the borough. In addition the founding principle of landscape character is that all landscapes
have a vafue. The Council considers that it is important fo ensure development prapasals do not serve ta undermine the
inberant quadily of the landscape. Particular regard, cansistend with the designadion as AQNB. wili be given to matlers of
design and impact with an expectation that the highest standards of design will be required. The Council will alzo seek to
ensure that the open countryside is protected from inappropriate development.  Dewvelopers should adopt a nan-
standardised approach o design which recognises and enhances local distinctiveness, landscape character, the guality
of the built fabric, historic patterns and landscape trangutlity.

(i) ENV3 in the Core Strategy refers to policles EN2 and DME2. EN2 refers to Core Strategy
extract 5.3 abhove, DME2 refers to Core Strategy extract below;

POLICY DMEZ: LANDSCAPE AND TOWNSCAPE PROTECTION

1043 DEVELOPMEWT  PROPOSALS  WILL BE  REFLISCO WHITH
SIGHICICANTLY HARM IMPORTART LAHDICARE OR LAFHDSCAPE
FEATURES IMCLLICHTHG:

T TRADITIONAL STOHE WALLS
PONDS.
CHARACTERISTIC HERB RICH MEADOWS AFID PASTURES.

2

3

4 WOONLAMNDS
5. COPSES.

&

HEDGEROWS AMD IFNDIVIDUAL TREES (OTHER THAMN Rl EXCEPTHMMAL CIRCUMSTARCES WHERE
SATISFACTORY WORKS OFf MITIGATION OR ENHAMCEMENT WOULD BE ACHIEVED. MCLUDING
REBUILDITIG, REPLAMTING AMD LAMNDSCAPE MARAGEMETT).

{ TOWHMSCAPE ELEMEMTS SUCH AS FTHE SCALE. FORM. AND MATERIALS ITHAT COMNIRIBUIE TO THE
CHARACTERISTIC TOWTISCAFES OF THE AREA.

Co'e Soatagy AJOphon vgaon

94
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7)

8)

8  UPLAND EANDSCAPES AHD ASSOCIATED HABITATS SUCH AS BLAMKET BOG.
8. BOTAMICALLY RICH ROADSIDE VERGES {THAT ARE WORTHY OF PROTECTION).

The Gouncil will seek, wherever possible, o enhance the lgcal landscape in line with its key statements ang developmen
strateqy. In applying Whis policy reference will be made 10 a vanely of gudance including the Lancashire County Gouncil
Landscape Character Assessment, the AOMB Landscape Character Assessment 2010 and the ACQHB Management
Plan. Alse the Councit will take inte account the potential cumulative impacts of development in areas where
development has already taien place.

By proactively considenng these imponant teatures through the development management process the Council will
deliver the Core Sirategy vision and support the debvery of sustainable develapment

The Application dees not comply with these elements of the RVBC Core Strategy.

(il G5 In the Core Strategy refers to policies DS1 and DMGZ. For comments on DMG2 please
refer to comment 5) (iii) above.

Section 3.3 states “Subsequently, this motter has been addressed by on appeal decision
{ref-APP/Q2371/C/19/3243448 and B ref:Q2371/\W/20/3264309). As such it Is taken that the
calcarecus grass issue is fully resoived.”

This is disputed for the reasons noted throughout this document.

Section 3.4 states

“Generally Ribbie Valley Borough Council confirmed that they were supportive of the proposals
ond wrate in response to the pre-application enqulry, concluding that:- * consider that the
principle of development is acceptable and there are no provisional issues with the design
gpproach taken to the dwelling. | would however highlight concemns in relation to residential
omenity and the proposed loyout, dus to the proximity between properties. This would be on
important censideration in any future application and therefore some consideration should be
given to potential mitigation”. “Subsequently, it was agreed that this concern would be
oddressed by increasing the depth of the existing gordens to no.1 and no.2 Hore Hill Croft and by
the inclusion of a 1.8m high hit-and-miss timber fence to the boundary.”

