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         SALESBURY PARISH COUNCIL 

         

 

Chair:  Cllr M  Howells           Clerk: L Lund  

                                                                                                  11 May 2026 

Dear Councillor 

You are summoned to attend the next meeting of Salesbury Parish Council which will be held at Salesbury Memorial Hall 

2nd floor meeting room  on Monday 18 May 2026 at around 7.30pm . The meeting will follow the Annual Meeting of Elec-

tors which will start at 6.30pm. 

Lesley Lund 

Lesley Lund – Clerk to the Council 

AGENDA 

 Agenda items Report  
Attached? 

 

1 Chair’s Welcome    

2 Election of Chair for the next 12 months. 
Nominations and seconders required 
 

 All 

3 Apologies for absence  
 
Cllr M Wood – mtg 7 September 2026 – dispensation required from the Coun-
cil or move the meeting to 21 September 2026 
 
Decision: 
 

  

4 Election of Vice Chair for the next 12 months 
Nominations and seconders required 

 All 

5 Declarations of Interest 
 
Cllr M Howells items   – lengthsman contract 

  

6 Items brought to the Council from the Annual Meeting of Electors  All 

7 Public participation   

 
  

8 
Approval of the minutes of the meeting held on February 2026  All 

9 
Updates from the minutes 
 

 information 
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DECISIONS 

  

10 Signatories for bank 
At present: 

Bank Cllrs Wood, Booth, Howells 

 

Authorisation for the Clerk requested to become a signatory to enable her to 

raise electronic payments to be authorised by 2 councillors. 

Delegation requested to the Chair and Clerk to pursue Electronic Banking 

 All 

11 Membership/representation on other bodies 
 
LALC – Area Committee – Cllr Howells at present 
Parish Council Liaison – shared at the moment 
 

 All 

12 To nominate a councillor to vote on behalf of SPC at LALC/NALC events/bal-
lots. Where possible majority views to be sought, recorded, voted on and 
noted in the next SPC minutes. 
Decision –  
 

  

13 Path at Salesbury Church and Graveyard is sodden – can PROW monies be 
used?  Presently £1000 available [grants 23/24 and 25/26]  the PROW grant is 
not available this year 26/27 but believe it may be reinstated next financial 
year. 
Decision: approval to upgrade the path and budget 

 Cllr Wood and 

All 

14 
Crossing/Yellow Lines – Lovely Hall Lane – awaiting further response from LCC 

 Cllr Wood 

15 Accounts for approval 
 

Salesbury Memorial Hall £30.00 inv no   SMH     cheque no 000631 

Zurich Insurance – premium Policy NO YLL2720428443 [from 01/06/2026 – 

31/05/2027]   £269.79 cheque  no000632 

Beckett and Rawcliffe – payroll services  inv 14576   £168.00 cheque no 

000633 

L Lund April-June Salary £ 562.90 [April-June 2026]    plus payment for 11 

extra hours x £21.65 = £238.15[approved 152/25] = - tax £160.20  = £640.85 

cheque no000634 

HMRC  £160.20 tax  +  Employer NI £57.61 = £217.81 cheque no000635 

Diane Harvey – The Outside Office – internal audit – awaiting invoice 

P Bell [Lengthsman] – awaiting invoice 

--------------------- 

 All 
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Direct Debits 

Hugo Fox 11.99 April 2026  – website hosting 

Hugo Fox 11.99 May 2026– website hosting 

Lloyds charges £  5.75 10/11 – 9/12/2025 invoice 47423972 

Lloyds charges £   5.25 10/12/25 – 09/01/26 invoice 476696451 

Lloyds charges £4.75  10/01/2026 = 09/02/2026  invoice 479181078 

Lloyds charges £5.75  10/02-09/03/2026  invoice 481675266 

Lloyds charges £6.25 10/03 – 09/04/2026 invoice 484181834 

 

Remittance from RVBC  Precept 2026/27 =£6,000.00 

VAT 25/26 claimed back £190.10 from HMRC 

16 Planning Applications 

3/2026/0214   proposed erection of 26 affordable dwellings with associated 
access, gardens, parking and landscaping at land at Albany Drive Copster 
Green 
 
 
Salesbury Parish Council writes to formally object to the above application. 
This representation is made having regard to the statutory Development Plan, 
relevant material considerations, and established appeal decisions. At resi-
dents’ request, a puAlbany blic meeting was held on Monday 13th April 2026, 
where 50 residents attended. This is a considerable proportion of local resi-
dents. All were against the proposal, and many have written to you outlining 
their personal objections. 
  
