
  Civic Centre, Riverside, Stafford 
Contact   Andrew Bailey 

  Direct Dial   01785 619212 
Email   abailey@staffordbc.gov.uk 

 
  

 

Dear Members 

Planning Committee 

A virtual meeting of the Planning Committee will be held using Zoom on 
Wednesday, 18 November 2020 at 6.30pm to deal with the business as set out on 

the agenda. 

To watch the meeting, please follow the instructions below:- 

1 Log on to Zoom at https://zoom.us/join 

2 Enter Meeting ID 823 3006 5347 when prompted 

3 Enter Password 653168 when prompted 

Or, to listen to the meeting, please call the following telephone number:- 

0131 460 1196 

Please note that this meeting will be recorded. 

Members are reminded that contact officers are shown in each report and members 

are welcome to raise questions etc in advance of the meeting with the appropriate 

officer. 

 

 
Head of Law and Administration 
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V1     06/11/2020 16.03 

ITEM NO 5   ITEM NO 5 
___________________________________________________________________ 

PLANNING COMMITTEE - 18 NOVEMBER 2020 
___________________________________________________________________ 

Ward Interest - Nil 
Planning Applications 

Report of Head of Development 

Purpose of Report 

To consider the following planning applications, the reports for which are set out in 
the attached APPENDIX:-  

18/29658/FUL 

Page Nos 

Caravan Site, Glover Street, Stafford, ST16 2NY 4 -    10 

This application is referred to the Committee because 
the application site is owned by Stafford Borough  
Council and Stafford Borough Council is also the  
applicant. 

Officer Contact - Richard Wood, Development Lead Telephone 
01785 619324 

20/32514/FUL Land at former Hixon Airfield, Hixon 11 - 24 

The application was called in by Councillor 
B McKeown 

Officer Contact - Richard Wood, Development Lead 
Telephone 01785 619324 

20/32575/FUL Eagles Park, Swynnerton Road, Sturbridge 25 - 35 

This application is referred to the Committee because 
Councillor J M Pert is a Director of Eagles Park. 

Officer Contact - Richard Wood, Development Lead 
Telephone 01785 619324 

Previous Consideration - Nil 

Background Papers 

Planning application files are available for Members to inspect, by prior arrangement, 
in the Development Management Section.  The applications including the 
background papers, information and correspondence received during the 
consideration of the application, consultation replies, neighbour representations are 
scanned and are available to view on the Council website.  
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Application: 18/29658/FUL 

Case Officer: Craig Miles 

Date Registered: 6 December 2018 

Target Decision Date: 29 January 2019 
Extended To: - 

Address: Caravan Site, Glover Street, Stafford, Staffordshire, ST16 2NY 

Ward: Coton 

Parish: - 

Proposal: Continued use of facilities including replacement of utility 
blocks, fencing between plots, repairs to tarmac, overcladding 
of boundary fencing to site and to each plot 

Applicant: Stafford Borough Council 

Recommendation: Approve, subject to conditions 

REASON FOR REFERRAL TO COMMITTEE 

The application site is owned by Stafford Borough Council and Stafford Borough Council 
is also the applicant.  Part 3.5.1(e) of the council‘s scheme of delegation (September 
2020) requires that where the “application is submitted by or on behalf of the Council for 
its own developments or where the Council has a pecuniary interest in the application” the 
application is to be determined by the Planning Committee.  

Context 

The application site relates to an existing caravan site primarily used for the travelling 
community for over 40 years.   The site is located on the southern side of Glover Street, 
off Foregate Street, Stafford.  The application site measures 0.368 hectares.  Part of the 
application site is located within Flood Zone 2.  It is close to but outside Stafford Town 
Centre. The site is not within any conservation area, and there no other heritage assets on 
or alongside the site.  

The site currently consists of 12 separate pitches that are enclosed by wire fencing.  Each 
plot has a small portacabin structure containing kitchen and washing provision (utility 
cabin) together with space for a caravan.    

This application as amended seeks permission for the continued use of the site as a 
caravan site for the travelling community; the replacement of each utility cabin on each 
retained plot with an improved flat roof utility cabin measuring 2.9m x 3.05m x 2.35m; the 
replacement of the existing wire mesh fencing between plots and along the frontage of the 

4



18/29658/FUL - 2 

plots with a 1.45m high timber panelled fence; and improvement to areas of hardstanding. 
The proposed replacement utility units and fencing would be in the same location they are 
at present.   

Officer Assessment – Key Considerations 

1. Principle of the Proposed Development

Whilst the application site is classed as a caravan site, the use of the site is predominately 
by the travelling community that indicates greater degree of permanency than a traditional 
caravan site normally based in a countryside location.  In essence, the proposals relate to 
a residential use within an urban area. 

Notwithstanding the site has been used for many decades, the Plan for Stafford Borough 
also actively encourages residential proposals within urban areas.  It states that the 
majority of future development is to be delivered through the Sustainable Settlement 
Hierarchy set out in Spatial Principle (SP) 3 with 70% of the annual target to be in Stafford 
Town (SP4).  The application site is located within the Stafford Settlement Boundary. SP7 
states that housing proposals that are consistent with the delivery of the proportions of 
development intended by SP2, 3 and 4 will be supported within Settlement Boundaries.  

Policy C6 – Provision for Gypsies, Travellers & Travelling Show People also states that 
Provision will be made for the delivery of sufficient good quality, appropriately located 
residential pitches to satisfy local need.   

