
 Civic Centre, Riverside, Stafford 
Contact   Andrew Bailey 

  Direct Dial   01785 619212 
Email   abailey@staffordbc.gov.uk 

Dear Members 

Planning Committee 

A virtual meeting of the Planning Committee will be held using Zoom on 
Wednesday, 2 December 2020 at 6.30pm to deal with the business as set out on 

the agenda. 

To watch the meeting, please follow the instructions below:- 

1 Log on to Zoom at https://zoom.us/join 

2 Enter Meeting ID 872 6332 6071 when prompted 

3 Enter Password 354570 when prompted 

Or, to listen to the meeting, please call the following telephone number:- 

0131 460 1196 

Please note that this meeting will be recorded. 

Members are reminded that contact officers are shown in each report and members 

are welcome to raise questions etc in advance of the meeting with the appropriate 

officer. 

Head of Law and Administration 
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PLANNING COMMITTEE - 2 DECEMBER 2020 

Chairman - Councillor R M Sutherland 
Vice-Chairman - Councillor A S Harp 

A G E N D A 

1 Minutes 

2 Apologies 

3 Declaration of Member’s Interests/Lobbying 

4 Delegated Applications 

Details of Delegated applications will be circulated separately to Members. 
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6 Planning Appeals  17 - 23 
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ITEM NO 5   ITEM NO 5 
___________________________________________________________________ 

PLANNING COMMITTEE - 2 DECEMBER 2020 
___________________________________________________________________ 

Ward Interest - Nil 

Planning Applications 

Report of Head of Development 

Purpose of Report 

To consider the following planning applications, the reports for which are set out in 
the attached APPENDIX:-  

Page Nos 

20/32746/COU Land at Eccleshall Road, Norton Bridge, 4 - 16 
Stone, Staffordshire 

The application was called in by Councillor 
P W Jones 

Officer Contact - Sian Wright, Development Lead 
Telephone 01785 619528 

Previous Consideration 

Nil 

Background Papers 

Planning application files are available for Members to inspect, by prior arrangement, 
in the Development Management Section.  The applications including the 
background papers, information and correspondence received during the 
consideration of the application, consultation replies, neighbour representations are 
scanned and are available to view on the Council website.  

3



20/32746/COU - 1 

Application: 20/32746/COU 

Case Officer: Teresa Dwight 

Date Registered: 21 July 2020 

Target Decision Date: 15 September 2020 
Extended To: 4 December 2020 

Address: Land At Eccleshall Road, Norton Bridge, Stone, Staffordshire 

Ward: Eccleshall 

Parish: Chebsey 

Proposal: Change of Use from Equestrian Centre to Class B8 (Storage & 
Distribution) Use and associated works 

Applicant: Stone Utility Services Limited 

Recommendation: Approve, subject to conditions 

REASON FOR REFERRAL TO COMMITTEE 

This planning Application has been called in by Councillor P W Jones (Ward Member for 
Eccleshall) for the following reasons:- 

"I am concerned that the introduction of a storage and distribution centre into the village 
will cause an unacceptable increase in the amount of traffic, much of which could be of a 
heavy variety and change the nature of the community" 

Context     

This application proposes a change of use from an equestrian use to a B8 (Storage and 
Distribution) use and associated works.        

The site is in a rural location and sits between the mainline railway to the west and the 
B5026 to the east. The site and is also on the major route between Stone and Eccleshall 
(B5026) and is situated between these settlements, outside a defined settlement 
boundary. 

The site is not within a recognised industrial estate as defined by policy E3. The site is 
however, in close proximity to a small industrial development on the opposite side of the 
highway to the east (units at Whitehouse Farm), which has an established business use, 
restricted to B2 and B8 uses, as granted under permission 90/24721/FUL.   
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The site has an approved use as an equestrian centre and currently contains an 
equestrian building approved under 08/11052/FUL, together with a parking area, ménage 
and a horse exerciser.  

The site is currently unoccupied and the proposal seeks to re-use the site for the proposed 
B8 use for an incoming tenant and includes the conversion of the existing building and 
associated works within the site to accommodate the new use. 

The proposed works include the internal configuration of the existing stable building to 
provide storage (292m2) and associated office and welfare space (120m2), giving a total 
area of 412m2. 

External changes to the existing elevations include external painting of existing cladding, 
new cladding and re-cladding, and minor changes to openings, as shown on the 
elevations and specified within the submission. 

There is an existing forecourt yard and areas of other hardsurfacing to the front of the site, 
to include a menage. 

Vehicle parking is specified in the submitted application forms as 4 light goods 
vehicles/public carriers, and 11 cars (this includes 1 visitor space) plus 1 disabled space. 
The number of full time employees is stated to be 11 although the Planning Statement 
indicates that more  off-site jobs would be created.  

