
STAFFORDSHIRE MOORLANDS DISTRICT COUNCIL

Report to Planning Applications Committee

25th July 2019

Appendices Attached - None

1.        Reason for the Report: To inform members of appeals lodged and 
decided since the last update to the Planning Applications Committee.

2. Recommendation

2.1 That the report be noted.

3. APPEALS LODGED

None received

4. APPEAL DECISIONS RECEIVED

Application No. SMD/2017/0775

Location: Land off Woodhouse Lane, Biddulph.
Proposal Three dwellings. 

Level and Date of Decision: Committee. 18th June 2018

Recommendation: Approve 

Decision: Refused

Appeal Decision and Date: Allowed 15th May 2019

TITLE: PERFORMANCE ON PLANNING APPEALS

CONTACT: DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT TEAM

WARDS INVOLVED: ALL



Method of Decision: Written Representations

Major / minor: Minor

Inspector: M Savage  BSc (hons) MCD MRTPI
Costs awarded: No

Main Issues:   

The main issue is whether the proposal is inappropriate development 
within the Green Belt.

Conclusions:

The Inspector concluded:

Whilst the appeal site would be approximately 62m in width and 
provide three dwellings, in the context of Biddulph Moor, a sizeable 
settlement, this would be limited. One of the purposes of the Green Belt 
is to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment. Since 
the site is read as part of the village, its infilling would not project 
development into, or encroach upon, the countryside. Given the above, 
I conclude that the proposed development would be limited infilling in a 
village and therefore would not represent inappropriate development 
within the Green Belt. Therefore, the proposal would not be in conflict 
with Policy SS6c of the CSDPD or the Framework in this regard.

Officer Comment:

This case required a judgement to be taken as to whether the proposal 
was “limited infilling within a village”. Officers had concluded that it was 
and recommended the application for approval. The Committee took a 
different view which unfortunately was not shared by the Inspector,. 

Application No. SMD/2018/0347

Location: The Gables, Cheddleton Road, Leek, Staffordshire, ST13 
5RE.

Proposal to remove largely dead conifer front hedge and replace with 
a wooden fence (building up existing stone posts to support interleaved 
wooden panels)

Level and Date of Decision: Delegated. 10th September 2018

Recommendation: Refuse 

Decision: Refused

Appeal Decision and Date: Dismissed 15th May 2019



Method of Decision: Written Representations

Major / minor: Minor

Inspector: M Savage  BSc (hons) MCD MRTPI
Costs awarded: No

Main Issues:   

The main issue is the effect of the proposal on the character and 
appearance of the area..

Conclusions:

The Inspector concluded:

Although the proposed fence would be a similar height to the existing 
hedge, fences above stone walls are not generally characteristic of the 
locality. The fence would be a dominant, incongruous feature in the 
street scene which would diminish the character and appearance of the 
area as a result. I acknowledge that people travelling by vehicle along 
Cheddleton Road would have a transitory side-on view and that the 
appeal site is not located within a Conservation Area. Nevertheless, the 
site occupies a prominent position along Cheddleton Road and the 
existing boundary treatment contributes towards the semi-rural 
character of the area…… Thus, the proposal would harm the character 
and appearance of the area and would be contrary to Policy DC1

Officer Comment:

It is pleasing that this Inspector in this case has supported the Councils 
efforts to protect the distinctive rural character of its villages. 

Application No. DET/2018/0016

Location: Biddulph Park Road, Ruhston Spencer, SK11 0RX.
Proposal proposed change of use of an agricultural building to a single 
dwelling at the Existing Cow Shed and Implement Store

Level and Date of Decision: Delegated. 18th July 2018

Recommendation: Refuse 

Decision: Refused

Appeal Decision and Date: Allowed 16th May 2019

Method of Decision: Written Representations



Major / minor: Minor

Inspector: William Cooper BA Hons MA CMLI
Costs awarded: No

Main Issues:   

whether or not the design and external appearance of the proposal 
would be acceptable in terms of its effect on the character and 
appearance of the area.

