STAFFORDSHIRE MOORLANDS DISTRICT COUNCIL
PLANNING APPLICATIONS COMMITTEE

11th December 2025

Application SMD/2023/0147

No:

Location Former New Inn, Denford Lane, Longsdon

Proposal Demolition of existing public house and erection of farm shop and

cafe/restaurant with associated works including change of use of
adjacent field to car park, upgrading and improvement to existing
field access and hard and soft landscaping.

Applicant Upperdales Developers Ltd
Agent Sammons Architectural Ltd
Parish/ward Longsdon / Horton | Date registered 20" April 2023

If you have a question about this report please contact: Arne Swithenbank
tel: 01538 395578 or e-mail arne.swithenbank@staffsmoorlands.gov.uk

1.

REFERRAL

The application is a Full — Minor and is referred to the Planning Applications
Committee at the request of Clir Worthington and also because the applicant is
related to CliIr Oliver Pointon. The application was first reported to the Planning
Applications Committee on the 28" March 2024 and recommended for refusal.
The committee resolved that the application be deferred to enable further
discussions by the applicant with officers. Revised details were received 22"
May 2025. These include revised drawings 01J site plan, 02G floor plans, 03D
elevations, 04A location plan and new drawing 07 site section. Also
accompanying the application for the first time is a Planning Design and
Access Statement, a grey belt statement and a further covering statemen by e-
mail. Supplied confidentially is a business financial plan.

The main changes are in the exterior materials finishes which in place of
significant areas of coursed natural stone and area of red brick, a cement
render finish is being proposed. There are also changes to the amount, size
and distribution of windows with a more vernacular derivation deployed to the
road-facing elevations. A new levels scheme is proposed which would set the
building down significantly relative to the road front elevations and this is best
seen as illustrated in new site section drawing 07.

This is a new report which replaces that of 28" March 2024.

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION

Refuse
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DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE AND ITS SURROUNDINGS

The site is in the Green Belt. The application site includes the former
New Inn and its curtilage, along with additional field land beyond. The
New Inn and its curtilage received the Council’s planning approval on the
21st January 2011 for proposed conversion to two dwellings. This followed
a marketing exercise by or on behalf of the applicant which had shown the
premises to be un-marketable as a public house.

A new application dated 7" September 2012 led to a further approval in
November 2012 once again granting consent to convert the pub to two
dwellings but this time the scheme also included two additional detached
dwellings to be erected alongside. This 2012 approval was carried
forward following a re-submission and approval in 2016. The development
included consent for demolition of an outbuilding and this has taken place.
There were no requirements for pre-commencement submissions and it
can be accepted that with the demolition of the outbuilding having taken
place this development has commenced (and is therefore eligible to
proceed).

The New Inn ceased trading in December 2008 and the building has since
deteriorated year on year to now a semi derelict state, widely regarded as
an eyesore. As noted, a marketing exercise was carried out in support of
the 2010/11 consent which was accepted as demonstrating the site was
unviable as a public house.

With the commencement of the 2016 consent the current proposal site has
acquired residential planning status for that part of the site covered by that
earlier consent. The area of the approved development was stated as
being about 0.12 hectares but scales more accurately from plan as 0.15
hectares.

The deteriorated condition of the former pub has been noted. The pub
building is two storey with a typical ridge height of about 5.6m. It stands
on an L plan layout with its eye-catching main front of length 14m facing
on to Denford Road. The side elevation to Leek Road runs 17m along the
roadside with a series of diminishing outriggers and is notable for its plain
simplicity and having few windows. The building has a prominent roadside
position and is the first seen on entering towards Longsdon from the west.
It appears at first an isolated building against a green back drop of fields
and wooded, more distant higher ground. The location is pre-eminently
rural in character. From positions closer alongside the former pub, the
Grade II* Listed St Chads church and some traditional-appearance brick
dwellings of the village present visual context to the site. The New Inn is
recorded in the Staffordshire Historic Environment inventory as having
been established by 1817.

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSAL
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This is a full application for the demolition of the former pub building and
its replacement with a significantly larger two storey building, again on an
L plan layout with elevations facing on to Denford Lane and Leek Road but
flared apart to greater than 90 degrees. As with the scheme presented to
the March 2024 meeting this latest revised proposal now under
consideration (new amended site plan drawing 01 J with revision date 215t
May 2025) extends to the same 0.41 hectare site area. As previously, the
proposal thus adds 0.29 hectares of land with no previous planning status
beyond being agricultural and therefore un-developed land.

Also, as in the previously considered scheme, revised drawing 03 D shows
the main roof ridge height would be set at 7.6m facing Leek Road. The
building would have a length of 30m alongside Leek Road and 30m
alongside Denford Road. In a change to the previous scheme it is now
proposed to set-down the building’s base level by about 1m. This is
illustrated in a new drawing 07 — site sections and elevations. Visually
from Leek Road the new main building’s eaves level would be at a similar
level to the current main pub building’'s eaves level. The roof ridge
meanwhile would be set to appear c.1m higher than that of the pub.
(Previously it would have been c.2m higher.) The gross external ground
plan area scales from drawing 02G as being 475m2.

In a change from the original scheme which was to have used red brick
and blue plain tiles with some use of coursed natural stone in parts, a
significantly increased amount of block work with cement render finish is
now being proposed and the use of stone is being limited to a framing
detail around the main entrance facing in to the courtyard.

All access would be off Denford Road at the south end of the building and
would lead to a 75 vehicle car park (down from 80).

The application is stated as having a proposed gross internal floor space
of 524m2. Taking into account the stated former pub floor space of 265m2
this would represent a 259m2 net increase in floor space.

The application was previously accompanied by a Heritage Assessment
(16pp); Contamination and pollution assessment / remediation reports;
and Ecology Surveys. There was no Design and Access Statement to
accompany the application and this was raised with the applicant’s
planning agent a number of times (eg 3 and 31st May 2023 and more
recently). The application therefore did not provide any documented
information to explain why the development might be justified in planning
policy terms and in particular did not address the Green Belt.

In addition to the previous submissions (pre March 2024) the new revised
plan drawings of the scheme now under consideration are accompanied
by a ‘Planning Design and Access Statement’ (10pp); a Green Belt / grey
belt commentary (6pp) and a covering e-mail letter (3pp). These have
been added to the Council’s planning web page for the application, see
link at 10.1 of this report.
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In addition a summary financial business forecast /viability report compiled
by ‘Appetite Me’ (61" March 2025) has been submitted. The applicant
requests that, as this document contains “commercial information of a
financial and sensitive nature”, it is “not published or made available to
anyone outside the Council”.

Proposed operating hours for the cafe restaurant are to provide breakfast
and lunch as a 7-day-a-week operation, opening from 8 am to 4 pm
Monday through Saturday, and 9 am to 4 pm on Sundays. The
cafe/restaurant would additionally open Wednesday through to Saturday
6pm - 10pm to offer a dinner service with a seasonal menu. The farm shop
would open seven days a week, 8am to 6pm Monday to Saturday and
10am to 4pm Sundays.

The shop element would have a gross internal floor plan area of 125m2.
The ground floor cafe / takeaway area would be of the order of 90m2
(excluding kitchen). The first floor restaurant would be 140m2 (excluding
facilities, lifts and stair wells. In total the food service element of the
scheme would be 166m2 ground floor and 190m2 at first floor. The overall
split therefore would be 356m2 cafe / restaurant catering service and
125m2 retail food sales outlet or 74% catering / 26% shop sales.

RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

SMD/2009/1078 [09/00879/FUL] — Demolition of Public House and
erection of three detached dwellings — withdrawn.

SMD/2010/0417 [10/00350/FUL] — Conversion of Public House (A4 use) to
form two dwellings (C3 use) — withdrawn.

SMD/2010/0839 [10/01055/FUL] — Conversion of vacant Public House
(A4) to form 2No. dwellings (C3) — approved (21st Jan 2011).

SMD/2011/0409 [11/00216/FUL] — Redevelopment of site to replace
existing public house and flat above with 2No. dwellings — withdrawn.

SMD/2012/0669 [12/00872/FUL] — Conversion and extension of former
public house and erection of two dwellings — approved.

SMD/2016/0542 — Conversion and extension of former public house into

residential and erection of two dwellings (resubmission of 12/00872/FUL) —
approved.

PLANNING POLICIES RELEVANT TO THE DECISION

Local Plan (adopted 9th September 2020)
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SS1 Development Principles

SS2 Settlement Hierarchy

SS3 Future provision and distribution of development
SS10 Other Rural Areas Area Strategy

SS11 Churnet Valley Strategy

E1 New Employment Development

E4  Tourism and Cultural Development

TCR3 Retailing and other town centre uses outside town centres
DC1 Design Considerations

DC2 The Historic Environment

DC3 Landscape and Settlement Setting

NE1 Biodiversity and Geological Resources

NE2 Trees, Woodland and Hedgerows

T Development and Sustainable Transport

National Planning Policy Framework December 2024

Paragraph(s) 1 — 14;

Section(s) 4 — Decision making; 5 — Delivering a sufficient supply of homes; 6
— Building a strong and competitive economy; 8 — Promoting healthy and safe
communities; 9 — Promoting sustainable transport; 11 — Making effective use
of land; 12 — Achieving well designed places; 13 — Protecting Green Belt land;
15 — Conserving and enhancing the natural environment; 16 — Conserving
and enhancing the historic environment.

Adopted Supplementary Planning Documents/Guidance (SPD/G):
. Space About Dwellings SPG

. Design Principles SPG

. Design Guide SPD adopted 21st February 2018

. Churnet Valley Masterplan SPD adopted 2014

Local Plan Supporting Evidence Documents:
. Landscape and Settlement Character Assessment (2008)

CONSULTATIONS CARRIED OUT
Public

The latest consultation expiry date was 6" June 2023 (site notice). A total of
five neighbouring dwellings were notified directly by letter.

In response to the neighbour / site publicity 11 representations received with
nine raising objections though some identifying some points in favour; a further
two expressly in support. Issues of concern / objection as follows:

- risk of drainage from the development leading to pollution of ground water
supplies and springs

- loss of heritage through demolition of the pub

- change of green field to car park in the Green Belt

- increased traffic and safety risks exiting from Denford Road on to A53
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- there need to be associated traffic calming measures

- there needs to be associated street lighting to Denford Road

- overflow parking should have grass with matting system

- car park development is inappropriate in the Green Belt

- housing as previously proposed was acceptable but this would generate
excessive traffic

- this is a ‘stand-alone’ shop that is not on a farm

- shop and restaurant would be out of character with the area which is
predominantly housing

- where is the demand compared with the need for housing

- the area should remain residential

- being a continuous two storey construction the building will give a solid

impression on the junction detracting from the openness of the green belt

setting. The previous application for residential houses would have allowed for

views through and to the green belt.

- extends beyond the original New Inn boundaries and onto agricultural, green

belt land with no good reasons for this

- no indications given as to hours of opening

The two representations in support raise the following:

- The development would remove the current eyesore

- Would also vastly improve road danger of the junction

- if approved SMDC should insist on a very early start and prompt completion
this project, as previous applications have been passed but not proceeded
resulting in the current state of the building.

- Shop for the area would be welcome

- good social meeting point for locals

Longsdon Parish Council

No objection in principle but — concerned the application mentions access to a
mains sewer but there is no mains sewer in Longsdon; — within the scheme,
there should be a very early start to the demolition of the extremely dangerous
existing building on the site.

SCC Highways

The following is the Highways Authority consultation response.

Recommendation Summary: Conditional

Site visit conducted on 3@ May 2023

CONDITIONS

1. Before the proposed development is brought into use details of a
minimum 2.0m wide kerbed footway between A53 Leek Road to the proposed
pedestrian access off Denford Road, generally as indicated on 2021-2631-01
D, but subject to technical approval, shall be first submitted to and approved in



writing by the local planning authority and shall thereafter be constructed in
accordance with the approved plans.

2. Before the proposed development is brought into use details of the
junction improvement at Denford Road/Leek Road, and site access
improvement generally as indicated on 2021-2631-01 D, but subject to
technical approval, shall be first submitted to and approved in writing by the
local planning authority and shall thereafter be constructed in accordance with
the approved plans.

3. The development hereby permitted shall not be brought into use until
the visibility splays of 2.4m x 70m at the site access shown on plan ref. no
2021-2631-01 D have been provided. The visibility splay shall thereafter be
kept free of all obstructions to visibility over a height of 600 mm above the
adjacent carriageway level.