The parking area would be created in the existing area currently used as the menage and, 
it would also be used for materials storage. This area would be resurfaced with hardcore, 
as would the adjacent area where the existing horse exerciser is to be removed. The area 
immediately in front of the building, to include the access, would be resurfaced with 
tarmac. The disabled space and visitor parking space would be located within the tarmac 
area. 

The proposal would utilise the existing site access however works to the access including 
widening are proposed.  

Any signage shown on the plans does not form part of this application and would require 
separate advertisement consent. 

Officer Assessment – Key Considerations 

1. Principle of development

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) under paragraph 83 requires that 
planning policies and decisions should enable:   

a) the sustainable growth and expansion of all types of business in rural areas, both
through  conversion of existing buildings and well-designed new buildings;

Subsequent paragraph 84, while recognising that in order to meet local business needs in 
rural areas, sites may have to be found adjacent to or beyond existing settlements and in 
locations not well served by public transport.  The NPPF also advises that in such 
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circumstances it is important to ensure that development is sensitive to its surroundings 
and does not have an unacceptable impact on local roads.  

Policies SP6, E1 and E2 in The Plan for Stafford Borough (TPSB) support sustainable 
rural development. 

Spatial Principle (SP) 6 looks to promote the appropriate re-use of redundant buildings.  
SP7 continues this support for rural sustainability where a proposal is also consistent with 
the objectives of policy E2.   

Policy E2 supports sustainable rural development outside settlements, in circumstances 
including: (ii) provision for the essential operational needs of rural businesses; and (v) 
diversification of the agricultural economy. Development, however, is subject to a number 
of safeguards including making use of suitable existing buildings, appropriate designs and 
not being detrimental to the amenity or landscape of the area.  

Policy E2 of TPSB also supports developments that provide for the sustainable use and 
re-use of rural buildings for appropriate uses where, inter alia, it satisfies the following 
relevant criteria: (a) priority is given to economic before residential uses; (c) it is 
complementary to  and does not prejudice any viable agricultural operations: (d) the 
building is structurally sound and capable of conversion without the need for extension or 
significant alteration or rebuilding; (e) the form, bulk and general design of the building is 
in keeping with its surroundings and will not harm the character of the countryside and the 
landscape setting;(f) the building is well related to an existing settlement; and (h) the 
building is large enough to be converted without the need for additional buildings, new 
extensions or significant alterations    

Policy E1 of TPSB provides for, amongst other things, encouraging farm/rural 
diversification for employment or service generating uses, to promote sustainable rural 
communities, preferably by re-using existing buildings, which are appropriate in size and 
scale, in or adjacent to villages, do not lead to significant traffic generation and are not 
detrimental to the local environment, landscape, heritage or residents (E1.f). 

It is stated in the submission that the proposed development would enable the applicant to 
expand their business by enabling them to relocate from their smaller rented premises at 
Brookside Business Park, Cold Meece which is located 2.5 miles to the northeast and that 
the advantages of the application site is that it will enable a larger capacity for on-site 
storage (thus improving the profitability of the business) whilst enabling them to retain their 
existing staff (who generally live locally to the area) and to expand their workforce as the 
business grows.  

The application does not propose any major structural changes to the existing building, 
although general internal re-configuration and external elevational refurbishment is 
proposed.  

The proposal therefore relates to an existing rural building which would be re-used, 
without extension or significant alteration and, the use of the surrounding agricultural land 
would not be impacted upon by the proposal, with the paddock use remaining.  In addition 
the proposal would not conflict with paragraph 83 of the NPPF which in (a) supports the 
sustainable growth and expansion of all types of businesses in rural areas both through 
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conversion of existing buildings and well-designed new buildings and (b) the development 
and diversification of agricultural and other land-based rural businesses. 

The proposal is therefore acceptable in principle, subject to all material considerations 
being met. 

Polices and Guidance:- 

National Planning Policy Framework 
Paragraphs: 83 and 84 

The Plan for Stafford Borough 
Policies:  SP6 Achieving Rural Sustainability, SP7 Supporting Location of New 
Development, E1 Local Economy, E2 Sustainable Rural Development 

2. Impact on the character and appearance of the area

The site is located within the open countryside and is predominantly screened from the 
road by a mature hedgerow.  It is also located within close proximity of an established 
area of development, most notably the Whitehouse Farm Industrial Estate which is located 
on the opposite side of Eccleshall Road, as well as the Norton Bridge Golf Club (to the 
southeast), Stone Driving Range (to the east) and a number of residential properties 
situated sporadically along this stretch of road.   The site is therefore seen in association 
with this existing development. 

