
























especially in a rural area on a building where nobody lives or has lived for several years especially 
when it was on 24 hours a day. It also states it is a residential property and is unclear why a 
residential property would even need so many lights? 

I would urge officers and councillors to undertake a site visit and see / feel the impact this 
commercial lighting scheme, that is more suited to a city centre or commercial office industrial 
estate. 

If you take The Inn at Whitewell for example and how discreet the lighting is and how discreet the 
lighting is in the village of Dunsop Bridge I also feel the lighting scheme has no relation to other 
lighting in the area and it is unclear why they chose such commercial lighting? 

The lighting if passed will have an   effect on our lives as the lights shine into both 
downstairs and upstairs properties with light actually coming into all rooms aswell as a glare when 
you are sat in certain rooms. 

The applicant has erected a scheme with no consideration for his fellow neighbours and selfishly 
decided to just go ahead and turn Thorneyholme Hall into Blackpool illuminations without any 
consideration for the impact that this style of light, number of lights and brightness will have. 

Should the scheme go ahead in an AoNB it also means that RVBC is setting a precedence as to 
accepting this type of unnecessary brightness / lighting within a rural location which will have 
devastating effects. I see no reason why a residential property would want or needs such intense 
lighting? 

If however they were do add 2 or 3 of the lights that are down the drive of Thorneyholme Hall which 
are much less intrusive, we would not object to this. There are already two lights there from 
previous so we cant understand why they didn  just use the existing lamps as opposed to erecting 
new ones? 

We also disagree with the lighting assessment and the results of the software used. We have 
evidence of light creep and that the software results are misleading and in accurate because the 
lighting schemes is already in situ and we have therefore been able to see first hand how bright it is. 

OBJECTION TO Flood Risk Assessment 

Concerns of flooding from the site. 

We also have concerns as considerable ground works including hard standing, a road and a lot of 
other works undertaken to remodel the grounds. In the original plans it stated there would be no or 
little remodelling however this is another area where we feel a breach has occurred. 

Even in there own flood risk assessment page 11 where it asks about developmental drainage for 
example they ticked low as, they state   additional hard surfacing is planned within the 
development  but there has been additional hard surfacing by way of a road and in several areas. 

As a result of the extensive changes to the grounds (which were not in the plans or I believe agreed 
by RVBC) we have noticed in recent weeks and months an unusual higher amount of surface water 
run off downhill to our property appearing to come from the said development. 

Section 5.17 to 5.20 of there own flood risk assessment deals with these matters in part.



We have numerous recent pictures and whilst some run off water has always come into the yard, 
the amounts are in far greater excess than previous along with levels of mud, soil and sludge from 
the front garden that has also been remodelled. 

For the middle of summer the yard was flooded in a very short space of time and it is unclear why 
this sudden change has occurred and can only be seen as a contributing factor based on the site 
remodelling of Thorneyholme Hall. 

Also as we mentioned there is much less garden but more hard standing and many less trees and 
shrubbery than previous. 

I am assuming this could be a matter for the environment agency who were asked to comment on 
the flood risk assessment so I have copied them into this email also 

In 6.9 to 6.12 it states that: 

6.9 The area of impermeable surfaces on site will not be increased due to the addition of the 
development. There is, therefore, no change to the surface water runoff regime of the site and no 
adverse effect on flood risk elsewhere in the wider catchment. 

6.10 It is intended that surface water runoff from the new buildings and hard standings will 
discharge to the private drainage as the current scenario. 

6.11 As such there will be no change to the flood risk upstream or downstream of this location. 6.12 
The risk of flooding from the development drainage is low 

Given that they have not stuck to the original plans and totally changed the layout of the site via 
roads etc, it would appear now that the area of impermeable surfaces has been increased and 
potential downstream risk could therefore be increased (Thorneyholme Farm) 

But again the council has allowed the building to be built and not stopped the applicant despite 
being informed so is anybody really going to take action and ask him to remove it? I suspect not! 

OBJECTION TO TREE REPORT 

We would like to object to any further trees being damaged, destroyed, killed or otherwise until the 
conditions of the original tree application have been fulfilled by way of the replacement trees being 
planted! 

CONTEXT: 

Again despite reporting this to RVBC countryside officers who promised us replanting would take 
place, the re planting has never happened by the applicant. Yet something else RVBC has turned a 
blind eye too! 

In 2018 plans were submitted for tree works 3/2018/0693 

The decision was granted 5th October 2018 but   with conditions. 

The conditions stated in 3/2018/0693 that: 

Ribble Valley Borough Council hereby give notice that permission has been granted for the carrying 
out of the tree work in accordance with the tree preservation order subject to the following 
conditions:




