STAFFORDSHIRE MOORLANDS DISTRICT COUNCIL
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27 January 2022
Application
SMD/2021/0676
No:
Location
Bradstones, Bottom Lane, Ipstones
Proposal
Construction of a steel portal frame agricultural building
Applicant
Mr & Mrs G Bowden
Agent
Mr Andrew Dukesell
Parish/ward
Ipstones
Date registered: 20/10/2021
If you have a question about this report please contact: Ailsa Berry, tel:
07583122644, email: ailsa.berry@highpeak.gov.uk
REFERRAL
The application is before committee as the application was called-in by Cllr Gill
Heath if the Planning Officer was minded to recommend refusal. She is fully in
support of the application and note that the Parish Council, Highways and most
importantly the next door neighbours, who live very close by, are fully supportive. It
mirrors a building the neighbours have and is hidden from the road by said building.
Sheds are important for animal health and welfare.
1. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION

REFUSE

2. DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE AND ITS SURROUNDINGS
2.1 The application site comprises the northeastern corner of a field that is currently
occupied by a solar panel array. The site is located to the east of the applicant’s
dwellinghouse ‘Bradstones’, which fronts onto Bottom Lane to the west and
comprises a detached L-shaped bungalow. The dwellinghouse does not have any
outbuildings or garages.
2.2 A recently converted barn and associated agricultural buildings, formerly owned
by the applicant, are located on the opposite side of the road. To the north of the site
is ‘Little Blakelow Farmhouse’ with its associated outbuilding and a detached
agricultural building. To the east and south are fields.
2.3 A Public Right of Way, Ipstones 73, travels from Bottom Lane, through the
curtilage of Little Blakelow Farmhouse and across the field to the east of the
application site. A pond is located southeast of the application site, within the
adjacent field.
2.4 The site is located in the Open Countryside.

3. THE APPLICATION AND DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSAL
3.1 Full planning permission is sought to erect a portal frame agricultural building.
This will result in the displacement of the existing solar array, which wi ll be relocated
within the field. An area of hardstanding is proposed that will surround the proposed
building and will provide an access and an area for the turning of vehicles.
3.2 The application is a re-submission of an earlier application that was refused by
the Local Planning Authority (SMD/2020/0709).
3.3 Details of the application can be viewed at:
http://publicaccess.staffsmoorlands.gov.uk/portal/servlets/ApplicationSearchServlet?
PKID=153944
4. RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY
4.1 SMD/2020/0709

Construction of a steel portal frame agricultural building
Refused 04/03/2021

4.2 The application was refused on the following grounds:
1. Insufficient information has been submitted to demonstrate there is an
essential need for the proposed building to be located in the Open
Countryside, contrary to policy SS10 of the Staffordshire Moorlands Local
Plan (2020).
2. The development will encroach into an existing undeveloped field; its design
is more akin to a domestic outbuilding than an agricultural building; and the
scale and materials of the access, parking and turning areas to serve the
proposed building will comprise a visually obtrusive feature within a very
sensitive landscape character type, contrary to policies DC1 and DC3 of the
Staffordshire Moorlands Local Plan (2020) and the NPPF (2019).
5. PLANNING POLICIES RELEVANT TO THE DECISION
Staffordshire Moorlands Local Plan (Adopted Sept 2020)
5.1 The Development Plan comprises the Local Plan Development Document
(adopted September 2020).
5.2 The following Local Plan policies are relevant to the application:

SS1
Development Principles

1a
Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development

SS2
Settlement Hierarchy

SS10
Other Rural Areas Strategy

DC1
Design Considerations

DC3
Landscape and Settlement Setting

T1
Development and Sustainable Transport

NE1
Biodiversity and Geological Resources

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) Revised (2021)
5.3 The following chapters of the NPPF (2021) are particularly relevant to this
application:
 2: Achieving sustainable development
 4: Decision making
 9: Promoting sustainable transport
 12: Achieving well-designed places
 15: Conserving and enhancing the natural environment
5.4 Other relevant documents:
 Landscape and Settlement Character Assessment of Staffordshire
Moorlands
6. CONSULTATIONS
Public response to consultation
6.1 One comment was received in support of the application, that stated:
‘We share a boundary with Bradstones and we have no objections to this
planning application to provide Mr and Mrs Boden with a new agricultural
building providing essential shelter for 40 ewes and their lambs and fodder,
especially during winter here at 1,000 ft above sea level. There is currently no
shelter or housing or fodder storage on this exposed 7 acres of grazing
adjacent to Bradstones. The new agricultural building will support the DEFRA
/ Animal Welfare Council Five Freedoms framework supporting livestock
welfare on this exposed site. We regards the type and, particularly, siting of
and access (via an extension to an existing track) to, this proposed
development is appropriate.’
Ipstones Parish Council
6.2 Ipstones Parish Council support the application.
SCC Highway Authority
6.3 No objection.
Ramblers Association
6.4 Footpath Ipstones 73 runs very close to where development is to take place.
The path must remain safe to use for the public during and after development.
Peak & Northern Footpaths Society
6.5 We note that the PROW Ipstones 73 is very close to the proposed site. Use of
the PROW, and the safety of users must not be affected by the development, nor
during the work taking place.

Severn Trent Water
6.6 The proposal will have minimal impact on drainage and therefore has no
objection to the application and do not require a drainage condition to be applied.
7. OFFICER COMMENT AND PLANNING BALANCE
7.1 The main issues relate to:
 Whether the proposal is acceptable in principle.
 Impact on the character and appearance of the surrounding area.
 Impact on neighbouring amenity.
 Impact on highway safety.
 Impact on biodiversity/ecology.
Principle of Development
7.2
Paragraph 11 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF, 2021)
promotes 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 more important for determining the application
are out-of-date, granting permission, unless: i) the application of policies in the
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 the Framework taken as a whole.
7.3 Paragraph 8 of the NPPF (2021) identifies three dimensions to sustainable
development as being economic, social and environmental. In accordance with
policies SS1 and 1a of the Staffordshire Moorlands Local Plan, the Council will
expect all new development to make a positive contribution towards the sustainability
of communities and to protecting, and where possible, enhancing the environment.
When considering development proposals, the Council will take a positive approach
that reflects the presumption in favour of sustainable development contained in the
NPPF (2021).
7.4 The application site is located in the Open Countryside. Policy SS10 of the Local
Plan relates to developments within other rural areas within the countryside and
Green Belt outside of the Development Boundaries of the towns and villages and the
open countryside surrounding the smaller villages. This policy outlines that ‘these
areas will provide only for development which has an essential need to be located in
the countryside, supports rural diversification and sustainability of the rural areas,
promotes sustainable tourism or enhances the countryside’ and then lists a number
of types of development that are deemed acceptable in principle. One such example
is listed at (2) as ‘supporting the diversification of existing farm enterprises’.

7.5 The previous application was refused on the grounds that insufficient information
had been submitted to demonstrate there was an essential need for the proposed
building to be located in the Open Countryside. A Design & Access Statement had
been submitted to support the previous application and the Planning Officer
requested additional information during the course of the application to clarify the
information already provided, but to also provide additional supporting information.
7.6 The applicant did submit some additional information, but this led to confusion
rather than resolve the issues identified by the Planning Officer. The information
submitted stated:
 The applicant and the occupant of the barn across the road (Little Blakelow
Barn) manage the surrounding agricultural land in partnership and they have
recognised the need for additional storage once the large metal clad building
to the rear of the barn is removed and so need to apply for permission to
construct a smaller agricultural building, behind the bungalow, Bradstones.


The occupants of Bradstones and Little Blakelow Barn operate a small
holding on the surrounding agricultural land.



They allow another local farmer to graze his sheep on the land, but the
applicant himself is the individual who manages and maintains the land as
well as provides space for animal sheltering and feed storage. This proves
necessary to have the storage space for feed, materials and machinery used
to manage the land.