4. The development hereby permitted shall not be brought into use until
the visibility splays of 2.4m x 120m at the Denford Road/Leek Road junction
shown on plan ref. no 2021-2631-01 D have been provided. The visibility splay
shall thereafter be kept free of all obstructions to visibility over a height of 600
mm above the adjacent carriageway level.

5. The development hereby permitted shall not be brought into use until
the access, parking, servicing and turning areas have been provided in
accordance with the approved plan 2021-2631-01 D. The parking, turning and
servicing areas shall thereafter be retained unobstructed as parking, turning
and servicing areas for the life of the development.

6. The development hereby permitted shall not be brought into use until a
surface water drainage interceptor, connected to a surface water outfall, has
been provided across the access immediately to the rear of the highway
boundary unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

REASONS

ALL To comply with NPPF Paragraph 110; to comply with SMDC Local Plan
Policy DC1; in the interests of highway safety.

1. To comply with NPPF Paragraph 112; to comply with SMDC Local Plan
Policy T1 and T2; in the interests of pedestrian safety.

6. To prevent surface water flowing onto the highway.

IMPORTANT INFORMATIVES TO BE INCLUDED ON DECISION NOTICE
The conditions and proposals requiring highway works of provision of footway
with full height kerb and junction improvements shall require a Highway Works
Agreement with Staffordshire County Council. The applicant is requested to
contact Staffordshire County Council in order to secure the Agreement. The link
below is to the Highway Works Information Pack including an application form.
Please complete and send to the address indicated on the application form or
email to (road.adoptions@staffordshire.gov.uk). The applicant is advised to
begin this process well in advance of any works taking place in order to meet
any potential timescales.



https://www.staffordshire.gov.uk/Highways/highwayscontrol/Highways\WorkAgr
eements.aspx Highways Agreements - Staffordshire County Council

Note to planning officer:

Application is to demolish existing pub and construct farm shop and restaurant.

Existing pub building obstructs visibility to the north east. Demolition of the pub
building would be an improvement in itself. Application proposes to set
proposed buildings back to provide 4.5m x 120m visibility which is a significant
improvement and is acceptable to Highways. This could be reduced to 2.4m x
120m. Visibility is also proposed to be improved to the south west to provide
4.5m x 120m. The brow of the hill would prevent full provision but clearance of
vegetation and wall on the splay line would be an improvement and maximise
available and achievable visibility. This also could be reduced to 2.4m x 120m.

The junction is within 40mph speed limit zone. Junction is proposed to be
improved to provide greater radius to ease turning into Denford Road. This
would be beneficial for deliveries to the farm shop/restaurant and an
improvement in highway safety.

81 [now 74] parking spaces are proposed. Considering parking standards,
based on number of seats illustrated in restaurant, 31 spaces are required for
restaurant. 50 FTE staff are proposed, which for the restaurant use would be a
maximum of 25 spaces - but not all employees will be in the restaurant. Based
on GFA of the farm shop, up to 11 spaces may be required if food use is
applied. Parking requirement of 62 spaces would be required. 81 [74] spaces
are proposed appears to be reasonable and appropriate for the location.

Considering trip generation, a stand-alone restaurant of this size would be
expected to generate 12 trips at peak hour. An A1 use of this would be
expected to generate 10 trips in peak hour. However, restaurant is not
standalone and farm shop is not a convenience store. 22 peak hour trips would
be an extremely robust assessment and likely beyond that generated. Even 22
trips could not be considered severe in the context of A53 flows.

There are bus stops close to the site and footway on A53. This footway is to be
extended to the pedestrian access point under this proposal. A53 has
streetlighting.

Condition is recommended for drainage interceptor to prevent surface water
flowing off the site onto the highway. This could also be addressed by laying
the car park to levels to direct water away from highway onto grassed areas.

Current records show that there was 1 personal injury collision (PIC) on Leek
Road within 120 metres either side of the Denford Road in the previous five
years. Although all PICs are regrettable, the overall volume of collisions does
not suggest there are any existing safety problems that would be exacerbated
by the proposed development.
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SMDC waste

No issues regarding waste collections.

SMDC Environmental Health

No outright objection; notes absence of Planning Statement and omission of
details for example for hours of opening or any on-site plant and machinery or
likely processes.

Twelve conditions recommended in total: limits on timing of noisy activities
during development work; measures to limit pollution during construction;
control of artificial lighting; up-dated site risk assessment for contamination prior
to development with report to be submitted to LPA plus remediation strategy if
pollution found and verification report to confirm complete; measures in the
event of encountering unexpected contamination; no top soil to be imported
until tested and confirmed suitable in accordance with a methodology to be first
submitted and agreed; control of plant and machinery noise; regulation of
delivery timings; no amplified music shall be played outside the buildings;
prior to commencement full details of arrangements for internal air extraction,
odour control, and discharge to atmosphere from cooking operations, including
any external ducting and flues, shall be submitted to and approved in writing by
the LPA, all to be installed and operational prior to coming into use of the
development and thereafter retained; drainage measures including oil
interceptor to separate car park pollution from water run-off; opening hours.
Attach informative.

Severn Trent Water

No objection subject to condition that the development hereby permitted shall
not be commenced until drainage plans for the disposal of foul and surface
water flows have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority, and that the scheme shall be implemented in accordance
with the approved details before the development is first brought into use.
Reason: 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. Also to note: would not permit a
surface water discharge into the public foul sewer, and recommend the
applicant seeks alternative arrangements — please note, would insist
soakaways and other SUD techniques are investigated before considering a
discharge to the public surface water sewer with restricted rates.

IMPORTANT NOTE: This response only relates to the public waste water
network and does not include representation from other areas of Severn Trent
Water, such as the provision of water supply or the protection of drinking water
quality.
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Staffordshire Police

Comments are made with particular reference to the Police CPI's Secured by
Design guidance and in accordance with the recognised principles of Crime
Prevention through Environmental Design.

- the parking area will not have ‘natural’ surveillance due to it be at the rear and
screened from the road by the buildings

- important therefore to restrict unauthorised access out-of-hours

- ensure strong secure exterior doors to stock storage and kitchen access

- recommends specific ‘accredited’ exterior doors and windows / glazing

- makes detailed recommendations about CCTV installation and operation

Requests informative in the event of permission to provide document
references to site security advice publications.

