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No:
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Location 2 Breach Road Brown Edge
Proposal Outline permission with some matters reserved (except 

access, layout and scale) for a single bedroom bungalow 
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION 

REFUSE

REFERRAL

1. The application is brought before Planning Committee to due to similar 
applications on this site previously being considered by Members. 

1. DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE AND ITS SURROUNDINGS

1.1 The application site is a currently an unused parcel of land sitting at the 
junction of Breach Road and Leek Road. The plot is roughly 
rectangular in shape; it is very visually prominent from the public 
domain, it sits behind a drystone wall and is bounded on two sides by a 
pavement. Land levels slope downwards towards the northern 
boundary and frontage of number 2 Breach Road. 

1.2 The site is located within the Brown Edge Village Development 
Boundary, within a well-established residential settlement. Property 
styles/designs/ages vary within the area. Two-storey dwellings of more 
modern appearance are located to the west. To the south, on the 
opposite side of Leek Road, are Heaton Villas, a row of terraced 
cottages, raised and set back from the road behind an array of planting 
and retaining walls. To the south-east is Poolfields Court, a simple 
development of mainly two-storey semi-detached dwellings in a cul-de-
sac arrangement. Breach Road itself is set back from, and is lower in 
level to, Leek Road and was designed as the front of an estate (leading 
to Chestnut Road and Spring Crescent) with an open plan, green buffer 



entry, lined with trees. The trees to the south-east of the site along the 
green buffer have a blanket Tree Preservation Order upon them. This 
open plan estate entrance arrangement is replicated further to the 
south-east at the Greenfield Avenue entrance.   

2. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSAL

2.1.1 This is an Outline planning application for the erection of a one 
bedroom dwelling with consent also being sought for matters of 
access, layout and scale. Matters of appearance and landscaping are 
reserved for later determination. The plan shows a pitched roof 
bungalow orientated with its principal elevation facing towards the east 
(Breach Road). The dwelling is shown to be sited at right angles to 
Leek Road, it would have a broadly rectangular shaped footprint with 
small gable projection facing in the direction of Breach Road. The 
proposed ridge height would range between 4.7m and 4.9m above 
ground level, the change being due to the sloping ground level. The 
bungalow would be set 2.6m away from the southern (Leek Road) 
boundary and 1.2m away from the western boundary. Land to the front 
of the bungalow near to the Leek Road/Breach Road junction is 
intended to be used as garden space. There is an existing vehicular 
access drive leading to 2 Breach Road, this would be shared and used 
by any future occupant of the proposed bungalow. Parking for the 
proposed bungalow would be to the northern part of the site. 

2.2 The application is accompanied by a Design and Access Statement. 
The application, the details attached to it, including the plans, any 
comments made by residents and the responses of consultees can be 
found on the Council’s website at:-

http://publicaccess.staffsmoorlands.gov.uk/portal/servlets/ApplicationS
earchServlet?PKID=130024 

3. RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 

SMD/2014/0788 Outline planning permission with some matters 
reserved (except access) for a two storey house 
and garage with parking spaces and associated 
works. Refused.

SMD/2015/0411 Outline planning permission with some matters 
reserved (except access, layout and scale) for two 
storey dwelling and garage with parking spaces 
and associated works (resubmission of 
SMD/2014/0788). Refused.

APP/B3438/W/16/3142723 Appeal against refusal of SMD/2015/0411. 
Appeal dismissed.

http://publicaccess.staffsmoorlands.gov.uk/portal/servlets/ApplicationSearchServlet?PKID=130024
http://publicaccess.staffsmoorlands.gov.uk/portal/servlets/ApplicationSearchServlet?PKID=130024


SMD/2017/0697 Outline permission with matters reserved (except 
access, layout and scale) for dormer bungalow 
with two parking spaces. Withdrawn.

SMD/2018/0240 Outline permission with some matters reserved 
(exemption of access, layout & scale) - 
Resubmission scheme of SMD/2017/0697 
providing single storey detached two bedroom 
bungalow. Refused. 