The principle of development is therefore considered acceptable and accords with Spatial 
Principles SP1, SP2, SP3 SP4 and SP7, C6 and with Policy Stafford 1 in The Plan for 
Stafford Borough.  Furthermore, the proposals also considered to constitute sustainable 
development in accordance with the core aims of the NPPF. 

Polices and Guidance: - 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) – Part 2; Paragraphs 47, 77, 78, 79, 83 
The Plan for Stafford Borough 2011-2031 
Policies:  SP3 Sustainable Settlement Hierarchy; SP6 Achieving Rural Sustainability; SP7 
Supporting the Location of New Development; E2 Sustainable Rural Development; Policy 
C6 – Provision for Gypsies, Travellers & Travelling Show People 

2. Character & Appearance

The application site is effectively located at the end of an existing cul-de-sac.  The site is 
enclosed by a high brick wall to the south and otherwise by metal and wire fencing.  The 
entire site is secured by a security gate, and the land around the site is used for 
commercial purposes.    

Owing to the limited amount of physical changes proposed and being effectively screened 
from the wider area, there would be no harmful impact to the character and appearance of 
the wider area.  Instead, the improved design of the utility cabin and the improved fencing 
detail would improve the overall appearance of the site.  It is therefore considered that the 
proposals are acceptable. 
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Policies and Guidance: - 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) – Section 12. Achieving well-designed places 
The Plan for Stafford Borough (TPSB) 2011-2031 – Policies N1 Design, N8 Landscape  
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) – Design 
Policy C6 – Provision for Gypsies, Travellers & Travelling Show People 

3. Amenity

There will be a reduction in the number of plots within the site from 12 to 9. The layout of 
the site would broadly remain the same, with the two plots at the eastern end of the site, 
close to the site entrance, being removed and 3 additional car parking spaces and waste 
bins provided at this location. There are no residential properties on or adjacent to the 
application site.  It is noted that there has been no public representation made in relation 
to the proposals.    

It is considered that the proposed changes would have a negligible impact on the amenity 
of the area compared to what already exists.  The Environmental Health Officer also has 
no comments to make in relation to the proposals. 

Policies and Guidance: -  
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) – Paragraphs 127 and 170  
The Plan for Stafford Borough (TPSB) 2011-2031 – Policy N1 Design; Policy C6 – 
Provision for Gypsies, Travellers & Travelling Show People 
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) – Design 

4. Parking and Access

The application site relates to an established caravan site that has been in place for many 
decades during which time there has been no evidence of continued access problems to 
and from the site, or any parking restrictions within the site. There are no changes 
proposed to the means of access into the site, and the proposals alter the layout of the 
existing parking arrangements within the application site by increasing the number of 
parking spaces by 3. 

It is therefore considered that the proposals would have no harmful impact on highways 
safety or traffic movement in accordance with Policies T1 Transport, T2 Parking and 
Manoeuvring Facilities, Appendix B – Car Parking Standards and Policy C6 – Provision for 
Gypsies, Travellers & Travelling Show People of the Plan for Stafford Borough. 

Policies and Guidance: - 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) – Section 9. Promoting sustainable transport 
The Plan for Stafford Borough (TPSB) 2011-2031 – Policy C6 – Provision for Gypsies, 
Travellers & Travelling Show People. 

5. Flood Risk

Part of the application site is located in Flood Zone 2 on the indicative Environment 
Agency Flood Map for Planning (Rivers and Sea).  A Flood Risk Assessment has been 
submitted with the application. A revised layout plan and Flood Management Plan details 
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the reduction in the number of plots to 9, which are located outside of the extent Flood 
Zone 2 on the application site. The Flood Management Plan also outlines mitigation 
measures such as anchoring of caravans within the site, together with a flood warning and 
evacuation system. 

The response from the Environment Agency states that they have no objections to the 
proposals on the basis that is a condition is attached, should permission be granted 
requiring that all the anchoring point location ad design be agreed prior to development 
commencing.  Subject to this condition, it is considered that that the proposals would 
ensure protection from, and not worsen the potential for flooding in accordance with Policy 
N2 – Climate Change of the Plan for Stafford Borough and the NPPF. 

Polices and Guidance:-  
National Planning Policy Framework  
Paragraphs 100,101,102,103  
The Plan for Stafford Borough (TPSB) 2011-2031 – Policy N2 - Climate Change 

Conclusion and planning balance 

It is considered that the proposals would secure the continued use and improvements to 
an existing caravan site used for the travelling community. Subject to the provision relating 
to flood risk which can be secured by condition, it is considered that the proposals are 
considered acceptable as they would accord with the relevant planning policies set out the 
in the Development Plan and NPPF. 