SMDC Regeneration — economic development response

Economic impact of the scheme has been assessed by reference to HCA
Employment Density Guide 3rd edition and using the Council’s approved
multipliers.

The Employment Density Guide adopts a range of one FTE per 15-20 sq
metres. The proposed gross internal area of 524sq metres therefore would
represent an estimated FTE employee number in the range of 26 FTE (based
on 20sq metres per individual FTE) to 35 FTE (based on 15sq meters per FTE).

Between 4.5 and 9% of employees overall household spend is spent within 2-3
miles of their place of employment. In Staffordshire Moorlands this would
equate to £1394 per annum. Based on creation of between 26 and 35 full time
equivalent roles the proposed scheme could generate an additional uplift in
spending per annum ranging from £36,244 to £48,790 for local shops and
traders.

It is recognised by the Council that economic investment in the district, such as
through the creation of new businesses and investment in new premises, has
positive wider impacts on the local economy, including through stimulation of
the supply chain. Additionally the council would benefit from NNDR from the
development. In conclusion, there would be a positive economic benefit from
the proposed development which should be considered in line with planning
policy. Response notes no planning statement accompanying the application.

SMDC Planning Policy Team response

Response uses a 0.52 ha site area derived from the initial submission. Notes
Longsdon is a ‘smaller village’ with limited facilities approximately three miles
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west of Leek. Cites NPPF paragraphs: 11 — presumption in favour of
sustainable development; 61 — a range of size, type and tenure of housing is
needed for different groups in the community; 84 — decisions should enable
sustainable rural tourism and leisure developments which respect the character
of the countryside; 85 — decisions should recognise that sites to meet local
business needs in rural areas may have to be found adjacent to or beyond
existing settlements, and in locations that are not well served by public
transport. In these circumstances it will be important to ensure that
development is sensitive to its surroundings, does not have an unacceptable
impact on local roads and exploits any opportunities to make a location more
sustainable (for example by improving the scope for access on foot, by cycling
or by public transport). The use of previously developed land... should be
encouraged where suitable opportunities exist. Paragraph 174 — decisions
should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by: -
protecting and enhancing valued landscapes (etc).

Cites Local Plan policies SS1; SS10; SS11; E4; DC1; DC3; T1. Notes: There is
no planning support statement to accompany this application and no evidence
from the applicant to demonstrate very special circumstances. The site lies
within the Green Belt within the open countryside.

In terms of the planning history, the rationale for allowing the two dwellings in
the Green Belt was as enabling development to allow the pub to be restored.
These dwellings were not built and no efforts have been made to restore the
pub. The pub itself is not listed, nor is it a non-designated heritage asset
(NDHA) despite dating back to at least 1817. [Commentary re NDHA omits to
note inclusion in Staffordshire Heritage Environment record or the applicant’s
Heritage Consultant's assessment.] It is not clear, in the absence of a
planning statement, why the farm shop and café/restaurant could not be
created through the restoration of the existing building.

Nonetheless, the proposal could make use of the existing footprint of the pub,
once demolished in accordance with the NPPF guidance on redevelopment of
land in the Green Belt where it would not have a greater impact on the
openness of the Green Belt. It is understood that the proposal is double that of
the existing pub footprint and is not supported. No information has been
provided to consider the impact on openness.

It is not clear which farm(s) is linked to this application to support the farm-
shop.

If the applicant wishes to cite very special circumstances to support this
application, then the information provided to date is inadequate and the job
creation needs to be substantiated. Further information is required on the farm-
shop and source of products. There is little evidence to justify this proposal and
on the basis of the information to date, this application is not supported.

POLICY AND MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS / PLANNING BALANCE
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Principle of Development and Main Issues

In its general approach, in accordance with policy SS1, the Council expects the
development and use of land to contribute positively to the social, economic
and environmental improvement of the Staffordshire Moorlands. When
considering development proposals the Council will take a positive approach
that reflects the presumption in favour of sustainable development contained in
the NPPF. This means that planning applications that accord with the policies in
the Local Plan shall be approved without delay, unless material considerations
indicate otherwise.

Through its adopted Local Plan the Council has established a careful
prioritisation or ‘hierarchy’ of areas suitable for development and economic
investment.  Policy SS2 sets out the settlement hierarchy for the District and
requires that all development shall be of a scale and nature appropriate to the
character and role of each area category within the hierarchy according to
individual policies. The hierarchy is Towns; Larger Villages; Smaller Villages
and the Other Rural Areas. The spatial strategy seeks primarily to focus future
growth in the three principal towns in order to strengthen their role as service
centres.

For the location of this application the relevant strategic spatial policy of the
Local Plan is SS10 for the Other Rural Areas. This policy provides that only
development which has an essential need to be located in the countryside,
supports the rural diversification and sustainability of the rural areas, promotes
sustainable tourism or enhances the countryside will be supported. For
locations in the Green Belt (as is the case here) the leading determining factor
in assessing the principle of the development is founded on whether there is
compliance with SS10(6).

In parallel with SS10 but not overriding it or the Green Belt policy it is necessary
also to consider the Churnet Valley Strategy of Policy SS11 and the
accompanying Churnet Valley Masterplan adopted as a Supplementary
Planning Document (SPD) in 2014. However this location is not within any
priority gateway or hub as set out under the Master-plan. Within the
Masterplan /SS11 area the policy supports “the appropriate redevelopment of
sites” and states that:
Any development should be of a scale and nature and of a high
standard of design which conserves and enhances the heritage,
landscape and biodiversity of the area. Strong sustainable
development and environmental management principles should also be
demonstrated.

Green Belt Principle

The site is located within the North Staffordshire Green Belt and outside of the
Local Plan development boundaries. A portion of the site — about one third —
benefits from a live consent for housing (SMD/2016/0542 — for four dwellings)
and therefore in principle residential development is accepted on that part. The
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proposed new building structure — which is not residential — is contained within
this part of the site along with the proposed access.

The further additional land of the current application representing about 70% of
the application site has no development status. It is agricultural land in the
Green Belt. Of the 75 parking spaces in this revised scheme, 68 are located on
this part of the site. There is some appreciable evidence of recent (post April
2021) disturbance to parts of this area including importation of hardcore and
rubble type materials which have raised the site levels and appear to anticipate
a future development.