SMD/2019/0101 Outline permission with some matters reserved 
(except access, layout and scale) for a single 
bedroom bungalow with 1-2 parking spaces and 
screen fence along existing stone boundary wall 
along Leek Road. Officer recommendation to 
committee was to refuse. Application withdrawn by 
applicant after publication of agenda and prior to 
the committee meeting.

4. PLANNING POLICIES RELEVANT TO THE DECISION

4.1 The Development Plan comprises:-

 Saved Staffordshire Moorlands Local Plan Proposals Map/Settlement 
Boundaries (Adopted 1998);

 The Staffordshire Moorlands Core Strategy Development Plan 
Document (Adopted 26th March 2014)

Staffordshire Moorlands Core Strategy Development Plan Document 
(Adopted March 2014)

4.2 The following Core Strategy policies are relevant to the application:-

 SS1 Development Principles
 SS1a Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development
 SS6a Larger Villages Area Strategy
 SD1 Sustainable Use of Resources
 H1 New Housing Development
 H2 Affordable and Local Needs Housing
 DC1 Design Considerations
 T1 Development and Sustainable Transport

Emerging Staffordshire Moorlands Local Plan

National Policy Guidance



Paragraph 48 of the newly adopted NPPF states that:

“…decision-takers may also give weight to relevant policies in emerging 
plans according to:
-       the stage of preparation of the emerging plan (the more advanced the 

preparation, the greater the weight that may be given);
-       the extent to which there are unresolved objections to relevant 

policies (the less significant the unresolved objections, the greater the 
weight that may be given); and

-       the degree of consistency of the relevant policies in the emerging 
plan to the policies in this Framework (the closer the policies in the 
emerging plan to the policies in the Framework, the greater the weight 
that may be given).

Local Plan process

The Council agreed to publish the Local Plan Submission Version for 
representations in February 2018. At this point, the Council agreed that the 
Local Plan was “sound”. Formal representations were then invited from 
residents, businesses and other stakeholders to provide them with the 
opportunity to support or challenge the soundness or legal compliance of the 
Local Plan. This stage in the process followed three previous public 
consultations since 2015 which had informed the preparation of the Local 
Plan alongside a comprehensive evidence base. 

In June 2018, the Council subsequently agreed to submit the Local Plan 
Submission Version to the Secretary of State for examination. An examination 
in public is ongoing in order to determine whether the Local Plan is sound and 
legally compliant. Hearing sessions were conducted in October 2018 and the 
Inspector issued his initial post-hearing advice in January 2019 which set out 
some actions for the Council and a range of modifications that would be 
necessary to make the plan sound. The full schedule of modifications is to be 
determined and will be subject to consultation in due course. The Inspector 
will then be in position to write his final report.  Subject to the findings of the 
appointed Inspector, the Local Plan can then be adopted by the Council. This 
will be towards the end of 2019 at the earliest. Upon adoption, the Local Plan 
will supersede the adopted Core Strategy and become part of the statutory 
development plan for the District.  

In this context, the Council’s position on the weight to be given to the policies 
contained in the Local Plan Submission Version in terms of the three criteria 
set out in Paragraph 48 of the NPPF is as follows:

-       The stage of preparation – the Local Plan is now at an advanced 
stage of preparation as the Council has submitted it to the SoS for 
examination

-       The extent to which there are unresolved objections to relevant 
policies – this varies depending on the policy in question. The Officer 
Comments section of this report identifies the level of outstanding 



objections to each policy and recommends the amount of weight to be 
given to them at this stage in the process

-       The degree of consistency of policies with the NPPF – given that the 
Council has submitted a Local Plan that it considers to be sound, all 
policies are deemed to be consistent with the NPPF.

Emerging Policies

The following policies are considered to be relevant to this application:

SS1 Development Principles (Moderate)
SS1a Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development (Significant)
SS2 Settlement Hierarchy (Limited)
SS3 Future Provision and Distribution of Development (Limited)
SS8 Larger Villages Areas Strategy (Limited)
SD1 Sustainable Use of Resources (Limited)
H1 New Housing Development (Limited)
DC1 Design Considerations (Moderate)
T1 Development and Sustainable Transport (Moderate)
T2 Other Sustainable Transport Measures (Moderate)

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF February 2019)

The following NPPF sections are relevant;

5: Delivering a sufficient supply of homes.
6: Building a strong, competitive economy.
9: Promoting sustainable transport.
11: Making effective use of land.
12: Achieving well-designed places.