1. Development Plan Conflict and Statutory Duty 
Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that 
planning applications be determined in accordance with the Development 
Plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. 
The application site lies adjacent to, but outside the defined Tier 2 settlement 
boundary of Copster Green and is therefore located within the open country-
side on greenfield land. As such, the proposal must be assessed against the 
Ribble Valley Core Strategy, notably: 

• Key Statement DS1 (Development Strategy) 

• Key Statement DS2 (Sustainable Development) 

• Policy DMG2 (Strategic Considerations) 

• Policy DMH3 (Dwellings in the Open Countryside) 
These policies collectively establish a restrictive policy framework for residen-
tial development in the countryside. The proposal constitutes a significant 
residential scheme that is in clear and fundamental conflict with the spatial 
strategy of the Development Plan. 
Given the lack of evidence with the defined exceptions (notably demonstrable 
local housing need), the proposal must be considered as non-compliant with 
RVBC policy. 
  
2. Weight of Previous Appeal Decision (Fall-back Position and Consistency) 
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The site has been the subject of a dismissed appeal 
(APP/T2350/W/15/3134524), which is a highly material consideration. 
The Inspector’s findings were unequivocal: 

• The site is unsustainably located 

• The development failed to meet the local needs exception test 

• The proposal conflicted with Core Strategy policies 

• Increased traffic volume posing a hazard to pedestrians due to lack 
of pavements on exiting Albany Drive. 

Critically, the Inspector concluded that the development would undermine 
the Council’s spatial strategy and did not represent sustainable development. 
A recent application 3/2021/1155 to change a property within the Copster 
Green Tier 2 settlement from commercial to residential was also refused at 
appeal and refer you to the reasons stated within Appeal Decision 
APP/T2350/W/22/3297902. 
  
There has been no material change in circumstances since these decisions in 
terms of: 

• Accessibility 

• Settlement hierarchy 

• Availability of services and amenities (including education & 
healthcare services) 

• Provision of pavements or safe walking routes 

• Provision of safe cycling routes 
As such, the previous appeal decisions should be afforded significant weight, 
and a departure from its conclusions would require robust justification, which 
is absent in this case.  
  
3. Failure to Satisfy Local Needs Exception Policy (DMH3) 
Policy DMH3 permits housing in the open countryside only where it meets an 
identified, evidenced local need. 
The Core Strategy defines local needs housing with reference to: 

• Parish-level housing needs surveys 

• Waiting list data 

• Strategic Housing Market Assessment evidence 
The proposal relies on generalised affordable housing need at the borough 
level. However, the appeal decision confirmed that borough-wide need does 
not satisfy the policy requirement for locally evidenced need. 
In the absence of: 

• Robust, up-to-date parish-level evidence 

• A clear functional link between the development and local need 
the proposal fails to meet the exception test and is therefore contrary to pol-
icy. 
  
4. Unsustainable Location and Failure Against the Three Dimensions of Sus-
tainable Development 
The proposal fails when assessed against the three dimensions of sustainable 
development: 
Social Role: 
While the provision of affordable housing is acknowledged, this benefit is sig-
nificantly tempered by the unsustainable location and lack of integration with 
services. Public transport is poor and unreliable, with few services before 
09:00 and none after 19:00. Services are further restricted at weekends. This 
means that employed people, especially those working shifts, would rely 
heavily on cars to commute. All residents of the village rely on cars to socialise 
in evenings and at weekends due to poor or non-existent public transport. 
There are no meeting places or socialisation centres within the village. This 
places people reliant on public transport at risk of social isolation and diffi-
culty obtaining day-to-day essentials. 
There are no shops within easy or safe walking range. The nearest shop for 
everyday essentials such as milk and bread is the Co-op, almost 2 miles away 
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at Brownhill. There are no continuous footpaths to reach this, or other similar 
shops. In reality, this is a journey that most people, especially older people or 
those with young children would make by car. 
  