The proposed development seeks to change the use of the building to enable the storage 
and distribution of pipework in connection with gas, water and telecommunication utility 
services. Minimal alterations are proposed to the building itself, with the main changes 
being; alterations to the front (north) elevation (currently timber cladding over concrete 
blockwork),  which will be modernised from its existing utilitarian rural building appearance 
by the use of a combination of dark grey and silver cladding and dark and light grey doors, 
glazing and gable feature glazing, to better reflect its proposed use; the provision of 
additional fenestration on the eastern elevation to facilitate the provision of an ancillary 
office within the building; and the replacement of the existing timber cladding and concrete 
blockwork to the rear/south elevation with grey profiled metal cladding.   

It is proposed to remove the existing horse trainer structure and to resurface the ménage 
to facilitate a parking area.  It is also stated that there would also be some elements of 
open storage provided within the site (shown on the proposed plans to be located along 
with the proposed parking within the former menage area) however, this, and the other 
changes proposed, are not considered to impact on the character and appearance of the 
area to such an extent as to warrant a refusal, particularly given the existing nature of the 
site and the improvements made to it as part of the proposal.  

The nature of the conversion/refurbishment works (cladding/recladding/painting/new or 
reconfigured openings/resurfacing) that are proposed to implement the change of use 
would be such that the appearance of the existing building and open areas will not be 
significantly altered from their existing appearance and, notwithstanding the external 
storage use, the site as a whole would be visually enhanced in appearance as a result. 
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A short length of hedge will need to be removed along the highway boundary to facilitate 
the access changes and visibility splays, however, this will not have any significant 
adverse impact on character and appearance. The proposed site plan shows a 2.4m 
palisade security access gate with a short stretch of 2.4m high palisade fencing to either 
side, but no elevations have been submitted. It is understood that the boundary hedge to 
the front is otherwise to be retained. The remaining boundary treatments between the site 
and the surrounding paddock land are not clearly shown, therefore further and precise 
details of boundary treatments are to be secured via condition.  

As such, in context of character and appearance, the development would not lead to an 
unacceptable level of visual changes, given its rural siting, over and above the existing 
situation. 

Policies and Guidance:- 

National Planning Policy Framework 
Paragraphs: 124, 127, 128 & 130 

The Plan for Stafford Borough 
Policies: N1 Design; N8 Landscape Character;  
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) – Design 

3. Residential amenity

The proposal involves the introduction of a new commercial use to land and buildings in a 
rural location and Policy E2 specifically requires that development should not be 
detrimental to the amenity of the area.  

Along with existing commercial uses, there are a scattering of residential properties in the 
area with the closest being Whitehouse Farmhouse, approximately 35m to the south on 
the opposite side of the highway and adjacent to the existing industrial estate to this side, 
and Holly cottage approximately 115m to the north east, also on the opposite side of the 
highway. 

The application submission states the following proposed hours of operation: 7am – 
5.30pm on Mondays to Fridays, with no hours of operation on Saturdays, Sundays and 
Bank Holidays. These hours are considered acceptable by the Environmental Health 
Officer and can be successfully controlled in order to protect amenity through the 
imposition of a planning condition.  

Based on the proposed parking/staffing levels, it is considered that a maximum of 4 light 
goods vehicles and 11 staff cars would operate from the site.  It is acknowledged that 
vehicle movements and comings and goings associated with storage and distribution can 
generate noise and general disturbance. The assessment of the potential impact of the 
current proposal must however take into account the existing permitted commercial 
equestrian use of the land and buildings, which, if the use were to cease,  could revert 
back to an agricultural use where there are no planning controls over agricultural usage 
and comings and goings associated with an agricultural use.  It is also noted that the 
application is supported by a transport note and access plan has been produced by a 
transport consultant. Although this shows an increase in proposed trips, the Environmental 
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Health Officer has made no objections to the proposal on grounds of noise and general 
disturbance and has not requested that a noise survey be submitted. 

The Environmental Health Officer (EHO) has also requested a condition requiring that any 
high intensity external lighting to the site (including activated security lighting) should be 
directed away from nearby residences and should be angled to provide floodlighting to the 
area of the site and not be directed beyond the site boundary.  It is considered appropriate 
to impose the condition suggested. 

Overall subject to the conditions, it is considered that the proposed use can be undertaken 
without having any significant harm on the amenities of neighbouring residents, consistent 
with the provisions of Policies E2 (g – amenity) and N1 (e) of The Plan for Stafford 
Borough.  

The Plan for Stafford Borough 
Policies: N1 Design, E2 Sustainable Rural Development 
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) – Design 

4. Access and parking

The existing access to the site will be utilised however, it is proposed to widen the access 
in order to better accommodate the proposed use.  It is proposed to use the existing 
menage area used for parking in conjunction with the storage of materials. 