National Planning Policy Guidance

Supplementary Planning Guidance

1. Space About Dwellings.
2. Design Principles for Development in the Staffordshire Moorlands: New 

Dwellings and Extensions to Dwellings.

Supplementary Planning Document

1. Staffordshire Moorlands Design Guide

Communities and Local Government: 
1. Technical Housing Standards – Nationally Described Space Standard.



5. CONSULTATIONS CARRIED OUT

5.1 A Site notice has been displayed and neighbouring properties notified. 

Site Notice Consultation period expires: 23/08/2019.

Neighbour Notification Consultation period expires: 15/08/2019.

Public Comments: No representations received at the time of writing. 

Brown Edge Parish Council: The Council wish to OBJECT to this 
application on the following grounds:

 Dangerous access on corner of B5051 main Breach Road & entrance 
to Breach Road estate.

 The proposed screen fence on top of the existing stone wall would 
reduce visibility even more than at present for vehicles emerging onto 
the main Breach Road near to a blind bend.

 Over-development of site. The proposed dwelling would appear 
cramped within the site and would be materially harmful to Nos. 2 & 4 
Breach Road.

 Insufficient parking area.

Severn Trent Water: No objections to the proposals subject to the inclusion 
of the following condition: ‘The development hereby permitted should not 
commence until drainage plans for the disposal of foul and surface water 
flows have been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority, 
and the scheme shall be implemented in accordance with the approved 
details before the development is first brought into use. This is to ensure that 
the development is provided with a satisfactory means of drainage as well as 
to prevent or to avoid exacerbating any flooding issues and to minimise the 
risk of pollution.’

Staffordshire County Council Highways: No objections on highways 
grounds subject to conditions. 

Environmental Health: No objections to the application subject to conditions 
including limiting the hours in which noisy construction/demolition works can 
be undertaken, securing a Construction Method Statement, contamination, 
importing of soils, waste management, sound insulation and lighting.  

Trees and Woodlands Officer: There was previously a mature Horse 
Chestnut tree on the application site frontage. This was not protected, and 
was felled some time ago (application layout plan drawing annotation 



suggests c.18/24 months ago). There are no other trees within or immediately 
adjacent to the application site. Trees situated on the landscape strips 
between Breach Road itself and the service roads (serving the set back 
frontage properties) are protected under TPO No. SM.4, but these would not 
be affected by the proposed development. I have no objection to this 
application. No tree protection conditions are required.

Waste Services (SMDC): No representations received. 

6. OFFICER COMMENT AND PLANNING BALANCE 

6.1 This site has been subjected to a number of planning applications 
(refusals) and a dismissed appeal. The history of the site commenced with 
two unsuccessful applications for the erection of a two-storey dwelling (one of 
the applications dismissed at appeal). Application SMD/2017/0697 (dormer 
bungalow) was withdrawn. 

6.2 Planning application reference SMD/2018/0240 proposed the following 
development;



Members of the Planning Applications Committee refused this application 
(SMD/2018/0240) on the 30th August 2018 for the following 3 reasons;

1. The proposed development by reason of its layout, scale and 
location would constitute overdevelopment of the plot and compromise the 
openness of the Breach Road frontage to the significant detriment of the 
character and appearance of the site and its immediate surroundings. It would 
introduce a building which would be at odds with the scale of its surroundings 
by being seen in the context of two-storey developments. The application is 
therefore contrary to policies SS1, SS1a, SS6a, H1 and DC1 of the Core 
Strategy Development Plan Document (26th March 2014), Staffordshire 
Moorlands Design Guide and the National Planning Policy Framework (July 
2018) section 12.

2. The proposal would significantly lack internal amenity space and can 
not demonstrate sufficient suitable, private, external amenity space by reason 
of its corner plot location and would result in ability for unacceptable 
overlooking from the public domain and would therefore provide an insufficient 
standard of amenity for future occupants. The application is therefore contrary 
to policies SS1, SS1a, SS6a, H1 and DC1 of the Core Strategy Development 
Plan Document (26th March 2014), Space About Dwellings (SPG), the 
National Planning Policy Framework (July 2018) section 12 and Department 
for Communities and Local Government: Technical Housing Standards - 
Nationally Described Space Standards.

