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STAFFORDSHIRE MOORLANDS DISTRICT COUNCIL 
PLANNING APPLICATIONS COMMITTEE 

 
8th September 2022 

 
 

Application 
No: 

SMD/2022/0344 

Location Gravel Bank Farm, Caverswall Common Lane, Caverswall 
Proposal Redevelopment of previously developed site for erection of up to 

4no. bungalows (outline application with all matters reserved) 
Applicant Mr J Bettaney 
Agent Rob Duncan Planning Consultancy Ltd 
Parish/Ward Caverswall Date registered  21/06/2022 

If you have a question about this report please contact: Mr C Johnston 

christopher.johnston@staffsmoorlands.gov.uk  
 
REFERRAL 
 
The application has been called to the Planning Applications committee by Cllr Ross 
Ward so that the benefits of four new bungalows in balance with green belt and 
sustainability concerns can be considered. 
  
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION  
 
 
REFUSE 
 
 

 
1. DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE AND ITS SURROUNDINGS 
 

1.1 The site is located in the open countryside to the east of Weston Coyney and 
to the north of Caverswall and Cookshill and is also in the open Green Belt.  It is 
accessed via county roads which connect to the nearest A road (A520) which is 
about half a mile to the north-west of the site.  It lies on the north side of Caverswall 
Common Lane which provides access to the site.  The site comprises a vacant 
garden centre/plant nursery with two large glasshouse structures and two derelict 
polytunnels.  Outside of the site is a dwellinghouse (to the east of the glasshouses), 
agricultural metal-sheeted storage building (to the north-east of the glasshouses) and 
a field (to the north) which are also within the same ownership and are accessed via 
the same entrance as the garden centre site.  The property is surrounded by open 
land/fields including the land to the other side of the road to the south.  The 
application site is 0.45 hectares. 
 
 
2. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSAL 

 

2.1 This is an outline application, with all matters reserved (i.e. scale, siting, 
appearance/design, landscaping and access), for the redevelopment of the garden 
centre/nursery site to provide a residential development of four bungalows.  An 
outline permission (with all matters reserved) was approved in April 2022 (under 
delegated powers) for the redevelopment of the site to provide three bungalows.  All 
the nursery/garden centre buildings would be demolished.   
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2.2 The number of bungalows is the only change from the previous approved 
submission.  An indicative site plan submitted with this new application shows an 
additional bungalow, identical to the ones in the indicative site plan for the previous 
application placed alongside one of the bungalows resulting in two opposite two.  
There are no other changes shown in the indicative plan drawing (which shows the 
layout, access road, bungalow layouts and bungalow elevations) other than the 
addition of trees/more planting to the south of the additional, fourth bungalow. 
 
2.3  The new application includes a revised Planning Statement the Ecology 
Report submitted with the previous application (dated February 2021). 
 
2.4 Although this application is an outline application with matters such as scale 
and siting of development not to be determined, the revised Planning Statement 
makes reference to an increase in the amount of development for this new proposal 
in relation to the previous approved scheme. 
 
2.5  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/ApplicationSearchServlet?
PKID=162106 
 
 
3. RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY  
 

00/01041:   Agricultural/horticultural building.  Approved. 

 
SMD/2017/0579:  Redevelopment of site to provide dwellings.  Withdrawn. 
 
SMD/2018/0003:  Outline application with all matters reserved for the redevelopment 
of the site to provide dwellings.  Refused in March 2018.  Appeal dismissed in March 
2019. 
 
SMD/2020/0160:  Certificate of lawfulness for existing use of the site as a retail 
garden centre in A1 use.   Refused. 
 
SMD/2021/0190:  Outline application (with all matters reserved) for the 
redevelopment of the site to provide three bungalows.  Approved. 
 
 
4. PLANNING POLICIES RELEVANT TO THE DECISION 
 

4.1 The following Staffordshire Moorlands Local Plan policies are relevant to the 
application:- 
 

 SS1  Development Principles 
 SS10  Other Rural Areas Strategy 
 SD1   Sustainable Use of Resources 
 H1   New Housing Development 
 DC3  Landscape and Settlement Setting 
 NE1  Biodiversity and Geological Resources 

http://publicaccess.staffsmoorlands.gov.uk/portal/servlets/ApplicationSearchServlet?PKID=162106
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 T1   Development and Sustainable Transport 
 
4.2 The National Planning Policy Framework is relevant in the consideration of the 
application, including sections; 
 
Section 2:   Achieving sustainable development 
Section 4:   Decision making 
Section 5:   Delivering a sufficient supply of homes 
Section 9:  Promoting Sustainable Transport 
Section 13:  Protecting Green Belt Land 
Section 15:   Conserving and Enhancing the Natural Environment 
 
 

5. CONSULTATIONS CARRIED OUT 

 
5.1 Notification letters were sent to neighbouring properties and a site notice was 
put up at the site entrance to advertise the application.  The deadline for comments 
was 21.7.22. 
 