Local Plan Parking Standards specify 1 space per 80m2 of gross floor area in the case of 
large scale storage and distribution facilities. A parking assessment under local plan 
parking standards for a B8 use, based on the floor areas stated on the forms (412m2), 
shows that the proposed level of parking; 11 car parking spaces, 1 disabled space and 4 
light goods spaces,  is sufficient. 

The Highway Authority (HA) do not raise any objections subject conditions relating to the 
widening of the existing access; provision of access, parking, servicing and turning areas; 
and the provision visibility splays which are thereafter to be kept free of all obstructions to 
visibility over a height of 600 mm above the adjacent carriageway level. 

It is not considered that the proposal would generate unacceptable levels of traffic to and 
from the site, particularly in the absence of a Highway Authority objection, who state that; 
the applicant has produced a report that demonstrates that the number of additional 
vehicles generated by the development will have no major impact on the surrounding 
Highway network; the parking and turning areas are with the current guidelines; the 
access will have the appropriate visibility splays and a forward visibility splay drawing for 
right turning vehicles into the development has been produced, that demonstrates that the 
measurements are within the guidelines for speed of vehicles on this road. 

The HA also advise that the work to the access requiring off-site highway works shall need 
a separate Works Agreement with Staffordshire County Council and the applicant is 
therefore requested to contact Staffordshire County Council in respect of securing the 
Agreement.   
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Policies and Guidance:- 

National Planning Policy Framework 
Paragraphs: 105 & 106 

The Plan for Stafford Borough 
Policies: T1 Transport; T2 Parking and Manoeuvring Facilities; Appendix B – Car Parking 
Standards 

5. Other Matters

The Police Crime Prevention Design Advisor has commented that the proposed change of 
use at this location is considered acceptable in principle. However, in summary, he 
advises that the applicant will need to ensure a commensurate level of security is in place 
to deter offenders and to provide an alert to any out of hours intrusion into the site. The 
Police Crime Prevention Design Adviser’s recommendations on these matters are best 
attached as an informative to any grant of consent.  

Part of the site falls with a Historic Environment Record area. The agent has contacted the 
County Council Archaeologist who does not wish to raise any archaeological issues. 

The Parish Council have raised concerns about the proposed commercial activities not 
being appropriate for the existing rural use of the site.  The concerns regarding the 
highways impacts of commercial vehicles movements on the road in this location are 
noted and addressed in the relevant parts of the report above. There is nothing to suggest 
that the grant of this consent would lead to the creation of an industrial area in rural 
surroundings.  It is however noted that there is already an existing industrial estate on the 
opposite side of the highway.  Any future applications would be judged on their own 
merits.   

Concluding comments and the planning balance 

The proposed change of use is considered to be acceptable having regard to Local Plan 
policy and the NPPF, subject to appropriate conditions.  Whilst the objections relating to 
highway safety concerns are noted, the Highway Authority does not raise any objections 
and there are no substantive grounds to refuse the application in this regard.   

Consultations 

Highway Authority: 

There are no objections on Highway grounds to the proposed development subject to 
conditions. 

The applicant has produced a report that demonstrates that the number of additional 
vehicles generated by the development will have no major impact on the surrounding 
Highway network. The parking and turning areas are with the current guidelines.  The 
access will have the appropriate visibility splays and a forward visibility splay drawing for 
right turning vehicles into the development has been produced, this demonstrates that the 
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right turn vehicles forward visibility is 178m and the SSD to the rear of the vehicle is 124m. 
These measurements are within the guidelines for speed of vehicles on this road. 
Conditions 

Environmental Health Officer: 

Further Comments: 
We have no objection to the more relaxed hours suggested. 
• 7am – 5.30pm on Mondays to Fridays

Original Comments: 
Hours of operation (including deliveries) should be limited to between the hours of 8.00 
am and 6.00pm Monday to Friday; 8.00am to 2.00pm Saturdays and not at all on Sundays 
or bank holidays.  

High intensity external lighting to the site (including activated security lighting) should be 
directed away from nearby residences be angled to provide floodlighting to the area of the 
site and not be directed beyond the site boundary. 

Network Rail: 
No comments 

Police Crime Prevention Design Advisor: 

The proposed change of use at this location is noted and is considered acceptable in 
principle by Staffordshire Police. Given the rural location and likely presence on site of 
items that organised offenders may seek to target (including equipment, machinery, 2 
grab wagons), the applicant will need to ensure a commensurate level of security is in 
place to deter offenders and to provide an alert to any out of hours intrusion into the site.   