3. The new dwelling would have an intrusive, overbearing and 
unneighbourly relationship with numbers 2 and 4 Breach Road and would 
result in a detrimental impact on their residential amenity. The application is 
therefore contrary to policies SS1, SS1a, SS6a, H1 and DC1 of the Core 
Strategy Development Plan Document (26th March 2014), Space About 
Dwellings (SPG) and the National Planning Policy Framework (July 2018) 
section 12.

6.3 Members may also recall that application reference SMD/2019/0101 
was to be presented to the Planning Applications Committee on 30th May 
2019. The officer report was published as part of the May 2019 agenda but 
was withdrawn by the applicant prior to the Committee meeting. The officer 
recommendation was for refusal for the following reasons (refused plan 
follows the refusal reasons); 

1. The proposed development by reason of its layout, scale and location 
would constitute overdevelopment of the plot and compromise the 
openness of the Breach Road frontage to the significant detriment of 
the character and appearance of the site and its immediate 
surroundings. It would introduce a building which would be at odds with 
the scale of its surroundings by being seen in the context of two-storey 
developments. The application is therefore contrary to policies SS1, 
SS1a, SS6a, H1 and DC1 of the Core Strategy Development Plan 



Document (26th March 2014), Staffordshire Moorlands Design Guide 
and the National Planning Policy Framework (February 2019) including 
section 12.

2. The proposal would significantly lack internal amenity space and can 
not demonstrate sufficient suitable, private, external amenity space by 
reason of its corner plot location. The scheme would result in an ability 
for unacceptable overlooking from the public domain and would 
therefore provide an insufficient standard of amenity for future 
occupants. The application is therefore contrary to policies SS1, SS1a, 
SS6a, H1 and DC1 of the Core Strategy Development Plan Document 
(26th March 2014), Space About Dwellings (SPG), the National 
Planning Policy Framework (February 2019) section 12 and 
Department for Communities and Local Government: Technical 
housing standards – nationally described space standards. 

3. The new dwelling would have an intrusive, overbearing and 
unneighbourly relationship with numbers 2 and 4 Breach Road and 
would result in a detrimental impact on their residential amenity. The 
application is therefore contrary to policies SS1, SS1a, SS6a, H1 and 
DC1 of the Core Strategy Development Plan Document (26th March 
2014), Space About Dwellings (SPG) and the National Planning Policy 
Framework (February 2019) section 12. 



Policy Context and Principle of Development

6.4 The Local Planning Authority is required to determine planning 
applications in accordance with the development plan, unless there are 
material circumstances which indicate otherwise and in determining these 
applications, it shall have regard to the provisions of the Development Plan, in 
so far as material to the application and to any other material considerations.

6.5 Paragraph 73 (NPPF February 2019) requires the council to identify a 
five-year supply of deliverable housing land. It is acknowledged that the 
council cannot demonstrate a five year housing land supply and as of March 
2018 the figure was 1.8 years.

6.6 Paragraph 11 of the National Planning Policy Framework (February 
2019) states that plans and decisions should apply a presumption in favour of 
sustainable development. For decision-takers this means: “(c) approving 
development proposals that accord with an up-to-date development plan 
without delay; or (d) where there are no relevant development plan policies, or 
the policies, which are most important for determining the application are out-
of-date, granting planning permission unless: (i) the application of policies in 
this Framework that protect areas or assets of particular importance provides 
a clear reason for refusing the development proposed; or (ii) any adverse 
impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 
benefits when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a 
whole”. NPPF para 8 identifies the three dimensions to sustainable 
development as economic, social and environmental. The National Planning 
Policy Framework is a material consideration in planning decisions.