5.2 One letter of support has been received from local residents who consider the 
proposal would address the lack of affordable housing in the area without causing 
harm to the surrounding environment, traffic or local services e.g. schools. 

Caverswall Parish Council comments: 

5.3  No objection subject to neighbours approval. 

 
Staffordshire County Council Highways:   
 
5.4 No objection subject to conditions. 
 
Environmental Health (SMDC):  
 
5.5 No objections subject to conditions. 
 
Staffordshire Wildlife Trust: 
 
5.6 SWT did not comment on the proposal and advised the Council to refer to the 
“SCC standing guidance for biodiversity impacts”. 
 
Waste Collection Service (SMDC): 
 
5.7 No issues regarding waste collections. 
 
Severn Trent Water  
 
5.8 No objection, subject to conditions relating to the disposal of foul and surface 
water.  

 
 
6. OFFICER COMMENT AND PLANNING BALANCE  
 
Policy Context and Principle of Development 
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6.1  The Local Planning Authority is required to determine 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. The Staffordshire Moorlands Local Plan 2020 is 
the adopted Local Plan for the district.  The District Council currently does not have a 
5 year housing land supply therefore triggering the provisions of paragraph 11 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework where:  
 

‘For decision-taking this means: approving development proposals that 
accord with an up-to-date development plan without delay; or where there are no 
relevant development plan policies, or the policies which are most important for 
determining the application are out-of-date, granting 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. 

 
6.2  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.  
 
6.3  The site is in the countryside and is also in the Green Belt.  As well as taking 
into account paragraph 11 of the NPPF (as above), the application must also 
determined against the Local Plan strategy for the countryside. Policy SS10 seeks to 
protect the character and appearance of the countryside and to ensure any 
development in the countryside is sustainable by providing only for development 
which has an essential need to be located in the countryside, supporting the rural 
diversification and sustainability of the rural areas and promoting sustainable tourism 
or where it enhances the countryside.  
 
6.4  The site is in the Green Belt and Policy SS10 requires strict control over 
inappropriate development in the Green Belt.  The NPPF in Chapter 13 sets out the 
exceptional forms of development which are not deemed to be inappropriate in the 
Green Belt. Inappropriate development is by definition harmful to the openness of the 
Green Belt and should not be allowed unless there are very special circumstances 
which are considered to outweigh the identified level of harm.  Buildings which are 
not inappropriate development are as follows: 
 
a) buildings for agriculture and forestry; 
b) the provision of appropriate facilities (in connection with the existing use of land or 
a change of use) for outdoor sport, outdoor recreation, cemeteries and burial grounds 
and allotments; as long as the facilities preserve the openness of the Green Belt and 
do not conflict with the purposes of including land within it; 
c) the extension or alteration of a building provided that it does not result in 
disproportionate additions over and above the size of the original building; 
d) the replacement of a building, provided the new building is in the same use and 
not materially larger than the one it replaces; 
e) limited infilling in villages; 
f) limited affordable housing for local community needs under policies set out in the 
development plan (including policies for rural exception sites); and 
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g) limited infilling or the partial or complete redevelopment of previously developed 
land, whether redundant or in continuing use (excluding temporary buildings), which 
would: 

‒ not have a greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt than the 
existing development; or 
‒ not cause substantial harm to the openness of the Green Belt, where the 
development would re-use previously developed land and contribute to 
meeting an identified affordable housing need within the area of the local 

planning authority.   
 
6.5  It was determined under the previous outline application that the site could be 
deemed to be “previously developed” (brownfield) and therefore the proposal in 
providing market value (not “affordable”) housing on this site would fall under criterion 
(g) and would therefore be deemed to not be inappropriate in the Green Belt if it does 
not have a greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt than the existing 
development; 
 