Conclusions:

The Inspector concluded:

 I acknowledge that the appeal building is of notable mass and 
somewhat ‘monolithic’ appearance in relatively open countryside, on a 
gently sloping hillside, and, as such, has a fair degree of prominence. 
Moreover, I recognise that the external appearance of the ‘post-
agricultural’ building would be somewhat modernistic in concept. 
However, the building is some distance downhill from Biddulph Park 
Road. The main expanse of new glazing would be within an existing 
opening on the inner face of the L-shaped building, and this would help 
to assimilate it into middle and longer-distance views. The L-shape of 
the building and downhill facing orientation of the courtyard would limit 
views of cars and domestic paraphernalia. The presence of skylights in 
the existing roof would help visually assimilate the introduction of 
‘velux’-style windows.

 The addition of sandstone cladding to the concrete lower walls of the 
building would have a minor positive effect on its appearance, and 
counterbalance the moderately domesticating influence of new glazing 
on the outer facing south and west elevations. The combined factors 
described above would, overall, limit the visual impact of the change of 
the appeal building to a dwelling, to an acceptable extent. 

 In conclusion, having regard to all the above, the proposal would be 
acceptable in terms of its effect on the character and appearance of the 
area.

Officer Comment:

Whilst design issues are clearly subjective to a degree, it is  
disappointing that having acknowledged the “monolithic” and 
“modernistic” nature of the building the Inspector went on to conclude 
that the proposals were acceptable in terms of the impact on the 
character and appearance of the area.

Application No. SMD/2018/0491

Location: The Hollies, Roughcote Lane, Caverswall, ST11 9ES.



Proposal demolition of the existing double garage and erection of a 
detached dwelling

Level and Date of Decision: Delegated. 26th October 2018

Recommendation: Refuse 

Decision: Refused

Appeal Decision and Date: Dismissed 20th May 2019

Method of Decision: Written Representations

Major / minor: Minor

Inspector: E Griffin LLB Hons
Costs awarded: No

Main Issues:   

 Whether the proposal would be inappropriate development within the 
Green Belt 

 the effect of the development on openness in the Green Belt and the 
purposes of including land within it; 

  If it is inappropriate development, whether the harm by reason of 
inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by other 
considerations, so as to amount to the very special circumstances 
necessary to justify the development.

Conclusions:

The Inspector concluded:

 The appellants seek to rely upon three exceptions which relate to 
limited infilling. They are limited infilling in villages, limited affordable 
housing for local community needs under policies set out in the 
development plan and limited infilling of previously developed land 

 Whilst the appellant states that there are a similar number of properties 
including the appeal site within Caverswall Common in Caverswall 
village, in order to fall within this exception, the appeal site has to be in 
a village location. The appeal site is in open countryside in a small 
cluster of buildings.

 The appellants have then referred to the appeal proposal qualifying as 
an exception on the basis of being limited affordable housing for local 
community needs. However, the appeal proposal would be occupied by 
the appellants and there is no evidence of the appeal proposal being 
affordable housing for local community needs as defined under policies 
set out in the development plan. Although the appellants have referred 



to doing much of the construction work themselves, self-build does not 
fall within this exception. 

 The third exception relied upon is the limited infilling or the partial or 
complete redevelopment of previously developed land. Although, the 
appeal proposal would involve the demolition of an existing modest 
outbuilding which could be considered as previously developed land, 
this exception is subject to a requirement that the redevelopment would 
not have a greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt than the 
existing development. 

 the appeal proposal would be inappropriate development in the Green 
Belt, as it does not preserve Green Belt openness and does not accord 
with the Green Belt purpose of safeguarding the countryside from 
encroachment. 

 The appellants have referred to their family circumstances and their 
long history with the Hollies and their wish to remain near to family. 
Further documentation was submitted which relating to medical issues. 
However, I am mindful of the advice contained in the Planning Practice 
Guidance that in general planning is concerned with land use in the 
public interest and the appeal proposal would result in a permanent 
dwelling in the Green Belt which is not restricted to specific occupiers. I 
therefore attach limited weight to family circumstances.

Officer Comment:

It is pleasing to see that the Inspector has supported the firm line which 
the Council takes in resisting inappropriate development within the 
Green Belt. Also, notably, this decision highlights the limited weight 
which can be given to personal circumstances and that these will very 
rarely outweigh general planning considerations and are unlikely to 
constitute “very special circumstances” to outweigh harm to the Green 
Belt and justify inappropriate development . 