Consultations 

Environment Agency:  We have reviewed the information submitted and have no 
objections to the proposed development. We have the following comments to make:  The 
site is located in Flood Zone 2 according to our Flood Map for Planning (Rivers and Sea). 
We have reviewed the Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) by RAB, Version 1.0, ref. 2094L, 
dated 20 November 2018, document entitled ‘Glover Street Flood Management Plan’ 
submitted in support of this application.  We note the site is located within the 1 in 100 
year plus climate change flood extent. The ‘Flood Management Plan’, dated 01 October 
2020, shows the plots are located outside this extent.  On this occasion, we are satisfied 
with the proposals as submitted and welcome the Flood Action Plan (‘Glover Street Flood 
Management Plan’) and the proposed mitigation measures within this document. 
Therefore, the proposed development will only meet the requirements of the NPPF if the 
following planning condition is included: The development hereby permitted must not be 
commenced until all anchoring details for each plot has been submitted to, and approved 
in writing by, the local planning authority. The development shall be carried out in 
accordance with the approved details. Reason:   To reduce the risk of flooding to the 
proposed development and future occupants.  Advice to Applicant  We note a Flood 
Action Plan (‘Glover Street Flood Management Plan’) has been produced for the proposed 
development which will be issued to the owner / occupiers. The plan includes a 
recommendation for residents to sign up to official flood warning services and a 
preference for evacuation to take place when advised by the flood warning service and/or 
any other Category 1 Responder.  Evacuation should therefore be able to take place prior 
to the route becoming a hazard for pedestrians, and such that owner / occupiers can 
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move their vehicles off site to a safe place (Flood Zone 1 location) prior to the onset of the 
site flooding.  Any flood warning and evacuation plan should include a recommendation 
for a review of the document, annually for example, to keep up to date with river modelling 
or flood map changes, and/or following a flood event. The plan should be included within 
the appendices of the updated FRA.  Additional information of the EA's Flood Warning 
Services for this area and the trigger levels used to issue the warnings can be requested 
by email from our enquiries_westmids@environment-agency.gov.uk.  

Environmental Health Officer:   There are no comments. 

Neighbours (4 consulted – 06.12.2018 & 19.10.2020): No comments received 
Site Notice ‘B’ Wider Publicity - Expiry date: 03.01.2019 

Relevant Planning History 

00/38685/FUL – Renewal of temporary permission 32065 – 12 no. itinerant caravans and 
detached shower / toilet blocks. - Approved 21.03.00 for temporary period until 28.06.05. 

32065 – Extension of planning approval for the siting of x12 itinerant caravans and 
detached shower blocks. - Approved 28.09.95 for temporary period until 28.06.00. 

24902 – Extension of approval for x12 itinerant caravans. - Approved 22.08.90 for 
temporary period until 22 08 95. 

8751 – Temporary itinerant caravan site x12. - Approved 29.08.79 for temporary period 
until 31.08.89. 

Recommendation 

Approve subject to the following conditions: 

1. The development to which this permission relates must be begun not later than the
expiration of three years beginning with the date on which this permission is
granted.

2. This permission relates to the originally submitted details and specification and to
the following drawings, except where indicated otherwise by a condition attached to
this consent, in which case the condition shall take precedence:-

Site Location Plan 1:1250 (Plan Ref:  100018205)
Proposed Utility Floor Plan - 1:20  (Plan Ref:  CLS 0.0)
Proposed Utility Elevation Plan - 1:50
Proposed Boundary Fencing Detail (Plan Ref:  CLS 0.0)
Flood Management Plan  (Plan Ref: CLS 0.0 dated 01.10.20)

3. The development hereby permitted must not be commenced until all anchoring
details for each plot has been submitted to, and approved in writing by, the local
planning authority. The development shall be carried out in accordance with the
approved details.
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The reasons for the Council’s decision to approve the development subject to the above 
conditions are: 

1. To comply with the requirements of Section 51 of the Planning and Compulsory
Purchase Act 2004.

2. To define the permission.

3. To reduce the risk of flooding to the proposed development and future occupants
and to comply with Policy N2 of The Plan for Stafford Borough.

Informatives 

1 The Local Planning Authority considers the proposal to form a sustainable form of 
development and that it complies with the provisions of the National Planning Policy 
Framework. 
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18/29658/FUL 
Caravan Site 
Glover Street 

Stafford 
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Application: 20/32514/FUL 

Case Officer: Mark Alford 

Date Registered: 15 July 2020  

Target Decision Date: 9 September 2020 
Extended To: - 

Address: Land at former Hixon Airfield, Hixon 

Ward: Haywood and Hixon 

Parish: Hixon 

Proposal: Temporary change of use of land to develop a temporary 
compound to facilitate off-site ground investigation works. 

Applicant: High Speed 2 (HS2) Ltd 

Recommendation: Approve, subject to conditions 

REASON FOR REFERRAL TO COMMITTEE 

This planning application has been called in by Councillor B McKeown (Ward Member for 
Haywood and Hixon) for the following reason: 

The site is not within the 'Hixon Airfield Industrial Estate' boundary as defined in the Plan 
for Stafford (2011-2031) and the adopted Hixon Neighbourhood Plan. 

CONTEXT 

This application seeks to secure temporary planning permission until 31 August 2022 for 
the land to be used as a compound associated with the ground investigation works for the 
construction of the HS2 railway line. 

The Application Site (the Site) comprises of a section of the former concrete runway to the 
wartime airfield use and covers approximately 0.4 hectares in area. There are currently 
portable cabins and metal containers on the hardstanding area. 

The Site would be accessed from the main entrance and driveway to the Hixon Airfield 
Industrial Estate (the Industrial Estate) via New Road, and over an existing track and 
using other sections of old runway and existing hard surfaces.  

The proposed development comprises the following elements: 

 3 portable cabins to form site offices and welfare facilities, each 10m by 3m and
about 2.7m high, finished in mid grey with dark grey detailing;
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 3 temporary buildings for storage, each 30m by 10m and 6m high to roof ridge; the
roofs would be of white PVC coated polyester fabric; the walls would be of light
grey profiled UPVC;

 3 associated office cabins, each 10m by 3m and about 2.7m high, finished in grey
as per cabins above;

 open storage area;
 security cabin 3m by 2.5m and about 2.7m high, finished in grey; and
 waste collection area, generator and water tanks.

The compound would be enclosed by 2.5m high ‘Heras’ styled fencing and gates. 