The Council’s planning assessment within the development hierarchy must
start with policy SS10. As the land is in the Green Belt Policy SS10(6) applies
which says that strict control will continue to be exercised over inappropriate
development allowing only for exceptions as defined by Government Green
Belt Policy.

The Government’s current Green Belt Policy is set out in the NPPF (2024) at
section 13 with the approach to decision making in the Green Belt set out at
paragraphs 153 to 160. As a matter of national and local planning policy:
development in the Green Belt is inappropriate and should not be approved
except (i) in very special circumstances, or (ii) unless one of a ‘closed list’ of
exceptions given at paragraph 154 is shown to apply. Other than in the case of
development on previously developed land or grey belt land, where
development is not inappropriate, Local Planning Authorities should ensure that
‘substantial weight’ is given to any harm to the Green Belt, including harm to its
openness.

Paragraph 154 exceptions

In relation to the proposed new building (restaurant and retail) there are two
potential Green Belt exceptions to consider from the closed list at paragraph
154 but neither can be found to apply. NPPF 154(d) allows for ‘the
replacement of a building, provided the new building is in the same use and not
materially larger than the one it replaces”. However this is not applicable here
because the new proposal would not be in the same use as the approved
housing scheme that it would replace, nor the one time pub. It would also fail
due to being materially larger.

Alternatively it may be considered whether NPPF 154(g) should apply. This
provides for ‘“limited infilling or the partial or complete redevelopment of
previously developed land, (including a material change of use to residential or
mixed use including residential), whether redundant or in continuing use
(excluding temporary buildings), which would not cause substantial harm to the
openness of the Green Belt.

Some 70% of the land in this proposal — and this is land which the scheme
‘depends upon’ for its parking provision — is not previously developed (see
definition in full at 7.10 below). The proposal therefore cannot comply with the
exception at 154(g).
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Grey belt

Since the application was first in front of the committee in March 2024 the

December 2024 NPPF has introduced the concept of grey belt. The definition

of grey belt is given in the NPPF as being:
For the purposes of plan-making and decision-making, ‘grey belt’ is
defined as land in the Green Belt comprising previously developed land
and/or any other land that, in either case, does not strongly contribute
to any of purposes (a), (b), or (d) in paragraph 143. ‘Grey belt’ excludes
land where the application of the policies relating to the areas or assets
in footnote 7 (other than Green Belt) would provide a strong reason for
refusing or restricting development.

The NPPF also defines previously developed land and the definition is

reproduced in full here:
Land which has been lawfully developed and is or was occupied by a
permanent structure and any fixed surface infrastructure associated
with it, including the curtilage of the developed land (although it should
not be assumed that the whole of the curtilage should be developed). It
also includes land comprising large areas of fixed surface infrastructure
such as large areas of hardstanding which have been lawfully
developed. Previously developed land excludes: land that is or was last
occupied by agricultural or forestry buildings; land that has been
developed for minerals extraction or waste disposal by landfill, where
provision for restoration has been made through development
management procedures; land in built-up areas such as residential
gardens, parks, recreation grounds and allotments; and land that was
previously developed but where the remains of the permanent structure
or fixed surface structure have blended into the landscape.

To determine whether the application site can be considered grey belt it is
necessary to consider the series of tests referenced in the grey belt definition
(as reproduced above). The Government’s Planning Practice Guidance (PPG)
includes advice on how to determine whether land constitutes grey belt in
decision making, providing tabulated summaries of “lllustrative features” to be
taken into account.

Does the land strongly contribute to Green Belt purposes:
(a) to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas?
(b) to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another?
(d) to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns?

By reference to the tabulated lllustrative Features published in the PPG it can
readily be accepted that with regard to Green Belt purposes (a), (b) and (d) the
proposal site does not strongly contribute. In order to do so the site would
(among other criteria) need:

- for purpose (a), to be adjacent or near to a large built up area;

- for purpose (b), to form a substantial part of a gap between towns and the
development be likely to result in the loss of their visual separation;
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- for purpose (d), to form part of the setting of a historic town.
Nb The guidance specifically states that villages should not be considered large
built up areas and that purpose (d) does not relate to historic villages.

Is this a location where the application of the policies relating to the areas or
assets in footnote 7 (other than Green Belt) would provide a strong reason for
refusing or restricting development?

This is not a location where any of the footnote 7 areas or assets (other than
Green Belt) come into play and therefore none of these can provide a strong
reason for refusing or restricting the development.

Grey belt conclusion

The proposal site is one that must be considered grey belt. Whether this then
means that the site qualifies as one where development is not inappropriate in
the Green Belt is a matter of further assessment by reference to NPPF
paragraph 155. This would require all of 155 (a), (b) and (c) [though not, for
this application (d), as this is not ‘major’ development] to apply if the
development is to be considered not-inappropriate.

Paragraph 155 (a)

It has already been accepted that the proposal does not affect strongly, or
indeed if at all in some cases, Green Belt purposes (a), (b) and (d). At this
point in the assessment it is necessary to also consider Green Belt purpose (c)
which is: to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment. The
take up and development of some 2,500m2 (quarter of a hectare or 0.6 acres)
of countryside in addition to the previously developed area would bring some
change in terms of countryside encroachment. However, given that this is the
only purpose found to be significantly affected and given the limited size of site
involved, the development could not be considered to ‘fundamentally
undermine’ the purposes (taken together) of ‘the remaining Green Belt across
the Local Plan area’. Purpose (e) also falls to be considered at this stage but
this relates to urban land and has little or no relevance to this rural site and
must be considered a neutral factor. Nevertheless, overall it can be judged that
the test under paragraph 155 (a) is met.

Paragraph 155 (b)

Paragraph 155(b) requires there to be a ‘demonstrable unmet need’ for the type
of development proposed. The agent in a grey belt statement on behalf of the
applicant refers (without citation) to a commercial academic study which
reportedly tracks an annual £1.4 billion in sales from ‘farm shops’ and
employment of 25,000 workers nationally. The agent suggests, “There is little if
any comparable provision within the District...” but whether this indicates an
unmet need or conceivably the ‘absence’ of a need is not concluded in the
submissions. It is also not to be overlooked that some 75% of this development
is for a cafe and restaurant venture. Meanwhile the wording in the NPPF is very
firm. The requirement in order to meet this test is for there to be a
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‘demonstrable’ unmet need. The information provided by the Agent does not
demonstrate an unmet need for farm shops, restaurants or cafes.