Economic Role: 
The economic benefits are limited to short-term construction impacts and do 
not outweigh the spatial policy conflict.  
There are no employment opportunities within walking distance of the site, 
and residents of working age would be highly dependent on use of private ve-
hicles to reach their workplaces. Anyone working shifts would almost cer-
tainly be reliant on private vehicles. 
  
Environmental Role: 
The development would result in: 

• Loss of greenfield land and wildlife habitat for the flora and fauna of 
the area 

• Encroachment into open countryside which would cause irreparable 
damage 

• Increased reliance on private vehicle use 
The appeal decision previously identified that the site would result in car-de-
pendent patterns of development, contrary to sustainable transport objec-
tives. 
The proposal therefore conflicts with: 

• Key Statement DS2 

• Policy DMG3 (Transport and Mobility) 
  
5. Settlement Hierarchy and Disproportionate Growth 
Copster Green is identified as a Tier 2 settlement, with extremely limited ser-
vices, amenities and infrastructure. This proposed development is outside of 
the Tier 2 settlement and could not be seen as ‘infilling’ a built-up area. 
The scale of development (26 dwellings) represents a disproportionate level 
of growth relative to the size and function of the settlement (>100% on Al-
bany Drive itself and almost 20% of the total properties forming Copster 
Green to the north of the A59).  
This conflicts with the Core Strategy objective of directing growth to the most 
sustainable locations. 
The proposal would therefore undermine the plan-led distribution of develop-
ment. 
  
  
6. Landscape Harm and Erosion of Settlement Character 
The site forms part of the rural setting and transitional edge of Copster Green.  
Although the applicant has submitted an ecology report this appears to con-
tain out of date and, in part, false or misleading information. Residents report 
regularly observing a variety of both protected and non-protected species of 
mammals in the immediate vicinity of the site including badger, fox, deer, 
bats, brown hare and hazel dormouse, together with a wide range of birds in-
cluding various species of owl. We understand a local badger conservation 
group has contacted you with regard to locations of nearby setts. Disruption 
to this habitat could cause irreparable damage to a variety of protected spe-
cies. 
Development would: 

• Result in urban encroachment into the countryside 

• Erode the distinct settlement edge 

• Harm the intrinsic character and beauty of the rural landscape 

• Result in loss of habitat to many species of flora and fauna 

• Not be in keeping with other properties in the area 
This is directly contrary to: 

• Key Statement EN2 (Landscape) 

• Policy DME2 (Landscape and Townscape Protection) 
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The harm caused is not outweighed by public benefits, particularly given the 
policy conflict. 
  
7. Highways and Accessibility Constraints 
The proposal raises significant concerns in respect of: 

• Substandard pedestrian infrastructure. There are no pavements 
leading from Albany Drive to the main A59 and no pedestrian cross-
ings allowing safe access to the bus stop. Pedestrian refuges were 
installed many years ago following the tragic death of a local resi-
dent after being struck by a vehicle on the A59 when attempting to 
cross the road close to Lovely Hall Lane. 

• Contrary to statements in the applicant’s submissions, there have 
been a number of road traffic collisions within a 5km range, primar-
ily on the A59, some causing major injury to persons. 

• The A59 pavement towards B6245 (Ribchester Road) is narrow and 
unsuitable for wheelchairs and prams/buggies.  

• There is no pavement on Lovely Hall Lane until Salesbury CP School, 
and the lane is only partially lit. This means that parents accessing 
the school are more likely to drive there in private vehicles. 

• People using wheelchair or pushing prams are unable to access the 
bus-stop located by Oaks Bar traffic lights on B6245 Ribchester 
Road, as the pavement is restricted in parts and too narrow.  

• There is no continuous pavement along the B6245 from the junction 
with A59 to Salesbury. The lack of pavements along steep, narrow 
sections of this road makes walking hazardous and places pedestri-
ans and cyclists at risk. 

• There are no cycling lanes on nearby roads making travel by this 
method hazardous.  

• Lack of safe and convenient access to services such as secondary 
schools, doctors, dentists and pharmacies. Local NHS GPs, including 
Whalley and Brownhill are already full and no local dentists are tak-
ing new NHS clients. 