It is proposed that the Site would be in operation from 8.00 to 17.00 hrs Monday to Friday, 
and will be utilised by up to 40 full-time employees.  It is indicated that the compound 
would have artificial illumination in the form of low intensity luminaires attached to the 
cabins. 

Following the completion of the ground investigation works in 2022, it is proposed that the 
Site will be returned to its current condition. 

The Site is outside the defined boundary of the Industrial Estate as shown on the Inset 
Plan to the PSB, and is therefore within the open countryside, occupying an open location 
on the north side of the former airfield.  Footpaths Hixon 18 and 23 provide views of the 
Site. 

Decision-taking framework 

Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and section 70(2) of the 
Town and Country Planning Act 1990, as amended, (the Acts) requires that applications 
shall be determined in accordance with the provisions of the Development Plan unless 
material considerations indicate otherwise. 

The Development Plan for the purpose of this application comprises parts 1 and 2 of The 
Plan for Stafford Borough 2011-2031 (the PSB) and the Hixon Neighbourhood Plan (2016) 
(the HNP). 

Material considerations include, albeit not limited to, the National Planning Policy 
Framework (February 2019) (the NPPF), the on-line Planning Practice Guidance (the 
PPG), National Design Guide (the Guide), and the planning history of the site. 

OFFICER ASSESSMENT – KEY CONSIDERATIONS 

1. Principle of the proposed development

Temporary planning permission was granted on the Site in May 2019 under application 
reference 18/29781/COU for the use of the land for a temporary compound for off-site 
ground investigation works associated with the HS2 project, with a cessation date of 
August 2020.  The permission was not exercised. 

Whilst the period of the permission has lapsed on 18/29781/COU there have been no 
change of policies within the PSB or in the NPPF, and it is therefore considered that 
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principle of the proposed development has been established.  The HNP has no specific 
policies that relate to the site or the proposals. 

The proposed development is therefore considered to be compliant with policies SP1, 
SP6, SP7, and E2 of the PSB, together with national guidance within the NPPF, all of 
which support development that secures economic development, subject to such 
development not having a negative impact upon the environmental or social objectives of 
sustainable development. 

Polices and Guidance:- 

National Planning Policy Framework 
Paragraphs 8, 11, 12, 104, Annex 2: Glossary. 

The Plan for Stafford Borough 
SP1 Presumption in Favour of Sustainable development 
SP6 Achieving Rural Sustainability 
SP7 Supporting the Location of New Development 
E2 Sustainable Rural Development 

Hixon Neighbourhood Plan 

2. Impact upon the character and appearance of the area

As noted above, the Site occupies on open aspect and that any development, including 
that of the proposal, would impact of the character and appearance of the area.  

However, allowing for the form of the proposed development, and the temporary nature of 
the Application, any visual impact would also be temporary.  The impact of such 
temporary structures was deemed not to harm the character and appearance of the area 
under the 2018 application, albeit that the 3 storage buildings now proposed are larger 
than before. However, the previous application involved a total of 14 buildings/cabins 
compared in this case to 10 buildings/cabins. 

The visual impact of the proposed development would also be less apparent than the 
vehicle storage occurring on a former runway to the south which intervenes in views from 
that direction, which has a permanent permission. 

It is therefore considered that this visual presence on the site would be acceptable for the 
temporary period of time requested, given also that the area has no special landscape 
designation and complies with policies SP1, N1 and N8 of the PSB, and advice within the 
NPPF. 

Policies and Guidance:- 

National Planning Policy Framework 
Paragraphs: 127, 128, 130, 170, 172. 

The Plan for Stafford Borough 
SP1 Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 
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N1  Design  
N8  Landscape Character 

3. Residential amenity

The Site is well over 500m from the nearest dwelling to the north-east, Chartwell on 
Station Road, Stowe-by-Chartley, and it is not considered that there would be any adverse 
implications from the appearance of the structures affecting the residential amenity of the 
occupiers. The low intensity lighting of the buildings was also accepted in the previous 
application.  

The Environmental Health Officer raises no objection to the proposals, and it is considered 
that that there would not be significant harm in terms of noise or disturbance. 

This aspect of the proposal does not conflict with the policies of the PSB or national 
advice. 

Policies and Guidance:- 

National Planning Policy Framework 
Paragraphs 170, 180. 

The Plan for Stafford Borough 
SP1 Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 
N1  Design 

4. Access and adequacy of parking provision

There are three submitted method statements covering access to and vehicle movements 
around the site, namely: 

 The People Vehicle and Plant Management Plan;
 The Construction Vehicle Management Plan; and
 The Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP)

These statements explain that the speed limit would be restricted to 10 mph around the 
Site and only 5 mph in sensitive areas. Also vehicle access would not be permitted at the 
weekend or outside the normal working hours. 

There is no parking standard in the PSB for the compound use. However, the Highway 
Authority (the HA) raises no objection to the 21 parking spaces shown or to the access 
arrangements, noting that this is existing. The HA are not seeking any conditions, should 
planning permission be forthcoming. 

It is therefore considered that the proposals would neither result in either excessive traffic 
generation or prejudice highway safety, and the proposal therefore complies with policy T1 
of the PSB and national advice. 
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Policies and Guidance:- 

National Planning Policy Framework 
Paragraphs 108,109 

The Plan for Stafford Borough 
T1  Transport 

5. Ecology

The Applicant’s submitted an Ecological Impact Assessment (the Assessment) in June 
2020, which notes that the land surrounding the site is mainly grassland but had been 
used for agriculture. The Assessment acknowledges the potential for the proposed 
external lighting to affect bats and states that it would be low pressure sodium or white 
LED, and be directional with shielding and focussed away from adjacent semi-natural 
habitats. The lights would point downwards to illuminate the necessary area only; and 
would be attached to the top of the site cabins (approximately 2.5m above the ground).    