Mr Ian Hooley rents land from the applicant. He resides at Old Blakelow
Farm, Ipstones. He uses the land for sheep and will also need to use the
shed for storage of corn, hay and shelter for the sheep. He currently has
around 20 sheep in the adjacent field, the rest are lambing at present.



The applicant’s own tractors along with various mechanical attachments such
as mowers, pallet forks and alike which are used in the summer months for
silage, which is one example of the feed and materials that will be stored in
the proposed structure.



The total area of land under their ownership is approx. 17 hectares.



Although the two elements of the farm, Bradstones and Little Blakelow Barn
are under separate ownership, as a farmstead they operate as one, so all
facilities between the two are shared.



The information states that other than taking a silage crop, no other
agricultural work takes place on the land by the applicant or the occupier of
Little Blakelow Barn.



Mr Ian Hooley of Old Blakelow Farm, Ipstones rents land from the applicant
to graze his sheep. It is not known which land he rents or how many sheep
there are in total. Old Blakelow Farm is sited to the south of the application
site, accessible on foot via the PRoW. It has a large agricultural building that
was granted planning permission in 2005. No information has been provided
regarding whether the land Mr Hooley rents forms part of his agricultural
holding rather than the applicants; why Mr Hooley cannot store corn, hay and
sheep within his own agricultural building; why Mr Hooley has not applied for

the building himself; why it is not located on his own land; why a temporary
field shelter cannot be used for the sheep etc.


The list of machinery provided is imprecise.



No information has been provided as to why a separate building is required
from the existing building at Little Blakelow Barn or why a larger extension
cannot be erected to the existing agricultural building at Little Blakelow Barn
to accommodate all of the demands of the farmstead.

7.7 In contrast to the information provided to justify the building under application
SMD/2020/0709, the Design & Access Statement submitted with this application now
states:


The occupants previously rented out the land on the opposite side of the road
to local farmer, Philip Heath of Barnfields Farm, Bradnop. He now rents the
land surrounding the proposed application site too and requires the sheltered
space for feed and material storage year long, with the addition of animal
shelter, especially important for winter months and lambing seasons. He has
a total of 400 sheep, 40 of which will be grazed on the pasture within the
applicant’s ownership surrounding the application site.



The land will support a sheep flock of 40 breeding ewes which will graze all
year round with the use of some purchased fodder during winter months.



Part of the applicant’s small holding includes facilities at Little Blakelow Farm
Barns. This recently had application SMD/2020/0706 approved for an
extension to an existing agricultural building for housing machinery used in
farming activities.



The area of surrounding land is approx. 7 acres, and 40 sheep will graze in
this area. The breed of sheep are Mules.



As this is an extension to the main farm, machinery can be kept off site in
existing housing, but sheep and fodder require the facilities locally to where
they are farmed.

7.8 To conclude, in the year since the previously refused application was submitted
to the Council:


The land has been rented first to a Mr Ian Hooley and then to a Mr Philip
Heath. No evidence has been provided to substantiate these facts.



No information has been provided regarding the lease, its terms, its length,
whether the applicant can revoke the lease at any time etc.



The size of the land holding has been significantly reduced from 17 hectares
to 7 acres, with only the field in which the building would be sited and the
applicant’s dwellinghouse now within their ownership.



There is no mention of the small holding jointly operated by the applicant and
the owner of the converted barn across the road.



The applicant previously stated that their machinery was stored in the
buildings across the road.

7.9 In addition, the applicant’s planning agent later submitted a Land Registry
document with an accompanying email that stated:
‘The barn and outbuildings across the road from the site have been sold off
and are now a separate entity to the application site. Please see the new land
registry document attached for your reference.
Bradstones still owns the majority of the surrounding land which is being
rented out as described in the D&A Statement. The sheep are currently off
site for worming and foot paring. This is one of the reasons a suitable
agricultural building on site is required as this otherwise could have taken
place on site and not required the livestock to be transported elsewhere.’
7.10 The land registry document is dated 28 th September 2019 and describes the
sale of the following land edged red.

