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Schedule 1 Barn Owls, which has not been evaluated through a full Environmental Impact 
Assessment despite statutory requests. 
 
I urge the Planning Committee to uphold previous precedents and refuse this application.  



From:
Sent: 13 July 2026 09:30
To: Planning
Subject: Application Ref 3/2026/0356 

 External Email  
This email originated 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. 

Dear sir/madam 
 
I am wriƟng in support of this applicaƟon. 
 
The village of Read has had very few new houses built over the last 40 years.  This has led to many young people 
having to leave the village where they grew up as there are few houses available and even fewer affordable 
ones.  Older reƟrees who wish to downsize to a smaller home or bungalow within the village are unable to do so 
leaving large houses suitable for families with empty bedrooms. 
 
This has led to the school being undersubscribed, with a large proporƟon of pupils coming from outside the village 
by car, causing traffic chaos at drop off and pick up. 
 
The recent parish plan showed nearly 40% of respondents in favour of development in the village, mainly to provide 
affordable/shared ownership/starter homes and bungalows but also support for large family homes. 
 
The applicaƟon states that a large area of the site will be given over to public access which is supported by a local 
greenway group campaigning for greater public access to the countryside. 
 
The land itself is poor agricultural land, suitable only for grazing with no signs of historic parkland.  It is best placed 
for access onto the A671 although I would ask highways to consider extending the 30mph zone from George Lane 
west towards Whalley to the entrance of the village by 125 Whalley Road from its current 40mph limit. 
 
Regards  
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will not meet local housing needs as they will aim to attract buyers with no previous 
connection to the Borough of the Ribble Valley. 
 
4.         The proposed development will result in the urbanisation of the village of Read. It 
is unsympathetic to the existing land use of historic parkland within open countryside 
in terms of its scale and massing, the resulting harm of which in my opinion puts it in 
breach of POLICY DMG1 – GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS (10.4, 2.)  
 
5.         Hammond Ground became an area of historic parkland in the 19th century 
within the original grounds of Read Hall. Read Hall and its grounds have a rich history 
including Roger Nowell (the local magistrate who initiated the investigation into the 
Pendle Witches in 1612), Alexander Nowell (Dean of St Paul’s during Elizabeth 1’s 
reign) and Read has associations with the English Civil War 1642-1651 including the 
Battle of Read Old Bridge in 1643. Hammond Ground is a heritage asset. Therefore, the 
proposed development may be in breach of KEY STATEMENT EN5 – HERITAGE ASSETS 
and POLICY DME4 – PROTECTING HERITAGE ASSETS (10.15, 4.). The archaeological 
report included with the planning application found evidence of “extensive relict 
farming landscape which dates from Medieval and Modern Periods.”  The report 
anticipates that the proposed development’s actual impact on significant 
archaeological remains will be low but then “notes” that there has been a lack of 
previous archaeological investigations. Finally, it concedes that “it is unlikely that any 
archaeological remains present within the footprint of the proposed residential 
development would survive the development process.”  I would summarise the report 
as saying that they found evidence of Medieval human activity, think it is unlikely that 
significant archaeological remains are present but can’t be sure because no-one has 
checked to find out, and if the proposed houses are built, nothing within the footprint 
of the residential development would survive construction. In my opinion, this report is 
fatally flawed due to its self-contradictory findings, opinions and conclusion and ought 
not to be relied upon. 
 