The Assessment under section 6.1.8 recommends the following mitigation measures: 

 Provision of guidance to ensure site operatives are aware of the site`s value for
designated sites, protected and otherwise notable habitats and species, the
potential for ecological impacts and the associated risks of non-compliance with
legislation, the CEMP and any associated method statements.

 Sensitive re-location of small mammals, reptiles or common amphibians, if found
during site clearance works under the ecological watching brief.

 Use of site fencing and appropriate signage to limit the potential for accidental
ingress by site operatives into adjacent habitats of value.

 Use of the screening measures proposed, to be attached to the site boundary
fencing to reduce the potential for disturbance to wintering flocks of birds.

 Monitoring of the wintering birds for one day each month between October to
March.

 Inspection and maintenance of the integrity of site screening for its duration.
 Use of sensitive appropriate lighting during hours of darkness, as outlined in the

CEMP, during the construction and operation of (including for security) the
proposed compound.

 Should protected or otherwise notable species be found during the site works, the
works are to stop and the advice of an ecologist sought, noting this may have
implications for further works types or activities.

 Re-establishment of the adjacent, semi-improved grassland following
decommissioning of the proposed compound.

The Biodiversity Officer has no objection to the proposed development subject to the 
mitigation measures cited above ae undertaken. 

Natural England does not consider that the development would have significant adverse 
impact on statutorily designated nature sites. However, the Assessment recognises that 

15



20/32514/FUL - 6 

the Site site is hydrologically connected to the Pasturefields Salt Marsh Special Area of 
Conservation (SAC) and Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) via surface and 
groundwater sources. It explains that during the set-up, operation and decommissioning 
phases of the site, sensitive control measures would be put in place as embedded 
mitigation. These would be: 

 Guidance at time of site set up to enable site operatives to understand the
importance of adjacent designated sites and the potential for connectivity and
impacts.

 Site waste water would be taken off site for treatment.
 Suitable prevention measures would be in place to avoid any release to

groundwater of site waste water or pollutants.
 Suitable measures will be employed during site re-fuelling activities, including use

of drip trays and re-fuelling on areas of hardstanding.
 Appropriate measures set in place and employed swiftly to deal with any site

accidental pollution issues.

The Assessment continues that the distance of Pasturefields salt marsh SAC and SSSI 
from the site and the dilution effect for any potential pollution incident at the Site, means 
that physical impacts that could compromise the ecological conditions of the saltmarsh 
community are unlikely and therefore not significant.  

However, the Application does not detail what the protection measures are specifically in 
relation to surface and foul water drainage for the compound. The CEMP states that there 
would be no on-site water discharge and that effluent would be removed.  Yet it is not 
stated how effluent would be stored or whether these measures include for foul sewerage 
purposes.  It is also noted that the submitted flood risk assessment includes the potential 
for surface water pollution from scouring during the flooding of the site from Amerton 
Brook. 

The Council`s Appropriate Assessment under the Habitat Regulations includes the need 
to secure further details of surface and foul water drainage and Natural England concurs 
with this conclusion, and requires that they should be secured by planning conditions. 

With the safeguards described above, it is considered that any adverse impacts on 
ecology can be suitably mitigated.  It is therefore considered that the proposed 
development, subject to planning conditions, is compliant with policies SP1, N4 and N5 of 
the PSB, together with national guidance. 

Policies and Guidance:- 

National Planning Policy Framework 
Paragraphs 170, 175, 176, 177. 

The Plan for Stafford Borough 
SP1 Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 
N4  The Natural Environment and Green Infrastructure 
N5  Sites of European, National and Local Nature Conservation Importance 
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6. Flood risk

The Site is partially within the Environment Agency`s Flood Zone 2. The submitted Flood 
Risk Assessment concludes that, subject to a series of mitigation measures, the 
temporary compound will be safe from flooding and will not increase flood risk elsewhere.   

The Environment Agency notes that the Application does not include intrusive 
groundworks and considers the proposals to be of a low environmental risk, and has no 
comments.  Whereas, the Local Lead Flood Authority does not wish to comment as the 
existing impermeable areas would not be increased. 

It is therefore considered that the proposed development accords with policies SP1 and 
N2 of the PSB and national advice within the NPPF. 

Policies and Guidance:- 

National Planning Policy Framework 
Paragraphs: 148, 155, 163, 164. 

The Plan for Stafford Borough  
SP1 Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 
N2  Climate Change 

7. Public footpaths

The actual compound site would not affect the current routes of public footpaths on and 
around the old airfield. The access shown to the compound would however share the 
routes of public footpaths within the old airfield area. Nevertheless, it is clear that the 
physical development proposed would not affect these routes.   

The Rights of Way Officer is also satisfied that the development would not harm the rights 
of way or prevent their use. The Ramblers have no objection to the proposed development 
as long as the rights of way remain open and usable at all times. 

Both of the above representations would be included as an informative, should planning 
permission be forthcoming. 

8. Gas pipeline

The vehicle access to the compound site would pass over an underground gas 
transportation pipeline. The Health and Safety Executive do not advise against the 
granting of planning permission on safety grounds.  Cadent offers guidance to the 
Applicant’s, and its observations would be included as an informative, should planning 
permission be forthcoming. 
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Responses to Parish Council representations and other matters raised 

The boundary between Hixon and Stowe-by-Chartley parishes follows the centre line of 
the old runway through the Site. Any observations received from the Stowe-by-Chartley 
Parish Council would be reported at the meeting. 