The agent adds [grey belt statement fifth / sixth page] that people are preferring
smaller shop environments as opposed to large supermarkets; preferring to
shop and support local outlets more than previously; increased interest in
quality local food and how it is produced, freshness and traceability; desire to
find specialist food producers and for some, a desire to see reduced food miles.
It can be seen though that this is a very generalised commentary with nothing
to relate it to Longsdon. Nor should it be overlooked that the shop accounts for
only ¢.25% of the development. The requirement to show a ‘demonstrable un-
met need’ applies across the project and would have to cover the catering and
refreshment cafe side of the venture.

Paragraph 155 (c)

This requires that the development should be in a ‘sustainable location’ with
particular reference to paragraphs 110 and 115 of the NPPF. Paragraph 110
sets out that “Significant development should be focused on locations which are
or can be made sustainable, through limiting the need to travel and offering a
genuine choice of transport modes.” Paragraph 110 goes on to say: “This can
help to reduce congestion and emissions, and improve air quality and public
health. However, opportunities to maximise sustainable transport solutions will
vary between urban and rural areas, and this should be taken into account in
both plan-making and decision-making.” It is immediately apparent that by far
the majority of all employees and the majority of all customers would be
dependent upon private car borne transport to reach this location. Current
timetables suggest a moderately frequent, approximately hourly, bus service
runs between Leek and Hanley (service 18) Monday to Friday passing through
Longsdon up to about 19:00hours. There is an absence of evening services
and greatly reduced weekend services.

There is little prospect of evening staff or customers using public transport and
the journey distance between Leek and Longsdon of c.4km and the steep climb
of Ladderedge will greatly deter walking or cycling. The journey distance to
Endon is similar or slightly less (c.3.5km) and the absence of pavement for
much of it will greatly discourage walking as being difficult and unsafe.

As an out-of-town lone rural location, despite current bus connections, the
travel sustainability of this location is very limited. On this basis paragraph
155(c) would not be complied with.

Green Belt / grey belt conclusion — appropriateness

For the above reasons the tests of para 155 are not met and therefore the
proposal is inappropriate development in the Green Belt.

Inappropriate development in the Green Belt is harmful by definition. There
would also be harm to openness, one of the essential characteristics of the
Green Belt. This would be caused in particular by the replacement of field land
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with a car park and also because the singular solid mass and scale of the
proposal building would significantly exceed the more diminutive former pub
(otherwise to be converted) and would not have the gap spacings which would
arise from the two detached houses and converted pub which would otherwise
form three separated elements.

The fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to keep land permanently open.
The proposal would also conflict with one of the main purposes of including
land within the Green Belt namely that of safeguarding the countryside from
encroachment.

The NPPF says that LPA’s should continue to attach substantial weight to any
harm to the Green Belt “other than in the case of development on previously
developed land or grey belt land, where development is not inappropriate”.
Having found (above) that despite being on grey belt land this proposal has not
met the exception tests to enable it to be considered not-inappropriate, it would
be necessary to establish a case of very special circumstances in order for it to
overcome the substantial weight given to green belt harm. Such very special
circumstances will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by
reason of inappropriateness and any other harm resulting from the proposal is
clearly outweighed by other considerations.

Very Special Circumstances

Although no case for very special circumstances was made in the original
application, it was reported from discussions with the applicant and his agent
and representatives that he sees a number of benefits from the proposal.
These are that the development would remove a derelict building that has
become an eyesore; it would create jobs and contribute to the local economy; it
would enable improved junction visibility onto Leek Road; it may draw people to
the area and encourage local tourism.

Briefly it was reported in response to these points, (i) the extant permission is
an available alternative which would remedy the derelict building eyesore by its
conversion to a dwelling; (ii) the claimed 50 fte jobs was un-substantiated and
there was no supporting evidence provided to explain this number — the
Council’'s Regeneration Officer puts the figure somewhere in a range at
between possibly 26 and 35 fte; (iii) the scheme would enable some
improvement to junction visibility but the current state has been made worse
with the temporary high security hoarding which surrounds the roadsides of the
building — this would be removed on completion of the approved conversion
and commensurate junction visibility improvements are a condition of that
approval; (iv) this is not a specifically identified location for tourism development
and policy E4 must have regard to the relevant area strategies, in this case
SS10 and SS11. The various criteria either of E4(1) or E4(2) would not be met.

It was also reported that not admitted or taken into consideration by the
applicant in the original submission is the value both economic and social of the
four dwellings which the approved housing development would provide. In
circumstances of a significant housing shortfall in the District (2.95 years at 15t
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April 2025) and the continued pressure faced by the Council to release
greenfield sites outside of development boundaries, the loss of even 4 houses
weighs against the application. Nothing had been put forward in the application
as to why this existing approved scheme could not be continued with.

Finaly it was noted that although the development is ‘branded’ as a farm shop
there was nothing in the application that tied the development to a farm. The
plans show the building to be divided between restaurant and cafe
(predominantly) at 356m2 and a retail unit floor area of 125m2. The ‘farm-shop’
description appears to be a reflection of an intentional marketing image. There
were no suggestions that the development was aimed at adding support to an
existing farm business plan.

In the further details submitted since May 2025 the applicant has attempted to

address some of these points re-iterating their previous reasoning and adding:
The applicant’'s case of very special circumstances is based on
regenerating the site and the associated employment and economic
benefits which this would cause. The existing building is located in a
prominent position on one of the main gateway’s into the town. The
building is in an extremely parlous and dangerous condition and whilst
it may have been the council’s preference in previous years for the
building to be retained and converted it is quite simply no longer
feasible to do so. The building currently, by virtue of its condition,
detracts from the application site and wider surrounding area.

Regarding any farm business link, the agent adds that the applicant has “250
acres of land under their ownership which is currently actively farmed. The
majority of this lies a short distance from the application site at Dunwood Lane,
Longsdon. The holding is already engaged in the production of farm reared
lamb, eggs, herbs, spices and mushrooms and it is anticipated that the farm
shop will be used as the outlet for this with further plans in the pipeline to
increase the range of animals and introduce home grown vegetables”.

