










soil and debris from the site. Having to negotiate large, heavy vehicles and the constant slippery 
mud on the road, especially when walking, is a nightmare. Not everyone drives! It also caused 
damage to cars and footwear, and was very unsafe for cyclists. I notice that the Haul road has now 
been removed from the plans meaning that the only way in and out of the development would be 
on Fish House lane creating even more traffic and disruption on this stretch of road which is 
narrow and has no footpath, lighting or speed restrictions. I notice that no road closures are 
planned but we all know that can change. If there were to be any unforeseen road closures this 
would have serious implications. Road closures and having to follow the narrow and steep diversion 
route previously proved hazardous resulting in accidents and near misses, as well as restrictions to 
access for refuse collection, deliveries and emergency services. Especially as it was in the depths of 
winter! The state of the road following the Fellside development still needs to be put right as it has 
been left with poor drainage, broken and unsafe railings, uneven surface and potholes. We should 
not have to endure this for any longer so it will all need to be addressed before starting on any new 
development. Any future working on the road should be done outside of the winter months and the 
needs of the local residents considered by developers, councils, and highways departments which 
certainly did not happen previously! 
January 2023- These objections still apply and are even more worrying as all traffic to and from 
the site will be from Fish House Lane. 

? Risk to protected trees and wildlife disturbance There are large protected trees very close to the 
retaining wall and I am concerned that their stability and root system could be affected by this, even 
with the replacement FlexMSE design. We have already lost a significant part of the Millennium 
Wood as well as hedgerow due to this hybrid development and it is important that any remaining 
should be preserved. What will be the effect on the wildlife in the surrounding Biological Heritage 
site, conservation area and watercourse from noise, pollution, land disturbance, light and vibration? 
January 2023 These objections still apply 

? Maintenance and Management Plan addition of a plan to manage the landscape and retained 
habitats following the development is a step in the right direction, although as you can see from the 
list this is an onerous task and a lot of responsibility for residents to take on, particularly those at 
Plot 1! This level of responsibility will need to be made clear from the outset prior to any purchase 
or even building, something which apparently did not happen on the Fellside development. What is 
in place to enhance the biodiversity of the area surrounding the development, as required for any 
development in an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty? So many times environmental mitigations 
are put in place only to be ripped out or forgotten about once the property has been sold. There 
needs to be agreements and measures put in place to ensure that this will not happen and to 
safeguard against inappropriate management, damage or removal. There also needs to be 
assurances that there would be no buildings of any kind erected on any of the gardens at any time in 
the future including pods, workshops, granny flats, garages, stables, more houses etc. as this could 
encroach further on the already threatened wildlife, landscape and conservation area.









Dear Ms. Hayes 
Thank you for your letter of 24th January 2023 in respect of a further 
consultation on the land to the rear of Malt Kiln Brow. 
Before responding to the more recent amendments, it is worth reflecting 
on those fundamental planning considerations governing the building of 
these four houses, which sadly seem to be getting lost in the more recent 
detail. Re-stating both national (NPPF, 2021) and local vision in the form 
of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy (2008-20028) is essential. 
The NPPF, revised in July 2021 makes clear that under the heading of 
Sustainable Development, Planning Authorities are expected to show 
cognisance of:- 

1. Economic Objectives 
2. Social Objectives 
3. Environmental Objectives 

The original proposals for Chipping (July 2014) describe the conversion 
of Kirk Mill into an hotel and spa, holiday cottages, a caf , four self- 
build properties on the land to the rear of Malt Kiln Brow and a site 
identified for a market. The building of houses on the land which had 
been the village cricket club was also proposed with the monies raised 
from their sale used to develop the hotel and leisure facilities. It was a 
great disappointment to Chipping villagers that the promised tourist 
facilities did not materialise; however, the 39 houses, which were not 
required by the villagers at all, did. The 2014 proposition with its 
emphasis on the restoration of Kirk Mill, the establishment of an 
hotel/spa; holiday cottages and caf fulfilled both 1. and 2. of NPPF 
aspirations. The expectation was that business would be brought to the 
village together with jobs for the local area, thus redressing the massive 
loss to the area of Berry Chairworks. It is a significant observation that 
two of the sites identified for development ie Kirk Mill itself and the site 
of Berry Chairworks were brownfield sites and posed no threat to the 
environment but rather added to the village cultural and historical 
heritage. 
Ribble Valley Core Strategy (2008-2028) demonstrated regard for the 
NPPF aspirations and as such, states 3.4 developments to meet the