Hixon Parish Council refers to planning permission 12/16714/OUT which was for a single 
large specialist storage building and has now expired. The Site is within covered by the 
outline permission for mainly employment development for buildings, reference 
19/29954/OUT, granted on 30 June 2020.  Reserved matters for similar development 
have also been approved for permission 14/20587/OUT under reference 19/3150/REM on 
30 June 2020. Both of these schemes are likely to progress and the sites are thus 
unavailable for the use proposed by this application. 

No new roads are proposed to be constructed. 

The Parish Council do not explain why the former aggregates storage site is more 
appropriate than the current site. Both sites are previously developed land. 

It is understood that there are no other similar sites for the HS2 project in the area. 

Whilst the former wartime airfield may be a heritage asset, the Site does not have any 
statutory status in this respect 

THE PLANNING BALANCE AND CONCLUSION 

It is recognised that the proposed development will alter the character and appearance of 
the area.  However, in terms of the planning balance allowing for the temporary nature 
and form of the proposed development, associated planning history, and connection with 
delivering a major infrastructure project, it is considered that the proposal accords with the 
aforementioned policies of the PBS and national guidance. 

Consultations 

Highway Authority: 

No objections. 

Note to Planning Officer 
If the Construction Environmental Management Plan is implemented, the proposal will not 
have a severe effect on the highway network, with an existing access already being used. 

Natural England: 

28 October 2020: Natural England notes that your authority, as competent authority, has 
undertaken an appropriate assessment of the proposal in accordance with Regulation 63 
of the Conservation of Species and Habitats Regulations 2017 (as amended). Natural 
England is a statutory consultee on the appropriate assessment stage of the Habitats 
Regulations Assessment process. Your authority has concluded that the adverse effects 
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arising from the proposal could be avoided subject to the proposed avoidance measures 
being secured by the appropriately worded conditions (as set out in step 3, part 1 of the 
assessment).  Having considered the assessment Natural England advises that we concur 
with the assessment conclusions.  We advise that the appropriate planning conditions are 
attached to any planning permission to secure these measures.  

16 August 2020: No objection.  Based on the plans submitted, Natural England considers 
that the proposed development will not have significant adverse impacts on statutorily 
protected nature conservation sites. 

Biodiversity Officer: 

The mitigation measures outlined in the conclusion of the Ecology Report under section 
6.1.8 should be undertaken as stated. 

Environmental Health Officer: 

No comments. 

Local Lead Flood Authority: 

1 October 2020: The previously outstanding issue was related to the lack of an acceptable 
drainage strategy, but it has since been confirmed that the existing site is wholly 
impermeable and that the proposals will not increase the impermeable area - In light of 
this, we are satisfied that there will be no increase in flood risk from this source.   

21 August 2020: There is insufficient detail to demonstrate that an acceptable drainage 
strategy is proposed. We would therefore recommend that planning permission is not 
granted - We ask to be re-consulted with the results of a surface water drainage strategy - 
Our criteria for an acceptable drainage strategy are laid out in full in the SCC SUDS 
Handbook. 

Environment Agency: 

The application does not include intrusive groundworks and conclude that the proposed 
development would be of a low environmental risk - Therefore, we have no comments to 
make - Refer applicants to standing advice for development within Flood Zone 2. 

Cadent: 

Have identified gas transportation apparatus in the vicinity of the proposal - Advise 
developer of their obligations and responsibilities in relation to pipelines. 

Health and Safety Executive: 

Do not advise against the granting of planning permission on safety grounds in relation to 
gas pipeline. 
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Staffordshire County Council Rights of Way Officer: 

 The application documents now recognise the existence of Public Footpath Nos 18
and 23 Hixon Parish which run through the proposed application site.

 The submitted Hixon Airfield Planning Statement addresses the concerns raised in
my previous response.

 Since the submission of the original planning application, the application to add to
the Definitive Map of Rights of Way remains undetermined. Staffordshire County
Council has confirmed that the route in Figure 9 of the above Statement therefore
does not currently have any recognised legal status.

 A section of the internal access road within Hixon Airfield to the proposed
compound location is a Public Right of Way (PROW) Hixon 23, and the proposed
site access joins Hixon 18 PROW footpath.

 However, the temporary works will not negatively impact the use of this PROW as
well as other footpaths used to access the site or prevent them from being used.

 Vehicles will be travelling no faster than 10mph and signage will be in place to
make pedestrians aware of the works.

 A section of PROW is already used for vehicular access and New Road will be
used to access the track to the compound, therefore, it is evident that the proposed
works will not prevent members of the public from continuing to use this path.

 It is however important that users of the path network are still able to exercise their
public rights safely and that the paths are reinstated if any damage to the surface
occurs as a result of the proposed development.

The Ramblers: 

There would be no objection to this temporary storage site provided that the footpaths 
Hixon 18 and 23 remain unobstructed and free for public access at all times. 

Stowe-by-Chartley Parish Council: 

Date for reply: 12 November 2020. Any response would be reported at the meeting. 

Hixon Parish Council: 

Object: 

 The site is outside the industrial estate boundary for Hixon according to the
adopted Plan for Stafford Borough Part 2 and the adopted Hixon Neighbourhood
Plan.

 The site is on designated agricultural land; the runway land was to be returned to
its original use following de-commissioning after WWII. This is not a brownfield site.