What was agreed and by whom? Please also refer to comment 8) as the correct land boundary
line of No.2 HHC would mean these “agreements” are based on a different land boundary.

Drawings submitted with the Application
21_1153 Proposed_Site_Plan

9)

The land boundary along the eastern edge of No.2 HHC is incorrect and actually encroaches
further east and beyond the line shown on the drawing by approximately 2m. The Application
drawings should show the correct land ownership boundary along the edge of the HHC
properties. The proposed new hedge and landscaping along HHC boundary on the Applicant’s
side of the land boundary line cannot be constructed within the No.2 HHC land boundary.

10) The drawings refer to an “existing hedge line as approved drawing - planning ref:

3/2016/0748P". This hedge line hasn’t been installed and maintained in accordance with the
HHC planning approved landscape plans.

11) The ground floor level of No.2 HHC is at a level of circa 117m which indicates a level difference

of ¢.5.5m to the lower basement/patio level of the proposed dwelling. The plan distance
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between the lower level and the HHC boundary is ¢.3m at the nearest point. Refer to Figure 1
below.

The structural details for the boundary walls, construction sequence, area required to construct
the permanent works and any associated temporary works, need to be fully understood In order
to assess whether the proposed works can be physically constructed. Appropriate intrusive site
investigation to confirm ground conditions that will inform both the structural design and the
determine the construction method should be undertaken. It will not be possible to fully assess
whether it is possible to achieve what’s shown on the Applicant’s drawings without site
investigation information.

A detailed technical appraisal to assess the buildability of the proposed design and whether the
works can be constructed within normal construction tolerance/limits associated with noise and
vibratlon should be demonstrated in advance. Glven there is likely to be extensive volumes of
natural rock to be removed, specific detalls of how the rock can be removed within the nolse
and vibration limits need to be established to inform this Application decision.

Put another way, the proposed development as Indicated on the Application may well prave to
be impossible to construct in principle, without further and detailed technical information to
support the Application.
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21 1153 Propased Sectlons

12} The new basement level is indicated at a proposed level of 111.55m and patio at 111.45m. The

most onerous cross sections in terms of level difference at the nearest position on plan and are
somewhat misleading in this regard.

The ground floor level of No.2 HHC is at a level of circa 117m which indicates a level difference
of ¢.5.5m to the lower basement/patio level of the proposed dwelling. The plan distance
between the lower level and the HHC boundary [s £.3m at the nearest point. Refer to Flgure 1
above.

Cross sections showing the minimum widths to the HHC correct land boundary and the
maximum level difference between proposed and existing ground levels should be shown along
with structural details for the retaining structure along the western side of the proposed
development in order to assess this Application.

It is noteworthy that the lack of consideration associated with the level changes across the
original HHC red line planning eastemn boundary has led to a significant amount of dispute and
therefore the level difference proposed here merits full and detailed consideration.

13} There Is a note on the drawing “C 15.07.19 gabion basket boundary well updated” . There is no
reference to a gabion wall on the drawing, What is this note referring to?

Hare Hill Croft Imported Soils Appeal Decision

14) We would also draw your attention to the comments in “Appeal Decisions
APP/Q2371/C/19/3243448 and APP/Q2371/W/20/3264309" for the Importation of solls where
the Planning Inspector commented;

“Although | do not have fulf details before me ond cannot therefore consider the full implications
of o retaining wall, o 5.85m high wall in this location would appear o dominant feature which, In
my view, is likely to have an adverse impact on the character and appearance of the orea.
Furthermore, since the appefiant no longer has control over Hare Hill Croft, the works would need
to be corried out entirely within the appeal site. Land within the appeal site would therefore be
required to accommodate the construction of the retaining wall and wider disturbance would be
likely during its construction. Both solutions are therefore likely to have an adverse impact on
ucGa.”