• Increased vehicular movements on rural roads. Lovely Hall Lane is 
already congested at peak times and subject to vehicles travelling in 
excess of the 30mph speed limit. Due to residents’ concerns over 
speed on both A59 and Lovely hall lane, Salesbury Parish Council 
has undertaken regular SPID monitoring over the last 2 years, with 
traffic frequently recorded in excess of the advertised limits. Be-
tween 13/06/25 – 03/06/25 traffic was recorded travelling at 
65mph (time= 12:21) on both Lovely Hall Lane (30mph limit) and 
A59 (time=09:00) near Yu Restaurant (40mph limit). This showed a 
worrying increase from the period 11/09/24 – 24/09/24 which rec-
orded 55mph (time=20:37) and 60mph (time=13:30) respectively. 
Full SPID data is available from Salesbury Parish Council, please con-
tact our clerk Lesley Lund at clerk@salesburypc.org.uk should you 
require this.  

• At school drop off and collection times, the Headteacher encour-
ages all traffic to follow a one-way system, resulting in a heavy vol-
ume of traffic exiting Lovely Hall Lane onto the A59. This is hazard-
ous to pedestrians due to lack of pavements on this narrow lane. 

• The lack of public transport services operating during the evening 
and at weekends increases the risk of social isolation for people 
without private transport or unable to walk/cycle due to mobility, 
age or safety concerns. 

• Lovely Hall Lane is subject to a weight limit of 7.5tonne. This means 
Albany Drive would be unable to be accessed by heavy wagons and 
plant. 

• The applicant draws attention to a number of PROWs within the 
area. These are across agricultural land, frequently contain livestock 

mailto:clerk@salesburypc.org.uk
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and are often muddy. This means they are not a suitable or sustain-
able means of access to local villages, especially for those going to 
work or shopping or walking at night. 

  
The likely outcome is a highly car-dependent development, contrary to: 

• Policy DMG3 

• National sustainability objectives 
This further reinforces the conclusion that the site is not a suitable location 
for residential development. 
  
  
8. Prematurity, Precedent and Cumulative Harm 
Granting permission would: 

• Undermine confidence in the Development Plan 

• Set a harmful precedent for further speculative applications in the 
countryside 

• Lead to incremental erosion of the spatial strategy 
The cumulative effect would be to significantly weaken the Council’s ability to 
resist inappropriate development in unsustainable locations. 
  
9. Planning Balance 
While the provision of affordable housing is acknowledged as a benefit, this 
must be weighed against: 

• Clear conflict with the Development Plan 

• Failure to meet policy exception tests 

• Unsustainable location 

• Increased reliance of private vehicles 

• Landscape harm 

• Harm to wildlife 

• Previous appeals dismissal 
When assessed in the round, the adverse impacts of the proposal significantly 
and demonstrably outweigh the benefits. 
  
10. Drainage 
Current residents of both Albany Drive and Brown Leaves Grove have in-
formed us of problems with drainage for both rainfall runoff and sewerage. 
This development would potentially worsen the situation for these homes. 
We note that that the Lead Local Flood Authority have stated that they con-
sider the applicant’s proposed drainage strategy to be inadequate as it fails to 
satisfy the requirements of the National Standards for Sustainable Drainage 
Systems. Currently run off drains into a culvert which frequently blocks and 
overflows. Residents have already complained about this to LCC and fear fur-
ther development utilising the same culvert would exacerbate current prob-
lems, especially during heavy rainfall. 
  
11. Other Local Concerns 
Albany Drive is currently a small, quiet cul-de-sac of 23 homes. This proposal 
would more than double the size of this pleasant road, resulting in a huge in-
crease in traffic from both new residents and deliveries. Current residents are 
rightfully concerned that this peaceful road will disappear, potentially with a 
reduction in property values such a quiet residential road affords. 
Construction and its associated traffic, including contractors’ vehicles, would 
have a major impact on the current residents of Albany Drive. Air quality 
could be worsened by dust and residents negatively impacted by noise and 
disruption. 
Residents living along the bridleways BW0338011, BW0338012 and 
BW0338084 are already aware of the detrimental impact of these routes be-
ing used as a ‘rat-run’ for vehicles trying to avoid congestion at the junction of 
Lovely Hall Lane with the A59, particularly at school times. There is a very real 
fear that further increases in traffic due to this development would result in 
even more traffic along these bridleways, placing pedestrians, children at play 
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and residents’ pets at risk and causing increased damage to the bridleway it-
self. 
  