While the site is currently well screened from the road, it is noted that visibility at the site 
entrance is to be improved (in the interests of highway safety) and the site is in any event 
partially visible from the road that climbs over the railway line. New 2.4 m high palisade 
security gates are to be installed set back further from the road. These should ideally 
prevent views into the site, deter any attempt to climb and be secured in the most robust 
way possible. Should a padlock be used to secure them, opting for one that has a very 
high CEN security rating (6 is the highest) would be advisable. If possible, the padlock 
should be protected in some way, for example, by a metal shroud. If a security chain is 
used, opting for a high security one, which cannot be bolt cropped by hand would be 
advisable as would ensuring the chain is bound as tightly as possible to the gate to 
remove any slack. The intruder-resistance of palisade fencing/gating can be enhanced by 
the securing expanded metal or weldmesh to it. Paliclad is one product specifically 
intended for this purpose, although research by the applicant may reveal others.    

Some form of intruder detection technology which is remotely monitored would be worth 
considering by the applicant to prevent offenders acting with impunity. It is worth bearing 
in mind that where CCTV is monitored it is far more effective, as it can enable the real 
time assessment of incidents to take place, the disruption of offenders and provides the 
ability to summon a response should the need arise. Where the ability provides, it can also 
enable an audible challenge to be made. Record-only CCTV can act as a deterrent 
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(although not necessarily so) and can provide evidence (although where offenders guard 
against identification this may be of limited value), but generally it will not prevent or  
enable the disruption of an incident in the same way, and as such not too much reliance 
should be placed upon it.  

Concerning the building, consideration may wish to be given to installing either an internal 
or external roller shutter to protect the reception door/glazing and contents within (such as 
I.T. equipment) out of hours. The steel emergency exit door on the eastern elevation
should ideally have third party certification to a relevant attack-resistant security standard
and at an appropriate security/burglary rating. The required level of security resistance of
the vertical folding door will be dependent upon the nature and value of items stored
within. Consequently, a door to secure this aperture that can demonstrate a proven level
of attack-resistance may be worthy of consideration.

Crime Prevention advice is given freely without the intention of creating a contract, and  
all comments and recommendations are site specific.  Staffordshire Police and the Home 
Office do not accept any legal responsibility for the advice given.    

Parish Council: 

Councillors were concerned that as the use of the site had originally been approved for 
countryside activities; the proposed commercial activities were considered inappropriate 
and not in keeping for a Greenfield site. Up to 16 commercial vehicles a day could be 
accessing the site using an entrance on a bend marked by double white lines and on a 
60mph road. Councillors were further concerned that if approved, the application could 
lead to the creation of an industrial area in rural surroundings.  

Neighbours:  

(6 consulted): 1 representation received. Material planning considerations summarised as: 

Owner of the adjacent industrial estate has wholehearted support for the proposal which 
may allow the applicant to expand their operation, consequently creating employment, 
which should be supported by the council; 
The adjacent industrial estate has grown since 1990 and created jobs, with the intention of 
continuing further expansion and job creation; 
The location and accessibility via the B5026 & the A34 make it suitable for the proposed 
use;  
The proposal will tidy up this now neglected site which can only be good for the 
environment.  

Site notice: 
Expiry date: 02.09.2020 
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Relevant Planning History 
05/04806/COU New menage for horses. Approved. 
07/07723/COU Change of use from private manege to commercial. Approved. 
07/07724/FUL Retention of existing buildings to be used for storage and a classroom 
associated with the commercial use for the menage. Approved. 
08/11052/FUL Proposed erection of an agricultural style building for uses associated with 
an existing equestrian centre including removal of temporary structures. Approved. 
10/13950/FUL Proposed safer entrance and horse exerciser. Approved. 

Recommendation 

Approve subject to the following conditions: 

1. The development to which this permission relates must be begun not later than the
expiration of three years beginning with the date on which this permission is
granted.

2. This permission relates to the submitted details and specification and to the
following drawings, except where indicated otherwise by a condition attached to
this consent, in which case the condition shall take precedence :-

Ordnance Survey based Location Plan
drawing number 575-01/GA-03
drawing no. 4704-01-04 Revision B
drawing no. 4704-01-05 Revision B
drawing no. 4704-01-10 Revision B

3. Notwithstanding any details or description in the application documents, no above
ground development shall take place until full details of boundary treatments to the
site have been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.
The boundary treatments shall thereafter be implemented in accordance with the
approved details before the proposed development is brought into use.

4. The hours of operation (including deliveries) of the use hereby approved shall be
limited to between the hours of 7.00 am and 5.30pm Monday to Friday inclusive ;
and not at all on Saturdays, Sundays, Bank holidays and other public holidays.

5. The use of the site shall be restricted to a B8 use as specified and described in the
application documents, unless otherwise agreed in advance and in writing by the
local planning authority.

6. Any high intensity external lighting to the site (including activated security lighting)
shall be directed away from nearby residences and shall  be angled to provide
floodlighting to the area of the site and not be directed beyond the site boundary.