In addition, the Appellant in the Appeal case stated, *The second consideration was the
construction of a retaining wall. This would be of substantic! height ond would thus require
significant engineering to ensure its long term stability. Whilst boundary treatments for Hare Hill
Croft had been previously approved by RVBC, these did not include any such structure and it is
therefore unclear as to whether or not RVBC would require an additionof plenning permission for
these works. Furthermore the significant groundworks associated with the construction of a
retaining wail would require access from outside Hare Hill Croft and would therefore result in the
disturbance, If not total loss, of any colcareous grassiand that may have been present.”

The above comments from the Appeal Decision would be equally relevant to this Application.
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Other comments

15} It is notewaorthy that ecology survey reports were included with the previously rejected
Applications ref. 3/2019/0498 and 3/2020/0145 have not been Included with this Application.
Why?

16} The praposed developmant raquires the remaval of previously Infilled materlal and natural rock
head. What licences are required for the removal of natural rock head and is it acceptable to
interfere with the recently imported sails which are currently providing a developing habitat?

17) The scale of the proposed property is not in keeping with adjacent properties.

18} There will be a loss of natural light into_as a result of the proposed dwelling.

19) The privacy uf_will be adversely affected by the proposed

development as they will be overlooked.

20} Two similar previous Planning Applications at the same site location have been rejected by
RVBC, planning applications ref. 3/2019/0498 and 3/2020/0145.

21} In addition to the negative effect the development would have on the species noted above and
the damage and loss it will cause to the natural environment, the following birds have been
observed by us on and close to the Application site — barn owl, blackbird, blue tit, buzzard,
chaffinch, dunnock, great tit, pheasant, pied wagtail, robin, house sparrow, sparmrowhawk, tawny
owl, wren. The appropriate legislative raquirements regarding birds should be satisfied.

22) There is a traditional stone wall along the edge of Old Road that would be destroyed by the
proposed development. Refer Core Strategy DME2 - 10.13 which affords protection to such
features.

23) There is no Construction Management Plan (CMP) with the Application. There are various key

issues that need to be addressed before construction, some of which may also materially affect
the Application declsion.

(i} Noise, vibrations, dust — limits and monitoring regime to ensure compliance should be
established and enforced

(ii) Site working hours

(ir} Access routes from compounds and storage areas to the site
{v) Location of site compound and material storage areas

(v) Material delivery restrictions

(V) Depth of excavation, proximity to axisting properties and assoclated temporary works
details

(vil}  The constructioh method and structure detalls of retalning walls along the western
boundary of the propased site
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{vii}  Traffic management to avoid blockage of Old Road as a result of the proposed works
(ix) Removal of excavated materials from site

(%) Waste classiflcation, waste management and licenses required

_. Any proposed construction activity needs to be

considerate and take into account the people and properties it would affect.

It is reasonable to request that details that would normally feature in a CMP, including how they
wlll be menltored and enforced, should be Included within planning condltions should this
Application be granted.

12 |Fa2ye
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From: Planning

Sent: 10 December 2021 09:53

To: Planning

Subject: REDACT AND UPLOAD Objection to Planning Application No. 3/2021/1153 Land

adjacent to 9 Old Read, Chatburn

Categories: xRedact & Upload

Already printed for file and forwarded to officer

From:

Sent: 10 December 2021 05:31

To: Planning <planning@ribblevalley.gov.uk>

Subject: Objection to Planning Application No. 3/2021/1153 Land adjacent to 9 Old Road, Chatburn

This small originated from outslde Ribble Valley Borough Councll, Do NOT click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and are sure the content within this emall Is safe.

FAO Laura Eastwood

Comments on Planning Application 3/2021/1153

1)  The proposed site area

The proposed site area contains imported soils and other parts of the
site contain the original natural habitat and landscape which has
designated status as detailed in the Hare Hill Croft (HHC) ecology
report, which was submitted as part of the original HHC planning
application and will be lost should this Application be granted.