6.7 Policy SS1 of The Staffordshire Moorlands Core Strategy identifies that 
development should contribute positively to the social, economic and 
environmental improvement of the Staffordshire Moorlands. Core Strategy 
policy SS1a establishes a ‘Presumption in Favour of Development’ in line with 
National Planning Policy where (1) planning applications that accord with 
policies within the Core Strategy will be approved without delay and (2) where 
there are no relevant policies or they are out of date, the Council will grant 
planning permission unless material considerations indicate otherwise 
considering:-

I. Any adverse impacts of granting permission would significantly and 
demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the 
policies in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) taken as a 
whole, or,

II. Specific policies in within the Framework indicate that development 
should be restricted.

6.8 Core Strategy policy SS6a identifies the larger villages within the 
District of which Brown Edge is one. Within these settlements encouragement 
is given to retaining and enhancing their role as service centres including 
providing for the bulk of housing need. This application is for a single dwelling 



and therefore the affordable housing/tenure requirements are not triggered in 
accordance with the requirements of Core Strategy policy H2.

6.9 The site is within an identified settlement boundary and previous 
applications (including a dismissed appeal, discussed later in the report) have 
accepted that it is within a sustainable location. However, for the reasons 
outlined within this report the application is not considered to be acceptable 
and the changes made not sufficient to overcome the previous reasons for 
refusal.

Design and Visual Impact (Character and Appearance)

6.10 Core Strategy policy H1 ‘New Housing Development’ states that ‘all 
development will be assessed according to the extent to which it provides for 
high quality, sustainable housing’ and having regard to the location of the 
development and the characteristics of the site. Policy DC1 requires that all 
developments shall be well designed and reinforce local distinctiveness by 
positively contributing to, and complementing the character and heritage of, 
an area. Development should be of a high quality, adding to the value of a 
local area, be designed to respect the site and its surroundings and promote a 
positive sense of place and identity through its scale, density, layout, siting, 
landscape, character and appearance. 

6.11 The NPPF places great importance on the design of the built 
environment, in particular paragraph 130 clarifies that permission should be 
refused for development of poor design that fails to take the opportunities 
available for improving the character and quality of the area. Approval of 
access, layout and scale is sought; access matters are discussed later in the 
report. Consideration must be given to the way in which the new dwelling and 
any open space is provided and how the dwelling is situated and orientated in 
relation to surrounding buildings and spaces. Consideration must also be 
given to the dimensions of the proposed bungalow and the resultant impact of 
the building in relation to its surroundings.  

6.12 Members will note the considerable number of planning applications 
that have been made on this site, all of which have been for a single dwelling. 
Three applications have been refused (one dismissed at appeal) and two 
have been withdrawn. Reasons for refusal have included location, scale, 
siting, impact on the openness of Breach Road, over-development of a 
restricted site, lack of suitable private amenity space and neighbour amenity 
impact. 

6.13 In its own right, there are no objections to the design of the dwelling; it 
is a simply formed, gable style dwelling with modestly sized window openings. 
However it is the proposed dwelling within its context which raises concerns. 
Similar to the last application it is acknowledged that the applicant has tried to 
address both the Planning Inspector’s and Planning Committee Members’ 
concerns by again amending the proportions of the dwelling but in doing so 
has introduced further concerns about the design and scale of the building in 
relation to its surroundings.  No other single storey dwellings are seen in close 



proximity to the application site. A bungalow on this plot would be at odds with 
it surroundings and seen in the context of two-storey developments. This was 
one of the reasons why Members decided previously to refuse the application. 
It is noted that appearance is a reserved matter but it is highly likely that a 
very similar design of dwelling (in terms of windows/door arrangement) would 
come forward. Details such as materials/windows/doors would all be dealt 
with at Reserved Matters stage.

6.14 The application site is partly separated from 2 Breach Road by a timber 
panel fence. The plot is not a logical infill site; nor is it large enough to 
accommodate a dwelling and suitable external amenity space. The site 
originally formed part of a larger domestic curtilage resulting from the original, 
planned layout of Breach Road; the character of which is terraced and semi-
detached dwellings fronting the highway across their respective front 
gardens/parking areas. There is an identifiable building line along Breach 
Road and the placement of a dwelling in the location identified would 
significantly undermine the design of the estate and the openness of the area 
at this point, which was achieved by setting the estate back from the road and 
behind open space. The development would appear as a visually intrusive 
and incongruous form of development within the street scene. Newer houses 
to the west and south-east are seen as separate developments to the Breach 
Road properties. Indeed, the new dwelling would turn its back on the 
properties to the west and it would undoubtedly be seen as an out of context 
continuation of the Breach Road estate and oddly orientated in relation to the 
Leek Road dwellings. It is still considered that the development would appear 
cramped due to the bungalow footprint within the restricted/small plot size and 
be at odds with the arrangement of surrounding properties. The range of 
planning applications that have been considered on this site over the years 
(including the dismissed appeal) have clearly demonstrated that a residential 
dwelling would bot be appropriate here regardless of its size.  