7. The development hereby permitted shall not be brought into use until the access to
the site within the limits of the public highway has been widened as shown on
drawing 575-01/GA-01, contained within Appendix B of the submitted document
Technical Note No.1 by Cameron Rose Associates, dated 15 July 2020.
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8. The development hereby permitted shall not be brought into use until the visibility
splays shown on the approved plan have been provided. The visibility splay shall
thereafter be kept free of all obstructions to visibility over a height of 600 mm above
the adjacent carriageway level.

9. The development hereby permitted shall not be brought into use until the access,
parking, servicing and turning areas have been provided in accordance with the
approved plans.

The reasons for the Council’s decision to approve the development subject to the above 
conditions are: 

1. To comply with the requirements of Section 51 of the Planning and Compulsory
Purchase Act 2004.

2. To define the permission.

3. To safeguard the amenities of the area (Policy N1e of The Plan for Stafford
Borough).

4. To safeguard the occupiers of nearby residential properties from undue noise and
general disturbance. (Policy N1e of The Plan for Stafford Borough).

5. For the avoidance of doubt and to safeguard the occupiers of nearby residential
properties from undue noise and general disturbance. (Policy N1e of The Plan for
Stafford Borough).

6. To safeguard the amenities of the area (Policy N1e of The Plan for Stafford
Borough).

7. In the interests of the safety and convenience of users of the highway. (Policy T1c
of The Plan for Stafford Borough).

8. In the interests of the safety and convenience of users of the highway. (Policy T1c
of The Plan for Stafford Borough).

9. To ensure the provision of adequate off-street facilities in the interests of the
convenience and safety of users of the highway. (Policy T2d of The Plan for
Stafford Borough).
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Informative(s) 

1 In accordance with the requirements of Article 31 of the Town and Country 
Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) (Order) 2010, as 
amended, and the National Planning Policy Framework 2019, the Council has 
worked in a positive and proactive way in determining the application and has 
granted planning permission. 

2 The work to the access  requiring off-site highway works shall require a  Works 
Agreement  with Staffordshire County Council and the applicant is therefore 
requested to contact Staffordshire County Council in respect of securing the 
Agreement.  The link below provides a further link to a Minor/Major Works  
Information Pack and an application form for the Minor/Major Works Agreement 
(delete as appropriate).  Please complete and send to the address indicated on the 
application form which is Staffordshire County Council at Network Management 
Unit, Staffordshire Place 1, Wedgwood Building, Tipping Street, STAFFORD, 
Staffordshire ST16 2DH. (or email to nmu@staffordshire.gov.uk) 
http://www.staffordshire.gov.uk/transport/staffshighways/licences/ 

3 That the applicants attention be drawn to the comments of the Police Crime 
Prevention Design Advisor available for view on public access in respect of this 
application. 
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20/32746/COU 
Land At Eccleshall Road 

Norton Bridge 
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ITEM NO 6 ITEM NO 6 

STAFFORD BOROUGH COUNCIL 
___________________________________________________________________ 

PLANNING COMMITTEE - 2 DECEMBER 2020 
___________________________________________________________________ 

Ward Interest -  Nil 

Planning Appeals 

Report of Head of Development 

Purpose of Report 

Notification of new appeals and consideration of appeal decisions. Copies of any 
decision letters are attached as an APPENDIX. 

Decided Appeals 

Application Reference Location Proposal 

20/31858/HOU 
Appeal allowed and 
costs awarded 

Treetops Thirty Seven 
Holding 
Cocknage Road 
Rough Close 

Demolish existing garage, 
erect two storey side 
extensions and associated 
development 

Previous Consideration 

Nil 

Background Papers 

File available in the Development Management Section 

Officer Contact 

John Holmes, Development  Manager Tel 01785 619302 
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https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate 

Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 11 September 2020 

by R Morgan MCD MRTPI

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State 

Decision date: 9 November 2020 

Appeal Ref: APP/Y3425/D/20/3254611 

Treetops, Cocknage Road, Rough Close, Stoke-on-Trent ST3 4AB 

• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990
against a refusal to grant planning permission.

• The appeal is made by Mr S Phillimore against the decision of Stafford Borough Council.

• The application Ref 20/31858/HOU, dated 29 January 2020, was refused by notice
dated 2 April 2020.

• The development proposed is demolition of the existing garage, erection of two storey
side extensions and associated development.

Decision 

1. The appeal is allowed and planning permission is granted for demolition

of the existing garage, erection of two storey side extensions and

associated development at Treetops, Cocknage Road, Rough Close,
Stoke-on-Trent ST3 4AB, in accordance with application Ref 20/31858/HOU,

dated 29 January 2020, and the following conditions:

1) The development hereby permitted shall begin not later than 3 years from

the date of this decision.