 The site is in open countryside and this development would have an undesirable
visual impact.

 The proposed new road required to access this site would be across agricultural
land and have a very undesirable visual impact.

 The proposed site interferes with a number of public footpaths and would have an
unwelcome visual impact on the users of the footpaths.

 The proposed site is remote and on the far side of the airfield estate; there are
other sites on the airfield estate that are more suitable, two of which are within the
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industrial estate boundary as defined in the plan for Stafford Borough and the Hixon 
Neighbourhood Plan.  

 There is land identified within the boundary that has planning permission for
industrial use and which has not yet been developed, namely application
14/20587/OUT (16.1 acres/6.6 ha) and 12/16714/OUT (7.8 acres/3.2 ha).  Either of
these would be much more suitable sites than developing a new site on agricultural
land which is outside the industrial estate boundary, that requires the building of a
new access road across agricultural land.

 In addition, a site with temporary permission for storage of aggregate that is outside
the boundary has now been emptied, cleared and is no longer in use (application
16/24279/FUL). This site would be a much more appropriate site than the one
proposed in this application.

 Highways safety grounds - this development would increase the number of vehicles
and in particular lorries into and through the village of Hixon, via a road that already
suffers from excessive traffic at certain times of day.

 Noise and exhaust pollution from said vehicles and lorries.
 Query why another compound in this vicinity is required for HS2 as there are

already a number of other sites identified for use by HS2 for storage etc. in the
Hixon area.

Neighbours: 

(1 notified): 1 reply/representation received objecting. The material considerations are 
summarised below: 

 Harm to wildlife, protected sites and reduced biodiversity.
 Light, water and noise pollution
 Increased flood risk
 Main site not in Recognised Industrial Estate area
 Site is not previously developed land
 More traffic
 Harm to heritage value of former wartime airfield

Site notices: 

Expiry dates: 21 August 2020; 14 September 2020. 

Advert: 

Expiry date: 23 September 2020. 

Relevant Planning History 

18/29781/COU - Temporary change of use of the land to develop a temporary compound 
to facilitate off-site ground investigation works to cease before August 2020 - approved 22 
May 2019; not implemented. 
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Other former airfield land 

19/31487/COU - Change of use of concrete runway for storage of vehicles and associated 
perimeter fencing and landscape improvements – to be determined. 

16/25315/COU – Change of use of former airfield runway for storage of commercial 
vehicles and up to six commercial vehicle auctions per year; office/sales/facilities building; 
landscaping works – approved 27 July 2017; implemented. 

16/24279/FUL - Continued use of former runway for storage of aggregates for roadworks 
–  
expired 30 September 2020. 

Recommendation 

Approve subject to the following conditions: 

1. This permission is for a limited period expiring on 31 August 2022 and at the end of
this period the land shall be restored to its former condition in accordance with a
scheme of work that shall have first been submitted to and approved in writing by
the local authority, the works shall be undertaken in complete accordance with the
agreed details.

2. The approved plans are drawing nos. C861-ARP-GT-MAP-000-002671-P02; C861-
ARP-GT-MAP-000-002670 P01; 35358 -1/4; -2/4; -3/4; and 4/4; and the Balfour
Beatty elevations and plan HS2 -WP04 dated 21.2.20. The development shall be
carried out in accordance with the approved plans except as required by other
conditions of this permission.

3. The recommendations and mitigation measures contained in the Hixon Minor
Planning Application - Ecological Impact Assessment (document ref C861-ARP-
EV-REP-000-125235 Rev P02) shall be carried out in their entirety.

4. No part of the development hereby approved shall be brought into use until details
of the means of disposal of foul water from the site have been submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority and thereafter, the disposal of
foul water shall be carried out in complete accordance with the approved details.

5. .No part of the development hereby approved shall be brought into use until details
of the means of disposal of surface water from the site have been submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority and thereafter, the disposal of
surface water shall be carried out in complete accordance with the approved
details.

6. To manage the environmental aspects of the proposal hereby permitted the
development shall be carried out in complete accordance with the requirements of
the Construction Environmental Management Plan and the Construction Vehicle
Management document.
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The reasons for the Council’s decision to approve the development subject to the above 
conditions are: 

1. To define the permission.

2. To define the permission.

3. To enhance biodiversity and to comply with Policies SP1 and N4 of The Plan for
Stafford Borough 2011-2031 (Parts 1 and 2)

4. To protect the special interest of the Pasturefields Salt Marsh Special Area of
Conservation  and to comply with policies SP1, N4, and N5 of The Plan for Stafford
Borough 2011-2031 (Parts 1 and 2)

5. To protect the special interest of the Pasturefields Salt Marsh Special Area of
Conservation  and to comply with policies SP1, N4, and N5 of The Plan for Stafford
Borough 2011-2031 (Parts 1 and 2)

6. To protect the environmental quality of the area and in the interest of highway
safety to comply with policies SP1, N4, N5, and T1 to The Plan for Stafford
Borough 2011-2031 (Parts 1 and 2).

Informatives 

1 The Local Planning Authority consider the proposal to be a sustainable form of 
development and therefore complies with the provisions of the National Planning 
Policy Framework. 