7.11 This contradicts the information provided by the applicant in the refused
application SMD/2020/0709. During the consideration of that application, the
Planning Officer raised an issue with the site edged red and blue as it included land
that the applicant of another application claimed they owned. The applicant provided
an amended site edged red and blue. However, neither the initial site edged red nor
the amended site edged red excluded all of the land depicted on the above land
registry map. This is despite the applicant having sold the land prior to the previously
refused application being submitted to the Local Planning Authority on the 18th
December 2020, over a year later.

7.12 The Planning Officer offered the applicant the option to clarify the comments
that had been submitted and to submit additional written information in support of
their application. The applicant proposed a site meeting instead. However, as verbal
comments cannot be taken into consideration when determining a planning
application, this was declined by the Planning Officer.
7.13 The justification for the proposed building is unsubstantiated. The Local
Planning Authority has no guarantee that the building will be used for its intended
purpose or that the applicant will not terminate the lease, or stop the farmer from
grazing the field and instead take a silage crop. This is further emphasised by the
application having been submitted by the landowner rather than the farmer. Incorrect
land ownership drawings have been previously submitted, even though the Planning
Officer requested clarification of this matter and the land had been sold by the
applicant more than a year prior to the first application being submitted. There has
also been a significant reduction in the size of the applicant’s landholding, with the
agricultural buildings also having been sold off.
7.14 The landholding associated with the applicant amounts to 7 acres and
comprises of the applicant’s dwellinghouse and the field to the south. This is not
sufficient to support a farm. The selling off of the land and associated agricultural
buildings indicates that there is currently no farm operating from the site. The
justification to provide a new building in the Open Countryside for the purposes of
‘supporting the diversification of existing farm enterprises’
is therefore not
applicable.
7.15 The information that has been submitted has not been substantiated and has
raised numerous questions. On three separate occasions, the applicant has been
given the opportunity to remedy these concerns by providing additional information.
However, the additional information submitted only serves to confuse the situation
further and is at best anecdotal. The applicant has therefore failed to overcome the
first reason for refusing the previous application as they have not demonstrated there
is an essential need for the development to be located in the Open Countryside. On
this basis, the principle of the development is contrary to policy SS10 of the Local
Plan (2020).
Impact on the Character and Appearance of the Area
7.16 Policy DC1 of the Local Plan (2020) refers to design and seeks to secure
development of a high quality which is designed to add value to the area and to
respect the site and its surroundings. New development should promote a positive
sense of place and identity through its scale, density, layout, siting, landscaping,
character and appearance.
7.17 Paragraph 130 of the NPPF (2021) requires the design of a development to
add to the overall quality of an area, by being sympathetic to local character and by
being visually attractive as a result of good architecture.
7.18 Policy DC3 refers to landscape and settlement setting and seeks to protect
and, where possible enhance, local landscape and the setting of settlements. It