2) The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with

the following approved plans: 4616-04-03B (location and block plan);
4616-04-01-01*-WIP (existing survey); and 4616-04-02B (proposed

extension and alterations).

3) The materials to be used in the construction of the external surfaces of the

extensions hereby permitted shall match those used in the existing

dwelling.

Application for costs 

2. An application for costs was made by Mr S Phillimore against Stafford Borough

Council. This application is the subject of a separate Decision.

Main Issue 

3. The site is within the North Staffordshire Green Belt, so the main issues are:

• Whether the proposal is inappropriate development in the Green Belt for

the purposes of the National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework);

and any relevant development plan policies, including the effect on

openness; and

• The effect of the proposal on the character and appearance of the area.
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Reasons 

Whether the proposal would be inappropriate development in the Green Belt 

4. Treetops is a recently constructed, detached house, set within large grounds in
a wooded, countryside location.

5. Paragraph 145 of the Framework states that the construction of new buildings

in the Green Belt should be regarded as inappropriate development.  It goes on

to list certain forms of development which are exceptions and are not regarded

as being inappropriate.  These exemptions include the extension or alteration
of a building, provided that this does not result in disproportionate additions

over and above the original building.

6. The test of whether a proposed extension would be a disproportionate addition

requires comparison of the size of the extended property with that of the

original buildings, usually in terms of volume or floorspace.

7. The Framework provides no information as to what constitutes a

‘disproportionate addition’, but local guidance is provided in Policy C5 of The
Plan for Stafford Borough 2014 (Local Plan), which relates to residential

proposals in areas outside the settlements.  Part C of the policy allows for the

extension or alteration of an existing building where it does not result in

additions of more than 70% of the dwelling as originally built, unless the
extension would be proportionate to the type and character of the dwelling and

the surrounding area.  It is clear from explanatory text in paragraph 11.17 that

the policy covers areas within the Green Belt, and there is nothing in the policy
or explanatory text to suggest that any different or lower figure should be

applied within such areas.  The policy was adopted since the Framework was

published, and can be seen as providing local interpretation of national
planning policy.

8. Treetops is a replacement dwelling, but no detailed information has been

provided about how this property relates in size to what was there before. For

the purposes of this appeal I have therefore treated the existing dwelling as it

has been constructed as being the original building.  According to the
appellant’s calculations, the proposal would result in an increase in floorspace

of some 65% over and above the existing building as constructed.  Although

they would represent a significant enlargement, the proposed extensions would

not exceed the scale of addition which Policy C5 allows for.

9. As such, in terms of this purely statistical analysis, the proposal would not
represent a disproportionate addition, and so would fall within the exception

listed in paragraph 145c) of the Framework.  There would be no conflict with

Policy C5.

Openness 

10. The impact on the openness of the Green Belt is implicitly taken into account in

the exception in Framework paragraph 145c), which requires no further

assessment of the effect of a proposal on openness.  The proposal would not be
inappropriate development in terms of paragraph 145c), so by definition, it

would not have an adverse impact on the openness of the Green Belt.

Similarly, the proposal would not cause harm to the purposes of including land
within the Green Belt.
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11. I note that permitted development rights have been removed from the

replacement dwelling to prevent uncontrolled extensions, in the interests of

protecting the openness of the Green Belt.  However, the proposed
development does not constitute inappropriate development in terms of

paragraph 145c), and so does not harm openness.

Character and appearance 

12. Treetops occupies an elevated position, and is visible from Cocknage Road in

silhouette.  However, the steep topography of the site and the considerable

distance from the road to the house, limit the extent to which it can be seen

from below.  Mature trees and vegetation around the site boundaries also
provide significant screening.

13. The proposed extensions would increase the bulk of the building, but the house

would still sit comfortably within its setting, and the visual impact of the

proposal within the wider area would be limited.

14. The proposed side extensions would be set back from the frontage with lower

eaves and ridge heights.  The dominance of the original house would be

retained, and the proposal would comply with guidance in the Supplementary
Planning Document on Design, which requires that extensions remain

subordinate to the host dwelling.

15. I conclude that the proposal would not cause harm to the character and

appearance of the area. The proposal would be consistent with Local Plan Policy

N1, which requires that designs have regard to the local context and should
preserve and enhance the character of the area; and with Policy N8, which

requires development to reinforce and respect the landscape setting.  The

provisions of Policy C5 relating to character do not apply in this case, as the
proposed addition would not exceed 70%.

16. Strategic Principle 1 of the Local Plan sets out the presumption in favour of

sustainable development.  The proposal accords with policies in the Local Plan,

and there are no material considerations which indicate that it should not be

approved.

Conclusion 

17. For the reasons given, I conclude that the appeal be allowed subject to the

conditions listed, which are necessary in the interests of certainty and to

safeguard the character and appearance of the area.