6.         The Tier 1 villages of Read & Simonstone already suƯer with a huge increase of 
through traƯic passing through them on the A671 (Whalley Road) or via Sabden Road 
and Trapp Lane in Simonstone when passing over Pendle Hill. This increased traƯic 
volume results directly from the already high quantity of housing development in the 
area, particularly in Clitheroe, Whalley and Barrow. The type of housing built has 
attracted many working families from outside the Borough that tend to have a high 
level of car ownership (two or three vehicles per family) and professional people who 
commute through Read & Simonstone to connect to the M65 or Accrington Bypass to 
join the wider motorway network. There is only one Pelican crossing in Read to serve 
both villages. The south side of Simonstone is severed from the north side by the A671, 
preventing safe pedestrian access to the convenience store and Post OƯice at the 
Texaco Garage, the Stork Hotel or Simonstone St Peter’s CE Primary School. I have 
personal experience of waiting for up to three minutes to cross the A671 in Simonstone 
even on a Sunday. Any further housing development in Read or Simonstone should pay 
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for a new Pelican or PuƯin crossing to serve Simonstone on the A671 in the area of its 
junction with Scott Avenue and an uncontrolled refuge crossing should be provided 
near the junction of the A671 and Fountains Avenue. This development will only 
increase traƯic volumes further and will create an unsafe junction on a 40mph section 
of Whalley Road. The sketch plan of the development’s proposed junction with  the 
A671 is dangerous, not fit for purpose and does not comply with LCC Highways 
standards for visibility splay design. The central filter lane for traƯic turning right into 
the development from the direction of Padiham proposed on the sketch plan crosses 
the full width of the junction opening. TraƯic queuing to turn right into the development 
will block the exit of traƯic wishing to turn right onto the A671 towards Whalley and 
Accrington and there is no safe area on the main road for it to make that turn. There are 
many examples across the Ribble Valley where LCC Highways has failed to insist that 
the traƯic orders and signage are changed to create a safer 30mph speed limit where 
the new proposed junction meets the A671and I think traƯic orders should be changed 
to ensure traƯic approaching the proposed junction along Whalley Road is limited to 
30mph from both directions. This proposed junction layout will be particularly 
dangerous during the 2-3 year construction phase when heavy plant, HGV’s and vans 
will be frequently accessing the site and as there is no other way into or out of the site, 
the disruption and hazard this will cause will be considerable. 
 
7.         Read residents report that during times of prolonged heavy rainfall, the manhole 
cover to the mains sewer running along the A671 already lifts and overflows and that 
surface water ponds in the southwest corner of the Hammond Ground site and runs 
across the A671 when it rises above footpath level, aƯecting traƯic safety. The 
proposed development appears to rely on the existing mains surface water drains and 
sewers which are already failing during flood conditions. Although the installation of an 
attenuation basin has been included to the southwest of Hammond Ground in the 
proposed plans, the risk of this backing up, overtopping and causing a major flood 
across the A671 is high. In my opinion, even with a SUDS scheme, the development 
risks creating an unacceptable risk of flooding and potentially breaching POLICY DME6 
– WATER MANAGEMENT (10.17) due to the inadequacy of the existing infrastructure.  
 
8.         The proposed development includes the provision of a network of footpaths 
across a preserved area of parkland which will be intended for public access as well as 
for the enjoyment of residents of the dwellings on the development. However, the 
proposal is to place the responsibility and cost of maintaining this public access space 
onto the residents of the development via the vehicle of a Management Company into 
which residents would make regular financial contributions. The maintenance of 
public access space containing paths and a large number of ageing mature trees is 
going to be very onerous from a public liability point of view and the costs very high. 
Good practice would require a 3 yearly tree survey to be carried out by a qualified tree 
surgeon and the recommendations implemented. The proximity of many of the trees to 
footpaths will put them in a high-risk category where any failure to maintain the trees 
could have fatal consequences. In my opinion, the idea that private residents on the 
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development will be willing or able to pay the costs of maintaining public access space 
are highly dubious. There are already cases in the Ribble Valley where residents who 
are in dispute with or disagree with the Management Company, withhold their payment 
contributions which can lead to the responsible Management Company being unable 
to meet its obligations. With public access land, there is always a risk of attracting 
anti-social behaviour or vandalism which would require a Police response. If this 
behaviour occurs and causes distress, inconvenience or cost to the residents of the 
new development, the residents paying into the Management Company may be 
tempted to try to restrict access to the 'public access' parkland. This flawed model, 
whose future failure is entirely foreseeable could lead to the proposed public access 
space becoming unsafe and could place other publicly funded bodies in a very diƯicult 
situation where the wider public interest is at stake. For these reasons, I consider that 
the proposal for a Management Company to be responsible for public access land 
should be within the scope of this Planning Application for Planning OƯicers and the 
Planning Committee to consider very carefully. 
 
9.         There is no children’s play area provision shown in the proposed area of 
residential development of the public access parkland. Bearing in mind that 70% of the 
proposed residential units are large, detached houses, they will definitely be attractive 
to families with children. The closest play area to the proposed site is in Read next to 
the Cricket Ground and would need children from the development to walk some 
distance and cross the busy A671, which is completely unacceptable. The 
development should include play area provision on site and should also contribute to 
the provision or maintenance of existing play area provision in Read. 
 
10.      Both local primary schools in Read and Simonstone are very popular and fully 
subscribed despite the national birth rate being at a record low level. The children of 
the families on the proposed development would need to be provided with school 
places somewhere and in the short term these are likely to be a long way from Read. 
This is just one example of the unsustainability of this development – that primary 
school pupils will need to travel miles for a school place, increasing traƯic on already 
busy roads and increasing greenhouse gas emissions. 
 