states that development that leads to a prominent intrusion into the countryside
should be resisted. Supporting developments that conserve or enhance the
biodiversity qualities of any natural or man-made features within the landscape, such
as trees, woodlands, hedgerows, walls, watercourses or ponds.
7.19 The proposed building will measure 13.5 metres x 9 metres (larger than the
previously refused application). It will have a shallow pitched roof with an eaves
height of 3.7 metres and a ridge height of 4.8 metres (again, both larger than the
previously refused application). It will comprise a steel portal frame structure, bolted
onto a new concrete slab. All the voids between the columns will be infilled with 1
metre high pre-case concrete panels. The walls will be clad in vertical natural
finished York boards fixed to cladding rails (the previous building proposed metal
sheeting), whilst the roof will be insulated profile metal cladding in Juniper Green.
The building will have three sets of double doors constructed of timber (the
previously refused application proposed two sets of double doors).
7.20 The building will be sited within the northeastern corner of the field adjacent to
the applicant’s dwellinghouse; approximately 30 metres away. The building will be
accessed via an extension to the driveway serving the applicant’s dwellinghouse and
will result in a large area of hardstanding being created to facilitate the access and
turning area associated with the building (approximately 280 square metres,
excluding the proposed building). The Site Plan also shows the relocation of the
existing solar array to the southwestern side of the proposed building (although the
description of development does not include this aspect of the proposal and
therefore it falls outside the scope of the application).
7.21 The submitted Design & Access Statement states that the building will be used
for the following purposes:
‘The use of the new building will be for agricultural purposes. The area of
surrounding land is approx. 7 acres, and 40 sheep will graze in this area. The
breed of sheep are Mules which are a common sheep as they have crossbred
characteristics making them suitable for farming. This aspect of farmland does
not have substantial livestock or fodder housing available and requires
building space for the sheep flock that which the land supports. As this is an
extension to the main farm, machinery can be kept off site in existing housing,
but sheep and fodder require the facilities locally to where they are farmed.
The farmers require covered conditions to ensure materials are kept in good
useable conditions.’
7.22 The application site is located in a rural part of the District that comprises
largely agricultural fields with dispersed farms. The site is located within the
‘Gritstone Highland Fringe’ landscape character type, as identified in the
Staffordshire Moorlands Landscape and Settlement Character Assessment (LSCA).
Page 45 of the LSCA states:
 ‘Planning for Landscape Change SPG to Staffordshire and Stoke on Trent
Structure Plan, identifies this landscape character type as very sensitive to the
impacts of development and land use change.’

 ‘The grouping and form of new buildings should reflect the juxtaposition,
scale, form, enclosure and materials of traditional stone buildings
characteristic of this area.’
 ‘The colour of prefabricated agricultural buildings should be determined taking
careful account of position, predominant tones of adjacent vegetation, local
materials and sky, so as to minimise the visual impact of the development.’
 ‘Where possible, gritstone walls should be used as a means of enclosure in
order to reflect and maintain local character.’
7.23 Concern was raised in respect of the previously refused application regarding
the design and materials of the proposed agricultural building. It was likened to a
domestic outbuilding rather than an agricultural building. The proposed building has
been amended since the previously refused application in that:
 The overall length of the building has increased by 4.5 metres;
 The eaves and ridge height of the building have marginally increased; and
 The walls of the building are proposed to be clad in timber rather than metal
sheeting.
7.24 Although these changes have been made, its overall design is still one of a
domestic outbuilding rather than an agricultural building. The Design & Access
statement outlines that the building will be used to house a flock of sheep. However,
the submitted drawings show the building being used for the storage of a tractor and
some unidentified circles. The Design and Access Statement also states, ‘so a
ventilated indoor space will provide better welfare for the flock for winter shelter’.
However, the proposed building will offer no ventilation unless the three sets of
double doors were left open. The DEFRA ‘Code of Recommendations for the
Welfare of Livestock: Sheep’ states:
‘103 Effective ventilation of buildings (to avoid high humidity, condensation
and draughts) is essential, as sheep are particularly susceptible to respiratory
diseases. Properly designed ventilation will permit the free circulation of air
above sheep height and avoid draughts at sheep level.
108 Solid floors should be well-drained…’
7.25 The proposed building, as shown on the submitted drawings, is not considered
to have been designed for the purpose of containing a herd of 40 sheep. Despite the
previous application being refused on this basis, the applicant has not amended the
design of the building to one typically used for the housing of sheep. The building’s
design is akin to a detached triple garage and it is noted that the applicant’s
dwellinghouse does not benefit from any outbuildings.
7.26 The proposal will result in a significant part of the field surrounding the building
being laid to hardstanding. This area of hardstanding will be used to connect to the
garden of the applicant’s dwellinghouse, providing access onto Bottom Lane. The
hardstanding will also be used as a turning area for vehicles. However, the proposed
extent of the hardstanding wraps around all sides of the proposed building, and
includes an area for the re-siting of the existing solar array, which could be sited on