Residential Amenity 

6.15 There are two aspects of residential amenity to consider. Firstly, 
amenity matters in respect of the proposed dwelling (future occupants) and 
secondly the resultant impact of the development upon existing, surrounding 
residents. The submitted plan clearly shows the intended location, size, 
positioning and height of the bungalow. The plan also shows the layout of 
amenity/parking space. The dwelling would have its own off-road parking area 
(sufficient from a highways perspective and discussed later in the report) and 
external amenity space. The rear wall of the bungalow would be sited only 
1.2m away from the western boundary. A 2.3m strip of land would separate 
the northern site boundary and the northern facing side gable wall and is 
indicated on the plan as being available for a drive/parking area. A gap of 
approximately 2.6m would separate the Leek Road facing stone boundary 
wall with the southern elevation of the dwelling.   

6.16 The only apparent differences between this application and the one 
which was withdrawn prior to Planning Committee (SMD/2019/0101) appears 
to be an increase in the depth of the dwelling to 7.4m and a 0.15m ridge 



height increase. The stone wall would remain in place with a fence located to 
its rear and within the application site. The fact remains that the main area of 
amenity space is to the front of the house, the part of the plot which is near to 
the junction of Breach Road and Leek Road which would be easily overlooked 
from the public domain, resulting in an unacceptable level of intrusion into 
what should be private amenity space. This matter was one of the reasons 
why previous applications have failed and unfortunately this scheme does not 
address the objection. The location of the plot and its surroundings ultimately 
means that it is not possible to position a dwelling on this site which would 
have a satisfactory level of private amenity space. 

6.17 The proposed garden area is roughly 9.6m long at its widest point from 
the front of the dwelling towards Breach Road. However it must be noted that 
the 9.6m length is measured at the furthest point away from the house, 
Members will see that it is not a true representation of the amount of garden 
space available due to its (roughly) wedge shape and angular corner location. 
The garden/amenity area (parking space not included) must be a meaningful, 
useable space and must not be overlooked other than by immediate 
neighbours. It is considered that the plot is too small to accommodate a 
dwelling and the required satisfactory amenity space. Furthermore the 
positioning of the plot at the Leek/Breach Road junction would result in an 
amenity space which would be very visible and overlooked from the public 
domain. 

6.18 During consideration of the dismissed appeal the Planning Inspector 
noted that the proposed outdoor amenity space would suffer an unacceptable 
degree of overlooking from the adjacent pavement which is at a higher level. 
This was the case with the scheme that Members have previously refused 
and is still the case with this scheme. There is also consideration of 
overlooking from the Breach Road footpath to further render the amenity 
space unsatisfactory.  The strips of land to the rear and south of the site are 
small and provide circulation space around the dwelling rather than any 
meaningful useable amenity space. Again the plans show the intent to erect a 
boundary fence (plans show 1.8m height from pavement level and 2.4m high 
from within the site due to sloping ground) to the rear of the Leek Road stone 
boundary wall. In order to provide any meaningful privacy the boundary 
screening would have to be substantial in its size thus having street scene 
and visual impact implications. 