Inspection of readily available aerial images eg. Google Earth, will
evidence the original site and the extent of the area of site affected
by the soils importation as well as the areas that were unaffected and
retain the original designated habitat.

The photographs on pages 1,2 & 3 of the Applicant’s Design
Statement also highlight the areas of the proposed site that were not
affected by the soils filling activity, including the natural stone
boundary wall, shrubs and small trees.

2) Damage to the natural environment and species

Part of the site and land adjacent to the site contains the
original geological features, grasslands, small trees, shrubs and
species that were previously identified as protected habitat and have

1



not been affected by the soils impertation infilling activities associated
with the development of HHC. Clearly, this is existing natural habitat
that has designated status and would be destroyed or affected by the
proposed development.

Details of the existing habitat that was classified as “UK BAP
Priority Habitat / Habitat of Principal Importance of
Conservation” and "UK BAP Priority Species” are contained in
the Ecology Report reference “14_0618_ecology_report” submitted in
relation to the Hare Hill Croft RVBC Planning Application Decision
reference 3/2014/0618.

In addition, the corridor of land either side of and including the
proposed site area is habitat for a wide range of species. Discussions
with local neighbours has evidenced that bats and hedgehogs have
been observed by using the “green” corridor along the eastem
boundary of HHC, between the established woodland to the north and
large established trees and open grassland to the
south. Tawny owls have also been observed actively hunting along the
same green corridor. Badgers have been observed as active in the
area of the site and the wider field area both historically and currently,
a fact that has been validated by a representative of the Lancashire
Badger Group and local residents’ camera trap footage.

The Application does not comply with the elements of the Core RVBC
Strategy that provide protection to landscape, habitat and species.

3) The proposed development drawings

The land boundary along the eastern edge of M is incorrect
and actually encroaches further east and beyond the line shown on the
drawing by approximately 2m. The Application drawings should show
the correct land ownership boundary along the edge of the HHC
properties.

The drawings refer to an “existing hedge line as approved drawing -
planning ref: 3/2016/0748P". This hedge line hasnt been installed and
maintained in accordance with the HHC planning approved landscape
plans.

4) Change in levels and distances between existing HHC properties and
the proposed development.

The proposed development as indicated on the Application may well
prove to be impossible to construct in principle, without further and
detailed technical information to support the Application as the ground

I 2bove the lower basement/patio level

2



of the proposed dwelling and the plan distance between the lower level

and the

The structural details for the boundary walls, construction sequence,
area required to construct the permanent works and any associated
temporary works, need to be fully understood in order to assess
whether the proposed works can be physically constructed.

5) The proposed development requires the removal of previously infilled
material and natural rock head. What licences are required for the removal
of natural rock head and is it acceptable to interfere with the recently
imported soils which are currently providing a developing habitat?

6) Two similar previous Planning Applications at the same site location
have been rejected by RVBC, planning applications ref. 3/2019/0498 and
3/2020/0145 and this building appears to be bigger than in previous
applications.

7) In addition to the negative effect the development would have on
the species noted above and the damage and loss it will cause to natural
environment, the following birds have been observed by us on and close to
the Application Site, specifically but not exclusively: Barn owl, blackbird,
blue tit, buzzard, chaffinch, dunnock, great tit, pheasant, pied wagtail,
robin, house sparrow, sparrow hawk, tawny owl, wren and woodpeckers.
The appropriate legislative requirements regarding birds should be
satisfied.

8) There is a traditional stone wall habitat along the edge of Old Road
that would be destroyed by the proposed development.

9) There is no Construction Management Plan (CMP) with the Application.
There are various key issues that need to be addressed before construction
that may materially affect the Application decision. Noise, vibrations,
dust — limits and monitoring regime to ensure compliance should be
established and enforced; site working hours; access routes from
compounds and storage areas to the site; location of site compound and
material storage areas; material delivery restrictions; depth of
excavation, proximity to existing properties and associated temporary
works details; the construction method and structure details of retaining
walls along the western boundary of the proposed site; traffic
management to avoid blockage of Old Road as a result of the proposed
works; removal of excavated materials from site; waste
classification, waste management and licences required.