grass, as it currently does. The extent of the area of hardstanding seems excessive
for its intended use and could have been further minimised had the building been
sited closer to the applicant’s bungalow, where the length of the access could have
been reduced. The proposed development will result in encroachment into what is
currently an open, grassed field.
7.27 It is noted that both the Councillor and the neighbour have stated that the
proposed building will be well screened. This may be true in views when travelling
south along Bottom Lane, but it is disputed in terms of views when travelling north
along Bottom Lane and from the Public Right of Way (PRoW). When travelling north
on Bottom Lane, the field is extremely exposed and therefore any building located in
the corner of the field will be highway visible. The PRoW is located, at its closest
point, between 2-3 metres from the proposed building, resulting in a visually
prominent structure to users of the PRoW.
7.28 It is for these reasons that the proposed development will be visually obtrusive
and have an adverse impact on the rural character of this very sensitive landscape
that is susceptible to the impacts of development and land use change. The
application is therefore contrary to policies DC1 and DC3 of the Local Plan (2020).
Impact on Residential Amenity
7.29 Local Plan policy DC1 and paragraph 130(f) of the NPPF (2021) seek to
secure development that protects amenity, including residential amenity, in terms of
satisfactory daylight, sunlight, outlook, privacy and soft landscaping.
7.30 Little Blakelow Farmhouse is located to the northeast of the application site and
shares a boundary with the application site. The building will be sited in close
proximity to a detached single storey building that was approved in 2013 for a single
stable, livestock housing, fodder and machinery storage. The proposed building will
be utilised for similar uses. Therefore it is not considered that the proposed building
will have a detrimental effect on neighbouring amenity.
7.31 The Design & Access Statement outlines that the applicant has rented out ‘the
land surrounding the proposed application site’ to Mr Philip Heath of Barnfields
Farm, Bradnop and it is he that ‘requires the sheltered space for feed and material
storage year long, with the addition of animal shelter, especially important for winter
months and lambing season’. It goes on to state, ‘The proposed agricultural building
shall be used for the 40 ewes for shelter during lambing periods, and times when the
vet needs to administer meds, worming/parasite control, foot care, shearing and
other general health checks’.
7.32 The proposed building will utilise the existing access onto Bottom Lane that
serves the applicant’s dwellinghouse. The farmer that has rented the field from the
applicant and whose sheep will graze the land and who will utilise the building, will
have to travel through the applicant’s garden to reach the proposed building.
7.33 The applicant has stated that during lambing, access will be required day and
night for the farmer and the vet, when required. Any vehicles would have to travel in
close proximity to the applicant’s bungalow, resulting in noise disturbance to the

occupants. It is noted that the applicant supports the use of the building for its
proposed purpose, is aware of any associated amenity issues and, as the
landowner, he ultimately has control over who and when anyone can visit the
building.
7.34
However, the impact of a proposed development on amenity must be
considered for the lifetime of the dwellinghouse and not the current occupiers of that
property. The Local Planning Authority does not have any control over who may
reside in the bungalow. The applicant could decide to sell the bungalow, separate
from the associated land and proposed building, or rent the bungalow to someone
new, who will not be so accommodating of a farmer/vet driving through their garden
at any time during the day and night. It is for these reasons that the proposed
building will have an unacceptable impact on the amenity of the adjacent bungalow,
Bradstones.
7.35 The proposed development will therefore be contrary to policy DC1 of the
Local Plan (2020) and the NPPF (2021) in respect of amenity.
Highway Safety
7.36 Policies DC1 and T1 of the Local Plan (2020) seek to achieve a level of parking
and an access that is appropriate to the development it serves.
7.37 The Highway Engineer has assessed the proposed development and made the
following comments:
‘The proposal is for the construction of a new three-bay agricultural structure
(13.5m x 9m). The new structure will be sited behind Bradstones and will be
accessed via the existing access as detailed on the Proposed Site Plan (PL
12C).
It is considered the proposal has parking and turning within the site and will
not cause a significant trip generator and therefore will not have a detrimental
impact on the highway. I have no objection.’
7.38 There are no highway safety issues associated with the proposed
development and therefore it will comply with policies DC1 and T1 of the Local Plan
(2020) and the NPPF (2021).
Ecology
7.39 Policy NE1 of the Local Plan (2020) outlines that the biodiversity of the District
will be conserved and enhancement by positive management and the strict control of
development by (1) protecting and enhancing habitats and species of principal
importance for conservation; (2) ensuring development produces a net gain in
biodiversity and; (3) any unavoidable impacts are mitigated.
7.40 A pond is located approximately 17 metres southeast of the application site,
within the adjacent field, with other ponds located in close proximity. The Planning