R Morgan 

INSPECTOR 
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Costs Decision 
Site visit made on 11 September 2020 

by R Morgan MCD MRTPI

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State 

Decision date: 9 November 2020 

Costs application in relation to Appeal Ref: APP/Y3425/D/20/3254611 

Treetops, Cocknage road, Rough Close, Stoke-on-Trent ST3 4AB 

• The application is made under the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, sections 78,
322 and Schedule 6, and the Local Government Act 1972, section 250(5).

• The application is made by Mr S Phillimore for a full award of costs against Stafford

Borough Council.
• The appeal was against the refusal of planning permission for demolition of the existing

garage, erection of two storey side extensions and associated development.

Decision 

1. The application for a full award of costs is allowed.

Reasons 

2. The Planning Practice Guidance (the Guidance) advises that, irrespective of the

outcome of the appeal, costs may only be awarded against a party who has
behaved unreasonably, and thereby caused the party applying for costs to

incur unnecessary expense in the appeal process. Unreasonable behaviour by a

local planning authority may occur in relation to the appeal procedure or to the
substance of the case. In this case, the applicant contends that the Council has

behaved unreasonably in both respects.

Procedural grounds 

3. It is clear from the applicant’s statement that the planning officer who

originally dealt with the case was helpful and pro-active, and that amendments

were sought to make the scheme more acceptable.  The Deputy Development

Manager’s subsequent involvement was part of the Council’s standard practice
of overseeing and signing off the application.

4. The Council’s final decision clearly came as a disappointment, particularly since

the applicant had obtained a copy of a draft report suggesting that the outcome

would be positive.  However, this was only a draft, which required review and

sign off by a senior officer.  It did not represent the Council’s final decision, or
commit the Council in any way, and it is not uncommon for different officers to

take an opposing view on a particular application.

5. As set out in my decision notice, I did not agree with the reasons for the final

decision, but I find no convincing evidence that the Council behaved

unreasonably in relation to the procedures it followed.
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Substantive grounds 

6. The Guidance makes it clear that a local planning authority is at risk of an

award of costs if it makes vague, generalised or inaccurate assertions about a

proposal’s impact which are unsupported by any objective analysis.

7. The applicant contends that the Council has behaved unreasonably by failing to

correctly apply Local Plan Policy C5, and instead applying tests of openness and

encroachment which are not relevant, and applying Policies N1 and N8 which
are not Green Belt policies.

8. The officer report refers to the proposed increase in floorspace, as required by

Policy C5.  This policy provides local guidance on the interpretation of Green

Belt policy for extensions, and it is clear from the evidence provided that the

70% figure contained in the policy has been applied in other cases.  The
Council’s suggestion that greater weight should be given to the Framework

than to Policy C5 is unfounded.

9. The Council has not suggested that the proposal would represent a

disproportionate addition due to the increase in floorspace.  However, in

refusing the application on the grounds of its impact on openness, the Council
applied Framework paragraph 145c) incorrectly.

10. The decision notice makes reference to Policies N1 and N8, which are not

specifically Green Belt policies, but relate to general issues of design and

landscape character.  It was entirely appropriate to consider these matters in

relation to the proposal, but there is confusion within the planning officer’s
report and reason for refusal, with suggested harms on character and

appearance grounds being attributed to a loss of openness.  Furthermore,

these alleged harms are not clearly explained, with no clear reasons for the
suggested conflict with Policies N1 and N8.

11. The decision was based the assertion that the proposal would cause harm to

the openness of the Green Belt, but that was not a relevant test in this case,

and the Council provided insufficient reasons as to why the proposal failed to

accord with Local Plan Policies C5, N1 and N8.  In the planning judgement, it
appears to me that, having regard to the provisions of the development plan,

national planning policy and other relevant considerations, the development

proposed should reasonably have been permitted.

12. Whilst the Council did not act unreasonably in its handling of the application,

the refusal of planning permission constitutes unreasonable behaviour contrary
to the basic guidance in the National Planning Policy Framework and the PPG.

The appellant has been faced with the unnecessary expense of lodging the

appeal, and an award of costs is therefore justified.

Costs Order 

13. In exercise of the powers under section 250(5) of the Local Government Act

1972 and Schedule 6of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 as amended,

and all other enabling powers in that behalf, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that
Stafford Borough Council shall pay to Mr S Phillimore the costs of the appeal

proceedings described in the heading of this decision. The applicant is now

invited to submit to the Council, to whom a copy of this decision has been sent,
details of those costs with a view to reaching agreement as to the amount. In

the event that the parties cannot agree on the amount, a copy of the guidance
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note on how to apply for a detailed assessment by the Senior Courts Costs 

Office is enclosed. 

R Morgan 

INSPECTOR 
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