10) Old Road is
already quite treacherous
_ Any proposed construction activity

needs to be considerate and take into account the quality of the pedestrian
and vehicular access (especially that of emergency vehicles) to the
properties on Hare Hill Croft which must be maintained at all times. It is
reasonable to request that details regarding the maintenance of access to
Hare Hill Croft properties for all residents during construction must be
considered. It is critical that this must include how access will be monitored
and enforced, within planning conditions should this Application be
granted.

Kind Regards




From: Planning

Sent: 10 December 2021 09:51

To: Planning

Subject: REDACT AND UPLOAD Planning Application Comments - 37202171153
Categories: xRedact & Upload

Already printed for file and forwarded to planning officer

From: Contact Centre (CRM) <contact@ribblevalley.gov.uk>

Sent: 9 December 2021 22:21

Ta: Web Development <webdevelopment@ribblevalley.gov.ulc; Planning <planning@ribblevalley.gov.ulc>
Subject: Planning Application Comments - 3/2021/1153

Is your address in Ribble Valley?: Yes

Planning Application Reference Number: 3/2021/1153

Address of Development: Old Road Chatburn

Your Comments: Dear Laura



| would like to make the following comments with regards to Planning Application 3/2021/1153.

Having looked at the plans and visited the proposed site | do have concerns about the potential impact the property
would have on neighbouring dwellings.

The slze,height and close proximity of the development would cause lack of amenity at elther slde of the
development.

I ould | feel be subject to an oppressive environment with overbearing effects. Natural light into
I . ould certainly be affected with significant overshadowing. Privacy around the building
would also be affected.

The residents on Hare HIll Croft would have similar amenlty issues within and around there properties.

The proposed property is also not in keaping with the street scene and is totally out of character with Old Road.

Chatburn has already exceeded its new build Core Strategy requirement and does not require another dwelling of
this size, which does not benefit or meet the village housing needs.

| also have concerns about the Environmental effects that the application might have. The field is a haven for wild
life and it is commaon knowledge that Badger activity is often seen around the application site. Special calcareous
grassland has already been destroyed on this site and it would be to the detriment of the rural area If this large
development was to impact on the natural habitat further,

| ask If you would please consider my comments and be mindful to recommend refusal of this planning application.

Yours sincerely




S

From: Planning

Sent: 09 December 2021 17:22

To: Planning

Subject: REDACT AND UPLOAD Planning Application Comments - 37202171153
Categories: xRedact & Upload

Already printed for file and forwarded to officer

From: Contact Centre (CRM) <contact@ribblevalley.gov.uk>

Sent: 9 December 2021 13:31

Ta: Web Development <webdevelopment@ribblevalley.gov.ulc; Planning <planning@ribblevalley.gov.ulc>
Subject: Planning Application Comments - 3/2021/1153

Is your address in Ribble Valley?: Yes

Planning Application Reference Number: 3/2021/1153

Address of Development: Land adjacent to no, 9 Old Road Chatburn
Your Comments: Dear Sir or Madam,

| object to this development.
The added residential building is not needed in Chatburn.
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To squash it into the space which has been proposed would affect the properties on either side firstly by noise,
drilling and excavating the land with the added problem of heavy vehicles constantly working. Secondly the dust
produced during its construction from workings and heavy site traffic. Old Road residents have prior experience of
these with the previous building of Hare Hill Croft.

Further the recent volume of run off water that now runs down Old Road, because of lack of fleld dralnage, would
he added to, and cause further damage to the road surface. This together with site traffic makes the road surface,
very rough, and at times, difficult to walk on especially to the elderly and those with walking problems.