12. Conclusion 
This site is not in a suitable location for housing with regard to accessibility, in 
conflict with Key Statements DS1, DS2 and DM12 and Policies DMG2 and Pol-
icy DMG3 of the Core Strategy which seeks to locate development where the 
need to travel is minimised. The proposal represents: 

• A departure from the Development Plan 

• Unsustainable development in policy terms 

• A scheme that has already been found unacceptable in principle 
In the absence of material considerations sufficient to outweigh this harm, 
the application should be refused. 
  
Salesbury Parish Council respectfully requests that planning permission is re-
fused. 
 

17 Spring mini Newsletter  - to include the repair café and menshare. 
 
Repair Café  
Date: 17th January 2026 - 1st January 2029 Recurs monthly on Saturday, but 
only the third instance of this set. 
Location: Clitheroe United Reformed Church, Castlegate, Clitheroe BB7 1AZ 
Cost: Free 

 
Menshare – voluntary organisation set up to support men - 
Helping to support men Who may be experiencing a difficult or challenging 
time in their lives, with access to support circles, professional guidance, and 
nature-based and social activities. 
 
Decision to provide a Spring Mini Newsletter and working group to put to-
gether and approve associated costs up to a budget of £50 if done 

 Working group 

18 Meetings attended by Councillors 

  
  

 

19 Review of Standing Orders, Financial Regulations, Code of Conduct and 
adopted Policies  and adoption of proposed new policies –  updated pack of 
policies to be circulated prior to the meeting. 
Including:  
 
Council’s Code of Conduct 
Standing Orders 
Financial Regulations  
• Grievance Procedures 
• Employee Grievance Procedures 
• Complaints Procedures 
• Dealing with Press and Media Policy 
• Employee Disciplinary Policy 
• Records Retention Policy 
• Data Protection Privacy Policy 
• Planning Guidance 
• Freedom of Information 
• Subject Access Request  
• Equality and Diversity 
• Biodiversity  
• Recording of meetings 
• Donations  
• Anti bullying and harassment  

Full pack of 
policies To be 
circulated 

Cllr Howells  
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• PROW Guidance 
• Right to erasure 

 
 

20 To Receive and approve Internal Auditor’s Report  [AGAR] 
 

 Clerk & All 

21 To receive and approve the Governance Statement                [AGAR]  Clerk & All 

22 To receive and approve the Annual Accounts Statement       [AGAR]  Clerk & All 

23 To approve the Exemption Certificate and authorise the Clerk to send to the 
auditors  should the Council wish to declare as exempt 

 Clerk & All  

24 Publication dates for notice of public rights and publication of annual govern-
ance and accountability return 
 
Wednesday 3 June 2026 – Tuesday 14 July 2026 

 Clerk 

25 Improvement plan – for discussion and decision to delegate to the 
Clerk/Chairman to complete a plan  and bring back to the next meeting 
 

- Electronic banking  

 All 

26 Lengthsman Contract – current contract finishes on 31 May 2026.Does the 
Council wish to extend the contract to 31 May 2027.- if yes set budget 
 
Decision required :  to renew the contract  
 

 All 

27 Cllr Howells to declare an interest but has a dispensation to join discussion 
To receive Lengthsman’s report and invoice for any works completed and out-
standing since the last meeting. 

 All 

28 Clerk – request for working from home allowance from 1 April 2026 
 
 Rather than an employee making a claim to HMRC, it is also possible for an 
employer to pay a ‘homeworking allowance’ to employees without giving rise 
to a tax/NIC liability. Unlike the tax relief claim, the exemption conditions for 
the payment of the allowance are less restrictive and so only two tests need 
to be met: 
 
This should be part of the clerk’s contract, and these arrangements do not 
need to apply to all employees who may have a home base but work in a hy-
brid manner. Where these conditions are met, the employer may pay up to 
£26 per month (or £6 per week) to the clerks without any tax/NIC being due. 
Higher figures than this can be paid, but anything above the £26 will be 
treated as earnings for tax/NIC purposes. 