Officer advised the applicant of this during the previously refused application and a
Preliminary Ecological Survey was submitted to support that planning application.
7.41 This application is not supported by a Preliminary Ecological Survey and the
proposed building’s size and use has been altered from that proposed previously.
Without an updated survey, insufficient information has been provided to establish
whether the proposal will have an adverse impact on protected species or their
habitats. The proposal is therefore contrary to policy NE1 of the Local Plan (2020)
and the NPPF (2021).
Planning Balance & Conclusions
7.42 An essential need for the proposed building to be located in the Open
Countryside has not been demonstrated. The applicant’s landholding does not
comprise a farm and therefore the proposed building will not support the
diversification of an existing farm enterprise. Therefore the principle of the
development is unacceptable and contrary to policy SS10 of the Local Plan (2020).
7.43 The development will encroach into an existing undeveloped field; its design is
akin to a domestic outbuilding; the building has not been designed for its intended
purpose to house a flock of sheep due to the lack of natural ventilation and drainage
to the floor; and the scale and materials of the access and turning area to serve the
proposed building will comprise a visually obtrusive feature within a very sensitive
landscape character type, contrary to policies DC1 and DC3 of the Local Plan
(2020).
7.44 No impact on neighbouring amenity has been identified. However, the use of
the proposed building by a person not residing at the adjacent dwellinghouse, known
as Bradstones, will result in an adverse impact on the occupiers’ amenity by virtue of
the comings and goings of the farmer, vets etc. in close proximity to the
dwellinghouse at all times of the day and night. The proposal will therefore be
contrary to policy DC1 of the Local Plan (2020) and the NPPF (2021) in respect of
amenity.
7.45 Insufficient information has been provided to determine the development’s
impact on protected species and their habitats, due to the presence of ponds within
close proximity of the application site. The proposed development is therefore
contrary to policy NE1 of the Local Plan (2020) and the NPPF (2021).
7.46 The Highway Engineer has found that the development would not have a
detrimental effect on highway safety and the adjacent PRoW will not be adversely
affected. However, these factors are not considered to overcome the issues outlined
above.
7 RECOMMENDATION
A. That planning permission be REFUSED for the following reasons:
1. Insufficient information has been submitted to demonstrate there is
an essential need for the proposed building to be located in the

Open Countryside, contrary to policy SS10 of the Staffordshire
Moorlands Local Plan (2020).
2. The development will encroach into an existing undeveloped field;
its design is more akin to a domestic outbuilding than an agricultural
building; the building has not been designed for its intended
purpose to house a flock of sheep due to the lack of natural
ventilation and drainage to the floor; and the scale and materials of
the access and turning areas to serve the proposed building will
comprise a visually obtrusive feature within a very sensitive
landscape character type, contrary to policies DC1 and DC3 of the
Staffordshire Moorlands Local Plan (2020) and the NPPF (2021).
3. The development, due to its use by a farmer that is not the occupier
of the adjacent dwellinghouse, Bradstones, will result in an
unacceptable affect on the amenity of the occupiers of this property
due to the comings and goings of people to and from the application
site through the garden of the property, in close proximity to the
dwellinghouse and at any time during the day and night. The
development will therefore be contrary to policy DC1 of the Local
Plan (2020) and the NPPF (2021), specifically paragraph 130(f).
4. Insufficient information has been provided to determine the
development’s impact on protected species and their habitats, due
to the presence of ponds within close proximity of the application
site. The proposed development is therefore contrary to policy NE1
of the Local Plan (2020) and the NPPF (2021).

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/in
formatives/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.

Site Location Plan