6.6   Policy SS10 also restricts new-build housing in the countryside to where there is 
an essential need for it to be located in the countryside in accordance with Policy H1 
which in this respect allows only: 
 
a) Affordable housing which cannot be met elsewhere,  
b) A new dwelling that meets an essential local need, such as accommodation 
for an agricultural, forestry or other rural enterprise worker, where the need for 
such accommodation has been satisfactorily demonstrated and that need cannot 
be met elsewhere. 
c) Proposals for replacement dwellings, provided they do not have a significantly 
greater detrimental impact on the existing character of the rural area than the 
original dwelling or result in the loss of a building which is intrinsic to the character 
of the area. 
d) The conversion of rural buildings for residential use where the building is suitable 
and worthy in physical, architectural and character terms for conversion; or where 
such development would represent the optimal viable use of a heritage asset or 
would be appropriate enabling development to secure the future of heritage assets. 
e) Proposals to redevelop previously developed land provided it is not of high 
environmental value. 
f) The subdivision of an existing residential dwelling provided it is not in an isolated 
location.  Kingsley is identified as a larger village within Local Plan Policy SS8. The 
policy requires that larger villages retain and enhance their role as rural service 
centres, providing (relevant to this application) for the bulk of the housing 
requirement of the rural areas. 
 
6.7  As it was determined under the previous outline application that the site could be 
deemed to be “previously developed land (PDL)” (or brownfield), the principle of the 
proposal in providing market-value (i.e. not “affordable”) housing on this site would 
comply with the policy in meeting criterion (e). 
 
6.8   With regard to the NPPF and the Green Belt restrictions, it therefore needs to be 
determined whether this particular scheme of four bungalows would have a greater 
impact on the openness of the Green Belt than the buildings currently on site. 
 
6.9    The impact of new bungalows on the openness of the Green Belt at this site 
has already been tested at a planning appeal (ref:  SMD/2018/0003) against the 
refusal of outline permission (with all matters reserved) for six bungalows in 2019 
when the Green Belt policies and the Local Plan strategy for the countryside were 
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largely the same and also where there was also a lack of a five year supply of 
housing.  In fact, the undersupply was more severe at approximately two years 
whereas currently it is 4.2 years, a relatively slight shortfall.  The Inspector dismissed 
the appeal and made the following relevant comments: 
 
6.10 “Even bungalows are likely to substantially exceed the height and solidity of 
the current greenhouses and polytunnels, and therefore harm the openness of the 
site. Moreover, other typical elements associated with residential development, such 
as boundary treatments and domestic paraphernalia including cars, would impact 
adversely on the openness of the site.” 
 
6.11  As well as the harm to the openness of the Green Belt, the Inspector also 
identified other harms with the scheme, commenting as follows: 
 
“The strategic approach to Other Rural Areas within Staffordshire Moorlands, as 
set out in SS6c, includes limiting uses which would generate a substantial number of 
regular trips, in areas that are not well served by public transport. The appeal site is 
not well served by public transport. Moreover, the site is not easily accessible by 
safe, off-road walking routes to the Stoke suburb of Weston Coyney, or the small 
villages of Cookshill and Caverswall. As such, whilst the exact quantity and size of 
housing is not finalised in the outline proposal, regular private car use and 
dependency would arise from the proposed development. The appellant’s argument 
is that such harm would be lessened by generating comparatively less car traffic than 
potential commercial re-use of the site. However, the evidence presented about 
potential traffic levels arising from the latter is somewhat speculative and, as such, 
carries limited weight.  Having regard to the above, the proposed development would 
result in dependency on the private car. As such it would conflict with Policy SS6c of 
the CS, which seeks to enhance and conserve the quality of the countryside.” 
 
6.12 The Inspector’s conclusion was as follows: 
 
“The proposal would be inappropriate development in the Green Belt which is, by 
definition, harmful. There would also be loss of openness of the Green Belt. The 
Framework establishes that substantial weight should be given to any harm to the 
Green Belt. The proposal would also result in environmental harm due to future 
occupants’ dependency on the private motor car. Moreover, there is not evidence 
before me of a housing need specific to Caverswall which the proposal would fulfil. 
As such, the proposal would undermine CS Policy SS6c’s objectives of restricting 
new build housing in the countryside to that which is essential to meet identified local 
needs, including affordable housing. Whilst the weight afforded to SS6c is somewhat 
reduced in the light of the district’s housing land supply  position, its objectives 
nevertheless remain consistent with the Framework’s strategy of promoting 
sustainable transport and minimising greenhouse gas emissions, including through 
location of development. I therefore attach substantial weight to the combined harm 
arising from these factors.” 
 