Application No. SMD/2018/0362

Location: 5 Draycott Old Road, Forsbrook, Staffordshire, ST11 9AL.
Proposal erection of a detached dwelling

Level and Date of Decision: Delegated. 27th Sept 2018

Recommendation: Refuse 

Decision: Refused

Appeal Decision and Date: Dismissed 22nd May 2019

Method of Decision: Written Representations

Major / minor: Minor

Inspector: M Savage  BSc (hons) MCD MRTPI



Costs awarded: No

Main Issues:   

 The main issue is whether the proposal makes adequate provision for 
parking and turning of vehicles and, as a consequence, the effect on 
highway and pedestrian safety.

Conclusions:

The Inspector concluded:

 The Council has drawn my attention to a previous appeal decision, 
reference APP/B3438/W/18/3195307, for the development of a single 
residential unit at the site. The Inspector found that the proposal would 
be likely to have a severe and significant adverse effect on highway 
and pedestrian safety as the proposed parking and turning area would 
not be of sufficient size to adequately serve the proposed dwelling

 The appellant has sought to address the concerns raised by the 
Inspector and has provided revised plans which seek to show how 
parking provision for two vehicles within the site could be achieved. 
The area for parking and turning in this scheme would be substantially 
larger than the area previously considered by the previous Inspector. 
Furthermore, the submission is accompanied by a plan which 
demonstrates how vehicles within the site would park and turn so that 
they can enter and leave the site in a forwards gear. Whilst the 
proposed parking layout is not an obvious one, it would be possible to 
mark out parking areas on the ground which would help ensure that 
visitors to the site park in the appropriate locations.

 The proposal includes safe and suitable access and adequate parking

Officer Comment:

Paragraph 109 of the Framework states that development should only 
be prevented or refused on highway grounds if there would be an 
unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative 
impacts on the road network would be severe. This decision 
demonstrates that this is a “high bar to clear” in policy terms and 
difficult to evidence even where the refusal has the support of the local 
highway authority which in this case raised objections to the scheme. 

Application No. SMD/2018/0075

Location: Parks Farm, Rudyard Road, Biddulph Moor. ST8 7JW
Proposal timber clad machinery and fodder store

Level and Date of Decision: Delegated. 9th November 2019

Recommendation: Refuse 



Decision: Refused

Appeal Decision and Date: Dismissed 23rd May 2019

Method of Decision: Written Representations

Major / minor: Minor

Inspector: E Griffin LLB Hons
Costs awarded: No

Main Issues:   

 Whether the proposal would be inappropriate development within the 
Green Belt; 

 The effect of the development on the openness of the Green Belt and 
the purposes of including land within it; 

 If it is inappropriate development, whether the harm by reason of 
inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by other 
considerations, so as to amount to the very special circumstances 
necessary to justify the development.


Conclusions:

The Inspector concluded:

 In order to fall within the exception of the building being for agriculture, 
information is required as to the agricultural purpose and what land that 
relates to. Whilst the appellant has indicated that items listed such as a 
tractor, trailer, mower and a quad bike are essential for the facilities for 
the agricultural holding, there is limited evidence regarding the 
agricultural holding, which appears to fall outside the appeal site. There 
is no information for example as to who owns the additional land, how it 
operates, and how that relates to the appeal proposal. Local residents 
refer to little activity in the surrounding fields and a lack of animals or 
farm machinery on site generally.

 The limited appeal site boundary, which excludes adjacent fields, the 
lack of information about the agricultural holding and the limited 
information about the maintenance of other land does mean that there 
is insufficient information to enable me to conclude that the appeal 
proposal would fall within the exception of being a building for 
agriculture.

 There would also be a spatial impact on openness arising from the 
physical presence of an additional building which would undermine the 
fundamental aim of keeping land permanently open and have a 
significant impact on the related Green Belt purpose of safeguarding 
the countryside from encroachment

 Alterations to the management of land are referred to by the appellant 
as a potential economic benefit but no limited details are provided, and 
I therefore attribute limited weight to potential economic benefits. 



 Very special circumstances do not exist.

Officer Comment:

This is a useful decision for the Council as we are seeing increasing 
numbers of applications for buildings within the Green Belt and other 
rural areas purporting to be for agricultural purposes but where there is 
little justification or agricultural activity taking place on site. It shows 
that the Council is right to question such applications and to require the 
submission of evidence as to agricultural need. 