6.19 This scheme again shows principal windows being located within the 
southern and eastern facing elevations and again it is acknowledged that 
although window positions would fall under the remit of ‘appearance’ at 
reserved matters stage, the plan does assist in demonstrating that the plot is 
not of a suitable size for a dwelling. The indicative principal kitchen window 
would be approximately 2.6m away from the stone boundary wall. The 
sections drawings show that the southern boundary fence would be as high 
as the top of the kitchen window (or any window on this elevation) and 
conflicts with the ‘Site Boundary or Solid Obstructions’ standards within the 
‘Space About Dwellings’ SPG. In the case of this application the standard 
requires a 6.0m separation distance between a principal window and any site 



boundary or solid obstruction which is higher than the top of the window, this 
standard is in place to secure satisfactory outlook and daylight into principal 
living spaces; the standard cannot be met with any windows within the north, 
south or western facing elevations. It demonstrates that the only suitable 
elevation for containing principal windows is to the front (eastern facing 
elevation) as it would not be possible to reposition the dwelling a further 4.0m 
to the north (driveway would be lost) or have principal windows on any of the 
other three elevations due to the close proximity of solid boundaries. 

6.20 Consideration is given to the Technical Housing Standards – Nationally 
Described Space Standard (Department for Communities and Local 
Government-DCLG). There are a number of technical requirements set out 
within the DCLG document which must be complied with. This application is 
for a detached one-bedroom bungalow where, in accordance with the DCLG 
standards, the internal floor space should be 50 square metres. Due to the 
enlargement of the dwelling footprint (which raises other objections as 
outlined within the report) the living space would now equate to approximately 
48.6 square metres. The attempt to overcome previous shortfalls of internal 
living accommodation has resulted in creating problems elsewhere such as 
the cramped nature of the development.

6.21 The current scheme does not appear to have addressed the previous 
concerns of neighbour amenity impact. Whilst the footprint of the proposed 
dwelling has been reduced in size its ridge height above ground level has 
been raised by approximately 0.65m. The height measurements taken from 
the ‘A-A Cross Section’ are the most useful as this gives a true representation 
of the relationship between the new dwelling and number 2 Breach Road. The 
presence of a dwelling directly in front of the principal windows of 2 Breach 
Road is considered to be unacceptable; it would be intrusive, overbearing, 
unneighbourly and bring the comings and goings of everyday life closer to the 
front door and windows of not only number 2 but also number 4 Breach Road 
by reason of a closely located, unconventional relationship and unnecessary 
development. The SMD/2018/0240 application was refused for a reason 
including ‘intrusive, overbearing and unneighbourly relationship with numbers 
2 and 4 Breach Road,’ resulting in ‘a detrimental impact upon their residential 
amenity.’ This decision was reached based on a dwelling with a 4.0m ridge 
height, the plans now show a 4.65m ridge height, therefore not addressing the 
concerns and arguably exacerbating them. It is noted that the two-storey 
dwelling to the side of the site (west) will not have its current level of amenity 
compromised due to the application site being lower in level. There would be 
no impact upon the Heaton Villas terrace across the road due to the 
separation distance (intervening road) and the fact that these dwellings are at 
a higher level.  

Highways / Access

6.22 The NPPF and Core Strategy policies DC1 and T1 require that all 
development proposals secure safe and suitable access to a site whilst 
making a contribution towards meeting parking requirements and ensuring 
that all new development can be satisfactorily accommodated within the 



highway network. Development should be located within areas that are 
accessible by sustainable travel modes. It is clear that the application site is 
located within a sustainable area. The scheme proposes the shared use of 
the current vehicular access to number 2 Breach Road. One of the main 
notable differences between this submission and the last scheme refused by 
Members is that the plans show the existing stone wall (dividing the site from 
the Leek Road pavement) is not to be moved. However, the widening of the 
footpath is a County Highways requirement (condition) in the interests of 
pedestrian safety. It is borne in mind that if the pavement was widened to 
comply with Highways requirements this would result in the small external 
amenity space being further reduced in size. Other recommended conditions 
include the provision of visibility splays, the provision of parking/access and 
securing suitable surfacing materials. Subject to compliance with the 
recommended conditions the County Highways officer has no objections to 
the scheme.  

Drainage

6.23 The application form states that a connection would be made to the 
existing foul drainage system and surface water would be drained to the main 
sewer. Severn Trent Water (STW) have commented on the scheme, 
confirming that they do not have any objections to the application. Severn 
Trent request that a drainage condition to secure details foul and surface 
water flows is imposed, they also state that there is a public sewer located 
within the application site. Public sewers have statutory protection and may 
not be built close to, directly over or be diverted without consent. In the event 
of planning permission being approved the applicant/developer is strongly 
advised to contact Severn Trent Water to discuss the proposals at the earliest 
opportunity.