“Accordingly, very special circumstances do not exist, as the potential harm to the 
Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness and other harm is not clearly  outweighed 
by other considerations. In terms of the development plan, the proposal would 
conflict with Policy SS6c of the CS as it would be inappropriate development in the 
Green Belt, result in private car dependency and undermine restriction of housing 
development in the countryside to meet specific identified local need. The proposal 
would also conflict with the Framework policy on Green Belt.” 
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6.13  To summarise, the Inspector found the proposal of six bungalows to be harmful 
to the openness of the Green Belt and unsustainable due to it generating vehicle 
movements and therefore emissions due to the rural location with no nearby public 
transport, shops or services.  The harm was not outweighed by the clear benefits of 
providing six small dwellings in an area of acute undersupply of housing at the time.   
 
6.14  Following this decision, another outline application for bungalows was 
submitted to the Council (ref:  SMD/2021/0190), initially for six, which the Council 
found was harmful (as consistent with the appeal decision) but following negotiations, 
this number was reduced.   A balance needed to be found where the benefits of 
providing a certain number of bungalows would outweigh the level of harm caused to 
the openness of the Green Belt and the environment in general from car use arising 
from the unsustainable location.  Clearly a limit on the number of dwellings had to be 
determined and the Council ultimately considered the number of bungalows provided 
via the redevelopment of the site should be a maximum of three and an outline 
planning permission was granted on this basis earlier this year. 
 
6.15 The officers report for the above resubmitted application stated the following: 
 
“In comparing the current development on site with what is proposed, the total size of 
the footprint of the glasshouses is 1341 sq.m.  Based on the indicative drawings, the 
total footprint of the proposed development of three bungalows together with policy-
compliant rear gardens (note the Inspector’s comment that outbuildings and other 
residential curtilage development and domestic paraphernalia also found in rear 
gardens still amounts to an impact on “openness), would not exceed half of the 
footprint of the glasshouses.   I accept the fact that bungalows would still be taller 
structures than the current buildings.  The glasshouses have heights of 3.25 metres 
whereas the bungalows would have minimum heights of 5.3 metres (as shown on the 
indicative elevation drawings).   I also accept that bungalows would also appear more 
“solid” than glasshouses due to the likely materials e.g. brick or render whereas 
glasshouses are largely transparent other than the metal frames.  However, overall, I 
consider that as the total proposed footprint does not exceed 50% of the current 
footprint of development and that this includes rear gardens where outbuildings 
would be as limited in height as a glasshouse, a siting within the current footprint for 
the proposed development (which has been demonstrated to be possible) together 
with the use of existing hard-standing areas for the access road and drives (also 
possible), would not lead to any greater degree of harm to the openness of the Green 
Belt than what is already there.”       
 
6.16 “With regard to sustainability, the previous application was refused due to the 
development leading to a reliance on private car travel to reach the nearest shops 
and services due to the rural location and the lack of public transport and safe 
footways on roads to the nearest villages where shops and services exist.  However, 
this was based on a scheme providing six 3-bed dwellings.  As discussed above, the 
redevelopment of the brownfield site to other uses, including housing, is considered 
acceptable in principle and therefore it must be accepted that new development 
would lead to increased vehicle movements by private car to some extent.  The 
policies do not prevent redevelopment just because a site has been disused for a 
considerable length of time. However, I consider three small 2-bed bungalows would 
generate substantially less vehicle movements than a scheme of 6 3-bed dwellings. 
Whilst some increased vehicle movements could occur, I consider this disadvantage 
would be outweighed by the benefits of the scheme in providing three small 2-bed 
bungalows which is a form of housing particularly in demand in the District and as 
well as addressing some housing need, the untidy and derelict appearance of the 
site, prominent from the road, can be significantly improved upon by removing more 
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than 50% of the footprint of buildings and through careful design and siting at the 
Reserved Matters stage and therefore a significant benefit to the character and 
appearance of the area.”   
 
6.17 To summarise the above, the amount of development as shown in the 
indicative plans, comprising three bungalows with their curtilages did not exceed half 
the footprint of the current glasshouses on site.  It was considered the footprints of 
the bungalows and their curtilages would have to be significantly less than the 
glasshouses in order to compensate for the increased height of development and 
greater solid presence of the bungalows in relation to the current glasshouses, which 
the Inspector considered would have a greater impact on Green Belt openness.  
Furthermore, the maximum number of three was also decided in the interests of 
limiting the number of car journeys and hence emissions. 
 
6.18  The new application is for four bungalows i.e. one additional to what was 
approved.  The indicative drawings show the footprint of development of the four 
bungalows with their curtilages would significantly exceed half of the footprint of the 
glasshouses.   
 