The properties on either side would be further affected by the loss of privacy and after looking at the plans a loss of
light seems to be the case.

The volume of traffic in the Ribble Valley has reached saturation point. Any building, of any nature, would impact on
the lives of all who live here baoth mentally and physically.

| hope this letter is useful when making a decision as 1t is with all applications it is having a negative effact on
resldents health.

Yours



e

From: Planning

Sent: 09 December 2021 17:14

To: Planning

Subject: REDACT AND UPLOAD Planning Application Comments - 37202171153
Categories: xRedact & Upload

Already printed for file and forwarded to officer

From: Contact Centre (CRM) <contact@ribblevalley.gov.uk>

Sent: 9 December 2021 11:03

Ta: Web Development <webdevelopment@ribblevalley.gov.ulc; Planning <planning@ribblevalley.gov.ulc>
Subject: Planning Application Comments - 3/2021/1153

Is your address in Ribble Valley?: Yes

Planning Application Reference Number: 3/2021/1153

Address of Development: Land adjacent to no 9 Old Road Chathurn BB7 4AB

Your Comments: Director of Development
Ribble Valley Borough Councll,

Council Offices,

Church Walk,



CLUTHERQE, BB7 2RA

Application No: 3/2021/1153
Planning Application for proposed 5-bedroom dwelling with basement on land ad|acent to 9 Old Road Chatburn,

Dear Sir,

| am writing to cbject to the above planning application. | have fully detailed my reasons below:

Loss of Amenity and Ilght_
The height and scale of this proposed development will significantly affe_

Concerns about damage to the foundatlons-

Bio Diversity and Local Wild Life Activity

Part of the site and land adjacent to the site contains the original geological features, grasslands, shrubs and species
that werea previously identified as protectad habitat and have not been

affected by the infilling activities associated with the development of Hare Hill Croft {HHC). This is clearly existing
natural habitat that would be destroyed or affected by the proposed

development.

Details of the existing habitat that was classified as “UK BAP Priority Habitat / Habitat of Principal Importance of
Conservatlon” and “UK BAP Priority Species” are contalned in the Ecology Report

reference 14 _0618_ecology_report” submitted in relation to the Hare Hill Croft RVBC Planning Application Decision
reference 3/2014/0618.

In addition, the corridor of land either slde and including the proposed site area is habltat for a wide range of
species, Bats are often observed by the occupiers of Mo 9 using the corridor along the proposed development land,
between the established woodland to the north and large established trees and open grassland to the south. This
has also been observed by other local residents.

Both the have observed Badgers in this area, both have
Camera trap photos of the badger’s nocturnal activities and have a report

from a local Badger Group, stating that even before the Hare Hill Croft development was built, badgers were active
in this area. This was NOT observed by the developers Eco survey, because no nocturnal survey was undertaken. As
a minimum requirement we suggest that no development plan should permitted until a detalled day and night
survey of local wildlife has been undertaken, throughout the year, as winter and surmnmer activities will be markedly
different.

Owls have also been observed actively hunting along the same corridor.
I noted there are Tawny Owls in the trees behind their property, across to the heavily wooded area on the other
side of Old Road.

Highway Safety
Has the Road Safety Officer done a recent survey or is the proposal based on the report done several years ago?
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The proposal has the parking facllity for up to 5 vehicles adding even more traffic to an already congested narrow
road without pavements

The Junction of Old Road, Ribble Lane, Bridge Rd and Crow Treas Brow Is often congested. The congestion 1s now so
bad at the Junction of Old Road and Ribble lane that there are already dally occurrences of traffic backed up on Crow
Trees Brow. As that section of Crow Trees Brow is on the dip of a steep hill, traffic approaching the brow of the hill
from Clitheroa cannot see the backlog queue until they are on top of it.