Section 106 Matters

6.24 The scheme for 1 dwelling does not trigger the requirement for any 
S106 contributions.

Conclusion and Planning Balance 

6.25 This is an amended scheme following on from refusals and a 
dismissed appeal. The only apparent difference between this application and 
the one withdrawn prior to being determined by Planning Committee 
(SMD/2019/0101) is the depth increase of the footprint to 7.4m and a 0.15m 
ridge height increase. It is clear that the current plan only makes minor 
alterations to the previously rejected scheme. The footprint increase has now 
brought the internal living space standard closer to the minimum requirement 
of 50 square metres although it is still short of the standard. The ridge height 
increase has only served to worsen the amenity impact that the dwelling 
would have upon numbers 2 and 4 Breach Road.

 



6.26 The Framework sets out a presumption in favour of sustainable 
development. Paragraph 8 of the National Planning Policy Framework 
(February 2019) identifies three dimensions to sustainable development i.e. 
economic, social and environmental, which should not be undertaken in 
isolation. It is acknowledged that approval of the application would result in a 
small contribution towards housing land requirements at a time when the 
council cannot demonstrate a 5-year supply of deliverable housing land. 
NPPF paragraph 11 sets out the presumption in favour of supporting 
sustainable proposals (where there are out-of-date policies) unless the 
adverse impacts of doing so would demonstrably outweigh the benefits. 

6.27 Notwithstanding its settlement boundary location it is considered that 
the provision of a single dwelling (very minor contribution towards the 5 year 
land supply) would not outweigh the resultant adverse impacts of the 
development as outlined above. It is considered that the revised scheme has 
not satisfactorily addressed the reasons for refusing previous applications and 
that the harm that would accrue significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 
limited benefits. 

7 OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

A) Outline Planning Permission is refused for the following 
reason(s):-

1. The proposed development by reason of its layout, scale and 
location would constitute overdevelopment of the plot and 
compromise the openness of the Breach Road frontage to the 
significant detriment of the character and appearance of the site 
and its immediate surroundings. It would introduce a building 
which would be at odds with the scale of its surroundings by 
being seen in the context of two-storey developments. The 
application is therefore contrary to policies SS1, SS1a, SS6a, H1 
and DC1 of the Core Strategy Development Plan Document (26th 
March 2014), Staffordshire Moorlands Design Guide and the 
National Planning Policy Framework (February 2019) including 
section 12.

2.  The proposal can not demonstrate sufficient suitable, private, 
external amenity space by reason of its corner plot location. The 
scheme would result in unacceptable overlooking from the public 
domain and would therefore provide an insufficient standard of 
amenity for future occupants. The application is therefore 
contrary to policies SS1, SS1a, SS6a, H1 and DC1 of the Core 
Strategy Development Plan Document (26th March 2014), Space 
About Dwellings (SPG), the National Planning Policy Framework 
(February 2019) section 12.



3. The new dwelling would have an intrusive, overbearing and 
unneighbourly relationship with numbers 2 and 4 Breach Road 
and would result in a detrimental impact on their residential 
amenity. The application is therefore contrary to policies SS1, 
SS1a, SS6a, H1 and DC1 of the Core Strategy Development Plan 
Document (26th March 2014), Space About Dwellings (SPG) and 
the National Planning Policy Framework (February 2019) section 
12. 

B) In the event of any changes being needed to the wording of the  
Committee’s decision (such as to delete, vary or add 
conditions/informatives/planning obligations or reasons for 
approval/refusal) prior to the decision being issued, the Head of 
Development Services has delegated authority to do so in consultation 
with the Chairman of the Planning Applications Committee, provided 
that the changes do not exceed the substantive nature of the 
Committee’s decision.

Planning Drawing currently being considered by Members (SMD/2019/0404)



Application withdrawn prior to committee (SMD/2019/0101) recommendation 
for refusal)



Application SMD/2018/0240 refused by Planning Committee 