6.19   The Council considers the new scheme now applied for tips the balance 
towards the increased harm (to the openness of the Green Belt and the environment 
due to the increased vehicle movements) outweighing the benefits of providing four 
bungalows on this site.   
 
6.20    For the above reasons the Council now considers the resubmitted proposal 
would amount to inappropriate development in the Green Belt because it would result 
in the redevelopment of the PDL/brownfield site having a greater impact on the 
openness of the Green Belt than the existing development.  The proposal is therefore 
by definition harmful to the Green Belt and should not be allowed unless there are 
very special circumstances.  There does not appear to be any very special 
circumstances evident and none demonstrated which outweigh the harm.  The lack 
of a five year housing land supply is not considered to be a factor which off-sets the 
harm.  Furthermore, para 11 of the NPPF states that where there are no relevant 
development plan policies, or the policies which are most important for determining 
the application are out-of-date (as is the case with the Staffs Moorlands Local Plan 
due to the five year supply issue), permission should be granted unless the 
application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of particular 
importance provides a clear reason for refusing the development proposed.  As the 
NPPF protects the Green Belt, an area of particular importance, the harm caused to 
the Green Belt by this particular proposal does give a clear reason for refusing the 
development proposed.   
 
Other Matters 
 

6.21  There are no other harms identified with this new proposal.  There were no 
harms identified to the ecological value of the site, highway safety or residential 
amenity when considering the previous 2021 outline application and this new 
application for four bungalows would not lead to any significantly different impacts in 
this respect other than those identified above.  It is noted that the Highway Authority, 
Environmental Health Officer, Staffordshire Wildlife Trust and Severn Trent Water 
raise no objection to the development proposals, subject to the imposition of a 
number of planning conditions.  
 
Conclusion and Planning Balance  
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6.22 It was decided by the Council at the previous application stage that the 
number of bungalows to be provided as part of the redevelopment of the garden 
centre glasshouses site should be limited to three in order to protect the openness of 
the Green Belt and prevent an unacceptable level of increased car use to reach local 
services in this unsustainable rural location.  This new amended proposal increases 
the scope of development beyond what was previously deemed to be acceptable and 
which is now considered to be harmful to the openness of the Green Belt and which 
would lead to an unacceptable level of increased car use leading to emissions.  The 
proposal is therefore contrary to Policy SS10 of the Local Plan and also Sections 9 
and 13 of the government planning guidance in the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF). 
 
6.23    It is recognised that there is currently less than a five year housing land supply 
in Staffs Moorlands which currently has a 4.2 year supply and therefore the Local 
Plan is deemed to be “out of date’.  In this respect the NPPF gives significant weight 
to allowing proposals for new dwellings in sustainable locations.  However, the site is 
not deemed to be in a sustainable location.  Para 11 of the NPPF states that where 
there are no relevant development plan policies, or the policies which are most 
important for determining the application are out-of-date, permission should be 
granted unless the application of policies in the NPPF that protect areas or assets of 
particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the development proposed.  
As the NPPF protects the Green Belt, an area of particular importance, the harm 
caused to the openness of the Green Belt by this particular proposal does give a 
clear reason for refusing the development proposed. No very special circumstances 
have been demonstrated to outweigh the harm to the openness of the green belt.   
 

7. OFFICER RECOMMENDATION 
 
A. That the outline planning application is REFUSED for the following 
reasons: 
 
1. Paragraph 149 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) lists 
the redevelopment of previously developed land as not being inappropriate 
development in the Green Belt providing this would not have a greater impact 
on the openness of the Green Belt than the existing development.  The Council 
considers that by virtue of the scale, form and height of four new bungalows in 
relation to the existing glasshouses, this would result in a greater impact on 
the openness of the Green Belt than the existing development.  The proposal is 
therefore deemed to amount to inappropriate development in the Green Belt 
which is by definition in the NPPF, harmful to its openness and should not be 
allowed unless very special circumstances, considered to outweigh the harm, 
have been demonstrated. The Council considers that no very special 
circumstances exist. The proposal is therefore contrary to Chapter 13 
'Protecting Green Belt Land' of the NPPF and in this respect is also contrary to 
Policy SS10 of the Council's adopted Local Plan which requires strict control 
over inappropriate development in the Green Belt.   
 
2. The application site is not considered to be in a sustainable location as 
it is in a remote rural area with no nearby public services and a residential 
development involving four new dwellings in this location is therefore likely to 
lead to significant reliance on the private car for the majority of journeys 
contrary to Policy SS10 of the Councisl adopted Local Plan and Section 9 of 
the NPPF.  
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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 Plan  
 

 
 
 

 

 
 