11.      The Travel Plan for the proposed development expects any cyclists to use the 
A671 to enter or exit the site. This is an extremely busy and dangerous road without 
cycle lanes and through Read narrows considerably due to parked vehicles. The Travel 
Plan suggests that cyclists could ride approximately 3km southeast of the site to 
access Route 685 which is a traƯic free cycle route on the National Cycle Network. As 
long as the Martholme Greenway remains severed and discontinuous in Read by 
private land ownership along its route, this is completely inadequate provision for 
cyclists and is not a safe or reasonable proposal. The Travel Plan goes on to say that an 
on-road cycle route not on the national cycle network is available approximately 4km 
northwest of the site from Accrington Road in the neighbouring village of Whalley. To 
access this requires cycling along a 50mph section of the busy and winding A671 
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without a cycle lane. In my opinion this is not adequate provision for cyclists and puts 
the development in potential breach of KEY STATEMENT DMI2 – TRANSPORT 
CONSIDERATIONS.  
 
In summary, for the reasons set out in 1. – 11. above, I think that the multiple major 
harms that this proposed development would cause considerably outweigh the 
development’s benefits and that consequently the Planning Application should be 
recommended for refusal by the Case Planning OƯicer and refused by the members of 
the Planning & Development Committee. 
 
Kind Regards 
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From: Contact Centre (CRM) <contact@ribblevalley.gov.uk>
Sent: 13 July 2026 21:09
To: Planning
Subject: Planning Application Comments - 3/2026/0356 FS-Case-856502874

 

 

Lancashire  

 

Planning Application Reference No.: 3/2026/0356 

Address of Development: Land at Hammond Ground , Whalley road, Read, BB12 7RP.. 

Comments: I object to the application. 
1. This application of 77 houses with the mention of "POTENTIAL" public access parkland is a smoke 
screen. Once granted it opens up the entire area to be developed with 100+ more houses. 
It is the typical over development creep you can see in the neighbouring "village" or Whalley. 
There is no commitment to the "public access" parkland and the wording in the application is 
"potential" for a reason, Ir will not be developed as such. 
2. Biodiversity Next Gain - Of course the report says there is a positive gain. It would not say anything 
else considering the developer will of had to pay the authors of the report thousands of pounds to 
produce it. 
What happens to all the protected Bats once the development removes some trees and more 
importantly installs street lighting?? Bats are a protected species, I did not see a Bat report. 
In the application when asked Is there any reasonable likely hood of adversely affecting a Protected 
or Priority species. The answer given was "NO". 
 
3.Flood risk - Whalley road already floods. the development will only increase this occurrence no 
matter how mush they try and send down street drains to an attenuation pond and then into a stream 
that will no doubt end in the River Calder after it has taken in some of the Petro carbon pollutants 
from the roads and driveways of the development. 
 
4.Types of homes - The development has 70% 3 and 4 bed homes with 30% being 2 bed "Social 
Affordable or Intermediate rent", but none assigned as "Starter Homes". If any do end up rental to fit 
in with the remaining executive homes they will be high rental rates for professionals. 
This development would mean the loss of green belt for the provision of executive homes and not the 
starter homes that the country requires. 
 
5. Traffic- It is already widely known that Read and Simonstone has a problem with excessive traffic 
on Whalley road. The 77 homes will only increase this by 2 cars per household. 
The increased traffic issue does not just affect Whalley Road. Whins Lane is also affected. 
Most of Whins lane is at National speed limit and cars often use it a a rat run to avoid Whalley road. 
This causes many potential risks for the many local residents who walk the lane during the day and 
evening. Most cars do not drive at speeds appropriate to the lane. The houses on the development 



2

will simply access Whins lane from George lane and add to the already unacceptable risk taken when 
walking the lane. There was a fatal accident on Whins Lane about 2 years ago. 
 
6 Travel Plan - Again as the report has cost the developer a significant sum it will be bound to favour 
the development. The idea that people will use the few buses that travel Whalley Road is farcical. All 
houses will have multiple cars and they will use those. Cycling is also not an option. 
Nobody would want to ride a bicycle on the road. 
 
In summary. it is an executive home development,which will add more traffic to an already struggling 
arterial route. It disregards issues on BNG, flood risk and travel. It is the precursor to a much wider 
future development of all currently agricultural land in and around Read and Simonstone. 
 
 






