 
Subject to the following: 
 

  
All 
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• there must be homeworking arrangements between the employer 

and the employee; and 

• the employee must work at home regularly under those arrange-
ments. 

If a clerk has multiple employers, each employer would be treated separately 
and so they could each pay the £26 per month 
 
Decision required in order to approve/ if approved to include in the Clerk’s 
contract 

29 Protection of the Common – Copster Green  Cllr Wood 

30 Noticeboard – joint venture with C-L-D last contact was to forward the infor-
mation of noticeboards sourced and asking if any suggestions from C-L-D. 
C-L-D have provisionally agreed but would have to have costings prior to con-
firmation of a joint venture.  C-L-D Clerk sent details as discussed at the No-
vember meeting min 94/25. Ie maximum cost £1505.45 + VAT.  If existing 
posts could be used with the wall mounted notice board it may work out 
cheaper. The Chair updated the Council with some more noticeboards and 
emailed the Clerk with the following links to send to the Clerk to C-L-D and ad-
vise that Council would also be happy to look at suggestions from  C-L-D PC . – 
C-L-D happy to look at the original suggestions providing it doesn’t interfere 
with the Cricket Club noticeboard. A reprentative from C-L-D spoke with the 
Vicar who is ok with the change 
Decision required to choose a noticeboard and inform C-L-D, the Vicar and 
contact the Planning Department with size etc to establish whether it would 
require planning permission prior to ordering. 

 All 

31 New Website – progressing  
 

 Clerk 

32 New clerk and cllr emails .gov – Representative from Easy Websites is willing 
to put these on each cllrs phone/lap top 

  

33 Clerk requests permission to purchase new hp laptop and professional set up 
As per financial regulations 3 quotations have been sought: 
 
1st quotation Costs Laptop - £559.00  Security – [Sophos] £49.95  Microsoft 
365  £97.50  Transfer of data £95.20 plus VAT + cost if they come to deliver 
 
2nd quotation received would only provide a laptop on a supported contract 
which starts at £20 per month as that includes our Anti-Virus, Up-
dates and Support Desk 
 
3rd quotation – similar laptops were searched for on the internet which were 
slightly cheaper  but would Council would have to transport  to a professional 
to set up with Microsoft etc. 
 
Decision: 

 All 

34 Disposal of Lenovo 11S laptop – new 
 
Suggestions to sell 
Gift to a local school or charity?  
 
Decision: Cllr Booth to ask at the charity HOmestart – lap top to be gifted to 
the charity if suitable for their needs 

 All 
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35 RE: ROAD TRAFFIC REGULATION ACT 1984 
LANCASHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL 
(VARIOUS LOCATIONS, RIBBLE VALLEY BOROUGH) (REVOCATION OF RE-
STRICTED ROADS (NO1)) ORDER 202* 
  
The County Council is considering the above proposal, the effect of which will 
be to introduce the measures as set out in the attached Public Notice. 
 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that Lancashire County Council propose to make the 
above Speed Limit Order under Sections 82(2) and 83(2) of and Part IV of 
Schedule 9 to the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984, as amended, the effect of 
which will be to revoke the following: a) The "Lancashire County Council 
(Longsight Road, Osbaldeston, Ribble Valley) (Revocation and Restricted 
Road) Order 2014" in full; b) "The County Council of Lancaster (Restricted 
Roads) (No. 4) Order 1968" in full; c) "The County Council of Lancaster (Re-
stricted Roads) (No.15) Order 1971" in full; d) "The Lancashire County Council 
(A666 Whalley Road, Langho and Wilpshire, Ribble Valley Borough) (Revoca-
tion and Restricted Road) Order 2001" in full. Where no further speed limit is 
re-introduced, the speed limit will revert to restricted road status by virtue of 
street lighting, where a 30mph speed limit will apply. 
  
Arrangements have been made for details of the proposal to be advertised on 
site and in the local press on 07 May 2026  any comments before 04 June 
2026. 
 

  

36 Next meetings – 
7 September 2026 – or 21 September 2026 ordinary meeting  
30 November 2026 
2027 
22 February 2027 

 

 Information 
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