Conclusion with regard to very special circumstances

As concluded in paragraphs 7.24 to 7.28 the proposal represents ‘inappropriate
development’ in the Green Belt. The applicant’s proposed case for very special
circumstances are discussed above (7.29 to 7.34). These considerations
however either individually or collectively do not amount to the very special
circumstances necessary to clearly outweigh the harm to the Green Belt
identified and other harm discussed elsewhere. As such there is conflict with
Policy SS10 and the NPPF. The proposal is not acceptable in principle.

Heritage

There has been some heritage status ascribed to the New Inn in previous
planning assessments and indeed, fundamentally it was on this basis that
justification for the new dwellings in the Green Belt was accepted in the 2012 /
2016 consents as those schemes would retain and restore the existing building.
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The building was added to the Staffordshire Historic Environment Record in
August 2012. The building however is not Listed, is not in a Conservation Area
and does not appear on a local list. In the Heritage Statement (August 2020)
accompanying the current application the applicant's appointed heritage
specialist nevertheless defines the former New Inn as a ‘non-designated
heritage asset’ chiefly for reasons of social history based on recognising that it
was “for almost 200 years in use as a public house”. The proposed demolition
must therefore be assessed by reference to NPPF 209 where it says: “In
weighing applications that directly or indirectly affect non-designated heritage
assets, a balanced judgement will be required having regard to the scale of any
harm or loss and the significance of the heritage asset”.

As the proposal is to demolish the building the scale of the loss would be ‘total’
and accordingly the submitted heritage statement is thorough and detailed.
The report says: “The front elevation of the New Inn is not of architectural
interest but the building retains the carcass / building envelope of a building of
1817, with door and window openings still in their original location, with some
areas of original graduated roofing slate. It was significantly altered, probably in
the 1930s, with loss of original doors and windows, loss of original elevational
treatments to all primary elevations. It also has a large flat-roofed extension to
the side and rear which further spoils its setting. All of the ancillary buildings
which might provide evidential value of how it was used have also been
demolished”. Alterations in the 20t"C are found to have led to “a significant loss
of historical and evidential value”. The report concludes the building has
‘moderate historic interest; low architectural and artistic interest; low
archaeological interest”.

The proposal would lead to the total loss of the building. Policy DC 2 in
accordance with the NPPF requires a ‘balanced judgement’ (para 216) when
dealing with non-designated heritage assets. Given there is scope to retain the
existing building through the extant consent for its conversion to housing and
given there are other factors that militate against this new proposal there is
prima facie no strong cause to permit its loss. The applicant’s submitted
assessment ascribes moderate and low interest values but these are not zero.
In reaching a balanced judgement there should at least be a supportable case
for accepting the loss even if the values are low. It was previously concluded
that in the absence of a justified requirement the total loss of this non-
designated heritage asset weighs against the application. The applicant has
since provided an e-mail exchange with a building surveyor (Replan and
Design Ltd) concluding that “As it has been deemed a dangerous structure, |
won’t be able to access the inside and provide a report on the condition”. It is
concluded that the loss of this non designated heritage asset weighs against
the application. It is considered further in the planning balance below.

Design — impact on character and appearance

Responding to concern that the building would be a very dominant imposing
structure against the roadside junction corners in revised plans it has been set
down in level. It could be said that this is now possibly too far below road level
and might be seen to stand rather oddly from the road. Helpfully the
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fenestration arrangement to the road fronts has been further modified with
fewer mainly smaller and simpler openings in keeping with a utilitarian rural
building design. Less helpfully rather than use coursed stone as first proposed
the scheme has been modified to principally a cement render finish on the
larger elements. This is as likely to accentuate the scale rather than help it
assimilate. The proposal overall does not comply with policy DC1 chiefly on
account of the large scale of the new building, its un-characteristic and
complicated form and due to the considerable expansion of car parking into the
rural landscape. To the scale and design proposed the development would be
wholly out of keeping with this location. The design, form, scale, and materials
neither respect the site nor the surroundings. It is not locally distinctive
development and conflicts with Policy DC1.

Amenity

The nearest neighbours are The Old Smithy and Kincraig which are about 45m
and 85m from the proposed building. Critical to managing the amenity impacts
upon these occupiers and other slightly further neighbours would be to
condition opening hours, external lighting and management of the car park.
SMDC EH make detailed comments in relation to noise and other matters
including cooking odours and delivery timings and recommend various
conditions as being necessary. With these in place there is compliance with
DC1 and SD4 which seek to protect residential amenity.

Highways

The Highways Authority supports the application in Highways terms subject to
the attachment of their recommended conditions. Referring to the visibility to
the left when turning out from Denford Road on to Leek Road the Highways
advice is that “The brow of the hill would prevent full provision but clearance of
vegetation and wall on the splay line would be an improvement and maximise
available and achievable visibility”. The plan shows the wall being re-aligned
further into the field and a hedge being planted behind. The boundary work
would need to be required through a condition.

Regarding visibility to the right the Highways Officer states that the: “Application
proposes to set proposed buildings back to provide 4.5m x 120m visibility which
is a significant improvement and is acceptable to Highways”.

With conditions in place there is no objection on highway grounds and
compliance with relevant parts of Policies DC1 and T1 can be achieved.

Other matters

The application includes a range of ecological survey reports including

recommendations to ensure appropriate avoidance measures and mitigations
and these could be satisfactorily managed by imposing conditions. The
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application pre-dates statutory requirements (2" April 2024) for Biodiversity Net
Gain to be included.

Drainage and potential pollution have been raised as concerns by residents.
The site however is not in a designated Ground Water Protection Zone and
whilst drainage and foul water treatment measures would need to be secured
by condition the area of land available to this applicant would seem likely to
mean that appropriate environmental controls could be achieved.

Conclusion and Planning Balance

Green Belt Harm

The proposal has been found to be inappropriate development in the Green
Belt which is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt. There would also be
harm to openness, one of the essential characteristics of the Green Belt by
replacing field land with a car park. This would create development by the
physical overlaying of the undeveloped land with the car park and road surface
structure and it would bring a significant impact including loss of openness by
its continual use with numbers of vehicles — potentially up to 68 vehicles
coming and going and parking on this part. The fundamental aim of Green Belt
policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open. The
development would have an expansive urbanising effect. The proposal would
also conflict with one of the main purposes of including land within the Green
Belt namely that of safeguarding the countryside from encroachment. The
totality of the Green Belt harm is significant and substantial weight must be
given to this harm (para 153 of the NPPF).