Application No. SMD/2018/0662

Location: Land at Calverhay Farm, Uttoxeter Road, Blythe Bridge, 
ST11 9JG
Proposal erection of 2no. detached dwellings

Level and Date of Decision: Committee 12th December 2018

Recommendation: Refuse 

Decision: Refused

Appeal Decision and Date: Dismissed 23rd May 2019

Method of Decision: Written Representations

Major / minor: Minor

Inspector: David Fitzsimon MRTPI
Costs awarded: No

Main Issues:   

 Whether the proposal would be inappropriate development within the 
Green Belt; 

 The effect of the development on the openness of the Green Belt and 
the purposes of including land within it; 

 If it is inappropriate development, whether the harm by reason of 
inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by other 
considerations, so as to amount to the very special circumstances 
necessary to justify the development.

Conclusions:

The Inspector concluded:

 To my mind, the site relates more closely to the settlement of Meir, 
which falls within the administrative boundaries of the neighbouring 



Authority, than Blythe Bridge. However, the south side of Uttoxeter 
Road provides a definitive boundary for the settlement of Meir, with this 
side of the road having a clearly defined residential character where 
the housing layout is relatively dense and consistent and a range of 
local services can be found. This is a stark contrast to the sporadic 
ribbon development which is found on the north side of Uttoxeter Road 
in this location, where the appeal site sits, and where the Green Belt 
performs an important function in providing separation between the two 
settlements and the wider city of Stoke-on-Trent. 

 For these reasons, I find that the appeal site is not located within a 
village. The proposal therefore cannot amount to limited infilling within 
a village and it has not been suggested that it falls within any of the 
other exceptions outlined within paragraph 145 of The Framework. On 
this basis, the proposal amounts to inappropriate development in the 
Green Belt. 

 The proposal would introduce two large dwellings to an undeveloped 
parcel of land which is currently free from built development. It cannot 
be disputed that its development in the manner proposed would reduce 
the openness of the Green Belt, which according to the Framework, is 
one of its essential characteristics.

 There were no very special circumstances

Officer Comment:

It is pleasing to see that the Inspector has supported the firm line which 
the Council takes in resisting inappropriate development within the 
Green Belt. It is also helpful in considering the issue of what constitutes 
limited infilling within a village.  

Application No. SMD/2018/0655

Location: The Barn, Reynolds Hay Farm, Park Lane, Endon.
Proposal erection of a single storey lean to porch

Level and Date of Decision: Delegated 11th December 2018

Recommendation: Refuse 

Decision: Refused

Appeal Decision and Date: Dismissed 12th June 2019

Method of Decision: Written Representations

Major / minor: Minor

Inspector: David Fitzsimon MRTPI
Costs awarded: No

Main Issues:   



 The effect of the proposal on the character and appearance of the 
host building.

Conclusions:

The Inspector concluded:

 The proposal seeks to add a lean-to porch to the entrance elevation 
of the main building. It would be a simple structure, sitting under the 
eaves of the host building and it would be finished in appropriate 
external materials. However, the lean-to would occupy a significant 
proportion of this main elevation and even though the entrance door 
would sit on its side, the proposed addition would interrupt the 
simple façade of the building. Further, it would result in the loss of 
sections of original stonework, which would be regrettable. 

 In addition, the scheme proposes to replace a ground floor window 
on the gable end with a set of French doors, thereby significantly 
increasing the size of the opening. This would fundamentally alter 
the existing fenestration arrangement and would depart further from 
the building’s original appearance, thereby emphasising its 
domestic appearance. This would conflict with the sound design 
advice provided by the adopted Staffordshire Moorlands Design 
Guide. I note the appellants accept that the French doors ‘may be 
inappropriate’ and have offered to remove this element of the 
scheme, but I must consider the proposal as originally presented. 

 For the above reasons, I conclude that the proposed single storey 
lean-to porch and French doors would harm the character and 
appearance of the host building, contrary to policies SS6c, DC1, 
DC2 and R2 of the adopted Staffordshire Moorlands Core Strategy 
Development Plan Document and the design guidance referred to 
above, which collectively promote high quality design that respects 
its context.

Officer Comment:

The addition of porches, conservatories and other such extensions to 
converted barns can often detract from their simple, vernacular, 
agricultural character and will rarely be appropriate. The Council’s 
Supplementary Planning Guidance and Design Guide discourage such 
additions and it is pleasing that the Inspector has supported the 
Council in this case describing it’s newly adopted Design Guide as 
“sound design advice”. 


