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FTAO Amanda Baker

Re: The Lord Nelson, Oakamoor Case Reference APP/B3438/W/16/3157636

Having made comment at the hearing of the original application, I have been informed that I am able 

to make further written comment on this appeal. 

I believe the decision of the Staffordshire Moorlands District Council’s Planning Committee was the 

correct one and fully in accord with both the Core Strategy and the Churnet Valley Masterplan.

The appellant’s Statement of Case, in section 6.1, summarises “that the main issues to be considered 

in the determination of this appeal is:

 Whether or not sufficient marketing has been undertaken to demonstrate that the property 

is no longer desirable for and [sic] alternative business or commercial use.

 Whether the proposal involves the loss of a community facility, but [sic] there is an

alternative facility of the same type that is available and can be provided in an accessible 

location in the same locality”. 

Whilst I agree with this summary, I would like to make further comment on both of these points.

Firstly, in respect of the marketing of the premises, the original application and now the appeal 

makes great use of information presented by the selling agent, Mr Whiteley of James A Baker. 

Unfortunately, some of this information is either an incorrect appraisal of the facts or an intentional 

attempt to mislead. In the letter supporting this appeal, Mr Whiteley states that “It is our 

understanding that once marketing of the property commenced, and perhaps even prior, the public

house had ceased trading, opening only sporadically”. This is not true and it is believed that the 

previous owners were encouraged by the selling agent to keep the premises trading. They did this

until the weekend before the present owners moved in. A farewell party was held on the evening of 

19th March and the property was open on the lunchtime of the 20th March. It has not opened since.

In the same document, Mr Whiteley also states that “Oakamoor village has a population of circa 593 

(2011 Census) and the fact that there are 3 licensed premises within the locality suggests that there 

is an oversupply of such properties”. The fact that he goes on to refer to one of the licensed 

premises by the wrong name aside, this statement is contrary to the marketing proposal presented 

which claimed that the Lord Nelson offered “an exciting opportunity to develop a food led public 

house” (see Appendix 1). Also, in a statement to the Leek Post and Times, James A Baker stated “The 

Lord Nelson offers considerable scope for local public house operators and has potential for a B&B 

focused offer” (see Appendix 2). The potential for a food led or B&B focused business is an 

important consideration in this appeal because the other licensed premises in the village do not 

have this potential and are not, therefore, acceptable alternative facilities.

Whilst, I have no reason to doubt the accuracy of Mr Whiteley’s account in respect of the interest 

shown in the property, the James A Baker website announcement of the sale claimed that “There 

was a significant amount of interest in the property and following a best bids scenario we achieved 

in excess of the guide price of £195,000” (see Appendix 3). From other information on this webpage, 

such as details of trading area sizes, it is also apparent that the property was sold as a public house

and contradicts the previous assertions that it was no longer a viable business. The guide price of 
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£195,000 does, I believe reflect this. However, it could also be true that the real value of the 

premises, as a public house, was below that at which it was offered. It is believed that refurbishment 

is required at the Lord Nelson, which would of course reduce the price anyone was willing to pay and 

a quick internet search reveals that there are many freehold public houses for sale at prices 

considerably below that at which the Lord Nelson was offered. Given that successful marketing 

requires a price to match the product on offer, it would be right to question whether this property 

had been suitably marketed as a public house or had achieving the highest selling price been the 

main consideration. 

In summary, I do not accept that there are alternative facilities in the area, as these are not 

comparable with the potential offer the Lord Nelson could provide, and I do not believe the property 

was suitably marketed as a public house, as the asking price was too high.

Yours faithfully,

Antony Loynes
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James A Baker – Leek Post and Times



James A Baker – Done Deal
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