QOld Road is steep, narrow, with no pavement and poor lighting. The surface is in very poor condition and continued
heavy site traffic is continually degrading the surface. Rainwater continually erodes the surface as it runs down the
steep slope, made worse because the Hare Hill Croft { HHC) development has yet to have the road finished and so all
water from the estate runs down Old Road

The school bus collects the pupils of Bowland High School each weekday morning. It stops, blocking the end of Old
Road whilst the children get on.

Trafflc at that junction affects not only local resldents but those travelling through the village from all the
surrounding areas.

HARP {Hawswater Aqueduct Resllience Programme]. If the HARP proposals go ahead to direct an exceptlonally dally
high volume of heavy site vehicles for at least the next & years down Ribble Lane past the junction of Old Rd this will
add even further to the congestion.

Village Boundary and Infill

The developer states that the proposed property is "Infill", however | don't believe this is the case, as the land is
outside the Yillage Boundary {currently defined as the west fence line of my property). Therefore, the development
Is not Infill, as this can only occur for propertles Inslde the Village Boundary. The proposed land Is currently "open
country" agricultural land. | believe even Hare Hill Croft is currently outside the Village Boundary.

Site Access

In the proposed development, there is no indication of how access to the site will be achieved. If the site access is
from Old Road, this will continually block Old Road and any traffic to and from Hare Hill Croft, plus block delivery
vehlcles, utllity traffic and emargency vehicles.

However, if the developer intends to gain access from the South, he has no permission to create an access road or
any form of development for this area of land. Not that that has prevented the developer from piling rubble and
solls, plus dumping rubblish and environmentally hazardous materlals on this land without permission already.

Noise and Disturbance
have been subjected to
disturbance from noise and dirt since 2016. . We have been subjected to :-

1. The rumblings and dirt from heavy lorries and site vehicles up our narrow road
2. Nolsy out of hours working on the building site.
3. The noise and dust from the building site and significant noise from the piling of foundations.

4, The road being dug up to lay drainage, then BT, then electricity and gas — all of which causes considerable
disruption to everyone. Quite apart from the drilling noise there was the dirt, dust and restricted access and parking.
The current proposed levels will require the removal of very large amounts solid limestone rock, which will require
drilling and rock peckers plus very large earth moving equipment. This will cause distress to all the residents of Qld
Road, Hare Hill Croft and beyond, but particularly to Nol and 2 Hare Hill Croft, who have

between them.



RVBC Core Strategy

If this development is granted approval | understand it will amount o a total of 20 houses within the same original
agricultural field which have been approved. In the words of Nigel Evans 'This is planning by stealth’, and should not
be accepted. The first application was for 10 houses, then a furthar 9{in principle) and now this one. If that number
of houses were applied for initlally £ would never have been granted and the implications of compensatory costs to
the developer would have been different. Planning so far have allowed development in Chatburn to exceed the
quota by loophales in the rules and also allowed valuable habitat destroyed.

In addition, in a recent planning application refused by RVBC (Application Ref: 3/2021/0242) reference was made to
a reinterpretation of the Core Strategy

RECOMMENDATION: That planning permission be refused for the following reason(s):

01 The proposal is considered contrary to Policies DMG2 and DMH3 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy in that
approval would lead to the creation new residential dwellings In the defined open countryside, located outside of a
defined settlement boundary, without sufficient justification insofar that it has not been adequately demonstrated
that the proposal is for that of local neads housing that meets a current identified and evidenced outstanding need.
02 The proposal is considered contrary to Key Statement EN2 and Policies DMG1, DMG2 and DMH3 of the Ribble
Valley Core Strategy as it would lead to the creation new residential dwellings that would be injurious to the
character and visual amenities of the area and would result in unbridled encroachment into the open countryside.

We believe that the proposed development off Old Road is alsa outside the settlement boundary and fails to meet
Policy guidelines and RV Core strategy.

APPLICATION NOTES

Section 5. Existing use states “open field’. This is a material change of use as it has been agricultural land used as
grazing of sheep within the last year. House No 9 even provided drinking water for the sheep at the request of the
farmer.