Other harm

In addition to this Green Belt harm and as discussed above there would be
harm from the design, appearance, scale and impact on the character of the
location and conflict with Policy DC1. The proposal would also result in the total
loss of a non-designated heritage asset and this weighs against the application
particularly given that there is an extant permission in place which retains and
re uses this former pub. Whilst there are assertions of the building being
beyond recovery and indeed it is taking on that appearance this has not been
very formally set out. Furthermore the extant permission would deliver 4 new
homes which would be lost in the current scheme. This also weighs heavily
against the application in circumstances where the District faces a significant
shortfall in housing supply (2.95 years at 15t April 2025) and continued pressure
to release greenfield sites.

Policy TCR 1 seeks to protect the vitality and viability of Leek town centre by
focusing and promoting town centre uses such as retail and leisure within the
town centre. There is concern that the application represents a relatively large
scale offer within a 4km travel distance of Leek town centre. Moreover and
somewhat perplexingly, the proposal comes against a background in which the
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site was established to be unviable as an eating/drinking establishment (public
house) and yet this now forms a significant part of the proposal.

Benefits

The applicant presents the benefits as including the fact that the development
would remove a derelict building that has become an eyesore; it would create
jobs and contribute to the local economy; it would enable improved junction
visibility onto Leek Road; it may draw people to the area and encourage local
tourism. As noted above however the extant permission would remedy the
derelict building eyesore by its conversion to a dwelling. Alternatively, if the
pub cannot be retained a revision to the housing proposal could be put forward.
However, as the agent points out, that is not the scheme under consideration
here. The Council’s Regeneration Officer puts the predictable employment
benefit of the scheme in a range at between possibly 26 and 35 fte. The
scheme would enable some improvement to junction visibility but the current
state has been made worse with the temporary high security hoarding which
surrounds the roadsides of the building — this would be removed on completion
of the approved conversion and commensurate junction visibility improvements
are a condition of that approval. Whether or not this would encourage tourism
and draw people into the area is open to question. The applicant draws
attention to a Harper Adams University / Farm Retail Association study that
reflects a growing economy in this sector nationally.

For all of the above reasons the proposal does not comply with the
Development Plan. There are no other material considerations which indicate
that the proposal should be considered other than in accordance with the
Development Plan. It does not deliver sustainable development. A
recommendation of refusal is therefore made.

RECOMMENDATION

A. Refuse for the following reasons:

1. The site is in the North Staffordshire Green Belt. Part of the site is
previously developed with a single former public house disused since
2008 and now dilapidated. This part of the site is subject to an extant
permission to be developed into four dwellings by erection of two new-
build open-market detached dwellings in the pub curtilage and
conversion of the pub building. A further 70% of the site lies beyond
the approved housing scheme land on un-developed field land in the
Green Belt in which it is proposed to layout a car park to provide 68 of
the 74 spaces proposed for the development. In its totality the proposal
would have a greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt than the
existing development or the extant permission and thereby represents
inappropriate development. The proposal cannot benefit from any of the
exceptions set out at either paragraphs 154 or 155 including with regard
to 154(d) or 154(g). Whilst found to be grey belt the assessment under
paragraph 155 concludes that there is not a demonstrable unmet need



for the type of development proposed and it is not in a sustainable
location. Inappropriate development in the Green Belt is harmful by
definition. The development would, in addition compromise openness
by replacing open field land with the urbanising effects of a large car
park. Openness and permanence are, the NPPF confirms, the essential
characteristics of the Green Belt. The fundamental aim of Green Belt
policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open.
Furthermore there would be conflict with one of the main purposes of
including land within the Green Belt namely that of safeguarding the
countryside from encroachment. The totality of the Green Belt harm is
significant and Local Planning Authorities are required to give
substantial weight to any harm to the Green Belt. It is not considered
that the other considerations put forward by the applicant amount to the
very special circumstances to clearly outweigh the harm to the Green
Belt and other harm. It is for these reasons that the proposal is contrary
to Policies SS1, SS2 and SS10 of the Staffordshire Moorlands Local Plan
and contrary to the advice in the National Planning Policy Framework.

2. The proposal would lead to the loss of four market-value
dwellings allowed under a 2016 planning consent which has been
commenced but not progressed. At a time of significant shortfall in the
local housing supply (2.95 years at 1st April 2025) the loss of even 4
houses weighs against the application. Development of four houses
would itself also bring economic benefits; would deal with the building
dilapidation and would allow some highway visibility improvement to be
realised. For this reason the proposal is found contrary to Policies
S$S1; SS2; SS3; SS4 and SS10 and to the NPPF.

3. In terms of design and visual impact on the character of the area
the proposal would result in a large and visually dominant structure in a
publicly prominent position which despite some traditional elements of
detailing would in the main appear obviously modern and an eccentric
development and together with the considerable expansion of new car
parking into the rural landscape would be wholly out of keeping with
this location. It is therefore found contrary to Policies SS1; SS10; DC1
(as supported by the Council’s adopted Design Guides); and DC3 and to
the NPPF.

4, The loss of the existing former pub building which is recorded in
the Staffordshire Historic Environment Record and considered a non-
designated heritage asset is not justified given that there is an extant
approval for its conversion to residential use and notwithstanding that
the surviving interest held by the building is limited the total loss of the
building is found un-necessary so that in reaching a balanced
judgement the loss is found contrary to Policies SS1; SS10; and DC2
and to the NPPF.

Informative



1. This recommendation is made following careful consideration of all the
issues raised through the application process and thorough discussion
with the applicants. In accordance with Paragraph 38 of the NPPF the
Case Officer has sought solutions where possible to secure a
development that improves the economic, social and environmental
conditions of the area but ultimately the in-principle concerns cannot be
resolved.

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

10. APPENDICES TO THE REPORT

10.1 The link below to the Council’s website is where the detail of this
application can be viewed.

http://publicaccess.staffsmoorlands.gov.uk/portal/serviets/ApplicationSearchS
ervliet?PKID=169264




10.2 — location plan
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