needs of the area for growth, services and quality of life will be managed to 
ensure that the special characteristics of the area are preserved for future 
generations. 
It goes on to state 3.13 that planners must 
housing meets local needs. Furthermore, that in 
the Council will have regard to the AONB, Green Belt and similar 
designations. 
It is important to note that in the case of the 39 houses constructed on 
the village cricket pitch, the construction companies were required to 
build, respecting the vernacular of village architecture. 
In respect of the four houses proposed on land to the rear of Malt Kiln 
Lane, the application is in direct contravention of NPPF requirements in 
respect of the three Objectives outlined above in that:- 

1. They bring NO economic benefit to the area; they are economically 
barren; 

a suitable proportion of 
development, 

2. They bring NO social advantage to the area. Houses of this price 
and magnitude are not needed locally. 

3. They destroy land which has been home to mammals large and 
small for generations and supplant soil with materials that are not 
biodegradable such as the sand bags referred to for soft 
landscaping and the Green MSE Wall formed with sandbags (cf 
Amend 23/Jan). The covering of such sandbags are made with 
polypropalene. This is hardly in keeping with the notion of Zero 
Carbon Housing. 

In respect of the Amendments (2023) to the buildings themselves, the 
adjustments in respect of actual building materials show some respect 
for the local vernacular. However, the houses themselves are ultra- 
modern sandwiched between a heritage site and low-lying two storey 
cottages which are over a century old in an Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty. Their 3-storey construction with glass balconies renders them 
highly imposing and jars in an area characterised by under-statement. 
The justification for building 3-storey dwellings using as precedent the 
3-storey construction of the workhouse on Malt Kiln Brow is untenable. 
The workhouse was constructed to provide work and house many 
unfortunate people of the day. An attempt to draw the analogy with this



wretched period of history with the erection of a row of houses suitable 
for people with the capacity to spend almost one million pounds on a 
luxurious dwelling is risible. 
A further Amendment concerns the proposal that Church Raike/Fish 
House Lane should be the location of entrance and exit to the site. 
Highways, 23 August 2022 states: 

are some benefits to highway safety for the use of this access rather than 
the previously proposed access on Malt Kiln Brow because it precludes the use 
of the junction of Church Raike and Malt Kiln Brow which has poor 
visibility 
Clearly, the original entrance on Malt Kiln Brow is reported as 
unsuitable (Highways 23 August 2022. It is not stated that an entrance 
at Church Raike/Fish House Lane directly opposite the entrance/exit of 
Mills Way is appropriate, but simply that 
is the thin end of the wedge. 
It does state in the same letter that :- 

proposed new access on Fish House Lane requires additional information 
to determine its suitability including visibility splays 
Church Raike/Fish House Lane measure approximately 4.4 metres in 
width from the wall bordering the proposed site and the entrance to 
Mills Way. Visibility is poor exiting Mills Way onto Fish House Lane 
both for walkers and drivers alike. The fact that it less 
dangerous than the original proposed entrance on Malt Kiln Brow is 
hardly a ringing endorsement for construction and highways integrity. 
Ribble Valley Borough Council had the right instinct when it refused 
planning permission for the original development plans in 2014. 
Nothing that has been built has fulfilled the promises of Economic, 
Social and Environmental Development for the area. The latest proposal 
for the houses to the rear of Malt Kiln Brow follow the same pattern of 
deficiency and defectiveness. 
Rather than add to a defective and non-productive plan for the area, the 
Planning Department would do well to follow through with their 
original instinct directed by the Ribble Valley own Core Strategy (2008- 

are some benefits This
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