Section 11. Drainage. The hard standing of the terrace and the parking for up te 5 cars on the driveway will increase
the problems of surface water dralnage surrounding that site. The existing new development bullt by the same
developer as the applicant has yet to resolve the surface water problems causing excess water flow down Old Rd
and flooding of the gardens on Crow Trees Brow.

Section 12. Protected Specles.

Unimproved Calcareous Grassland . Both the developer and the architect are aware that there remains a small
amount of unimproved calcareous grassland directly adjacent to the site but have not declared this. The whole site
was originally protected bacause there were large areas of unimproved calcarecus grassland contained within it.
However, large amounts of topsoil were dumped on top of the grassland which destroyed the habitat. | belleve this
was done in order to consequently gain planning permission for this development. b. Badgers and hedgehogs. The
application form says NO. That is not correct. The president of the local badger group submitted a report to RVBC
drawling attention to the badger activity on that fleld and the surrounding area and confirmed that activity had been
reported in that area for many years. | have camera trap footage of badgers coming and goingi

present when the president of the local badger group found a badger hair on the fence betwee

the field. | have footage of badger activity nearly every night (when they are not in hibernation) for at least the last
two years and would be happy to submit that evidence, it also contains footage of hedgehogs.,

Section 13. Foul Sewage . This has been specified as ‘Unknown’. No planning application should be accepted until
that has been confirmed.

Section 25. Ownership. The form states that it is now owned by I the recent hearing regarding

the retrospective dumping of the soil was the owner of that land
which Consideratlon was given to him In respect of the appeal

hecause he no longer owned the land and he confirmed during the appeal that he no longer had ownership. It was

confirmed that | would sign an agreement to maintain the mitigation area
PHHS ownership now reverted back to

Design Brief - This states “the existing levels allow for creation of a lower ground floer’. Looking at the comparison of
the existing levels plan and the proposed elevations it is clear that is not the case. The sections drawing shows the ffl
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{finished floor level} of the patio as 111.45 whereas the existing level of that area on the existing levels plan is
114.52 - a difference of over 3m | This 15 a significant difference. — *sae next paragraph.
Previous proposal. Most importantly | attended the appeal hearing and it was won on the basis that the applicant
insisted that any excavation of the existing soil would compromise the stability of the adjacent properties. He
referred to a bullding engineers report to confirm this. It [s now scandalous that an appeal can be won on that basis
with habltat having been destroyed in the process only to allow a new development which is excavating the same
soil for personal gain.
Proximity between the properties. As far as | am aware no agreement has been made with _
The proposed 1.8m high timber
fence will be approx 1m away from the window on the ground floor west elevation of | A'sc. the
drawings and statement gives no indication of how the retaining walls will be constructed to protect the gardens of
the properties on either side of the development and whether those detalls are to the acceptance of the Immediate
neighkours.

| consider this planning application should not be taken further until:-

Hare Hill Croft development is completed to the satisfaction of all the residents —i.e. the road surface, pavements,
landscaping and the bullding site and storage facllity that still remains at the back of the estate.

LCC Highways and United Utilities have looked at the current road surface and drainage issues on Hare Hill Croft and
Old Road. Also, locked at new road safety issues now another 10 houses and the HARP proposals have been in place
since the last report.

United Utilities have approved the surface and foul sewage drainage proposals for the new build.

The issues from the flooding of the gardens on Crow Trees Brow have been resolved.

The Issue of the public footpath Is resolved on the Hare Hill Croft site and surrounding fleld — The footpath officer
has the details and the testimonies from about 15 residents to confirm their use of the unregistered footpath for
more than 20 years.

The applicant accepts the imevocable proof of badgers in the area. Obviously, now snow has fallen the badgers will
be In hibernation untll the spring.

The inaccuracies of the claims that current levels match the development finished floor levels are comrected.

Yours sincerely,