2 The applicant`s attention is drawn to the observations of Cadent,  the Staffordshire 
County Council Rights of Way Officer, the Local Lead Flood Authority, Natural 
England and the Environment Agency on the application.  These can be viewed on 
the Council`s website:- www.staffordbc.gov.uk 
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20/32514/FUL 
Land At Hixon Airfield Industrial Estate 

Hixon 
Stafford 
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Application: 20/32575/FUL 

Case Officer: Ed Handley 

Date Registered: 24 August 2020 

Target Decision Date: 23 November 2020 
Extended To: - 

Address: Eagles Park, Swynnerton Road, Sturbridge 

Ward: Eccleshall 

Parish: Eccleshall 

Proposal: Minor material amendment to permission 15/23446/FUL – 
proposed new pitch layout, removable netting, and training area 

Applicant: Mr M Gleave 

Recommendation: Refuse 

REASON FOR REFERRAL TO COMMITTEE 

This application has been referred to the Planning committee because Councillor J M Pert 
(Ward Member for Eccleshall) is a Director of Eagles Park. 

Context 

The Application Site (the Site) is some covers some 5.6 hectares in area to the northeast 
of HMP Drake Hall and 2.5km northeast of Eccleshall, and comprises an area laid out to 
grass football pitches with a clubhouse/changing facility and car park adjacent, as well as 
storage containers to the north of the balancing pond.  The remainder of the Site, along 
the north east boundary is not currently used. 

The Site lies in the open countryside, outside of any defined settlement boundary; and a 
high pressure pipeline (FM04 Alrewas to Audley) runs through the site parallel to the 
northeast boundary. The whole of the Site lies within the consultation zone relating to this 
pipeline. 

Planning permission was granted on 2 March 2016 under application reference 
15/23446FUL to regularise unauthorised variations to the original permission 
11/14929/FUL (change of use of agricultural land to sports pitches with associated) and 
subsequent amendments; these related to the balancing pond and security fencing, the 
alignment of the internal access road, and the regrading of the site due to the larger 
balancing pond 

25



20/32575/FUL - 2 

The current application seeks to amend the 2016 permission approved scheme by way of 
new pitch layout (provision of five pitches), the provision of new removable ball-stop net 
fences, and the provision of an unmarked training area.  This would require the regrading 
of the land to the northern part of the Site to level the proposed training area; the 
embankment would effectively be repositioned closer to the formal pitches and would 
have a steeper gradient. 

Decision-taking framework 

Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and section 70(2) of the 
Town and Country Planning Act 1990, as amended, (the Acts) requires that applications 
shall be determined in accordance with the provisions of the Development Plan unless 
material considerations indicate otherwise. 

The Development Plan for the purpose of this application comprises parts 1 and 2 of The 
Plan for Stafford Borough 2011-2031 (the PSB) and the Eccleshall Neighbourhood Plan 
(2016) (the ENP). 

Material considerations include, albeit not limited to, by the National Planning Policy 
Framework (February 2019) (the NPPF), the on-line Planning Practice Guidance (the 
PPG), National Design Guide (the Guide), other planning history of the site, and views of 
statutory consultees, and importantly in this instance the Health and Safety Executive (the 
HSE), and their respective guidance. 

Officer Assessment – Key Considerations 

1. Principle of the proposed development

The proposal relates to an amended layout of grass football pitches within a site which is 
lawfully used for such provision; the provision of net fencing; and the provision of an 
unmarked training area within a part of the site which is not currently used for sports – 
constituting a change of use of the land.  The principle of development is established 
under permission 11/14929/FUL which was implemented and amended various times 
culminating in the granting of permission 15/23446/FUL.  

The application site lies outside of any defined settlement boundary and therefore, in 
policy terms, in situated in open countryside. 

Spatial principle (SP) 7 supports development which is consistent with the objectives of 
SP6 and policy E2 in supporting rural sustainability which does not conflict with the 
environmental protection and nature conservation policies of the PSB where provision is 
made for any necessary mitigating or compensatory measures to address any harmful 
implications. 

SP6 seeks to sustain the social land economic fabric of the rural communities of the 
Borough.  Whilst not specifically referenced within SP6 it is acknowledged that improving 
the facilities of a local sports club would assist in sustaining the social fabric of the 
community. 
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Policy E2 encourages development relating to recreational uses which are appropriate to 
rural locations. The provision of football training areas and sports pitches, by their very 
nature, requires green open spaces which would generally be visually compatible with 
most rural areas and given the evident membership of the club it is clear that there is a 
reasonable catchment population for the use of these facilities.  

Policy C7 specifically supports sport and recreation by seeking to retain, protect, 
supplement, or enhance all types of sport, recreation, and open space facilities and by 
encouraging additional provision and enhancements to existing provision. It continues to 
state that development which would result in the loss of existing open space, or 
sport/recreation facilities would be resisted unless better facilities could be provided or that 
redevelopment would not result in a deficiency in the local area.  Furthermore, 
development of recreation activities in the countryside will be supported under policy C7 
provided that there is no significant impact on landscape and nature conservation interests 
or traffic generation, and that it is appropriate in scale and uses existing buildings where 
possible. Development associated with recreational activities should be limited to facilities 
which are necessary and ancillary to the main recreational use. 

It is clear that the proposed development would comprise an integral part of the main 
recreational use of the site and other facilities ancillary to the main use.  

Sport England have not raised an objection to the proposal, on the basis that it would 
broadly meets exception 3 of their playing fields policy.  Whilst the embankment would 
encroach slightly onto usable playing field land this would be balanced out by the creation 
of a useable training area ensuring the sporting capacity of the playing field is not 
reduced. Furthermore, the Council’s Sport and Outdoor Leisure Policy Officer states that 
whilst the proposed amendment to permission 15/23446/FUL would result in five pitches 
being provided instead of the six previously approved the amount of land available for 
sport would remain and the training area would only affect land incapable of forming part 
of a playing pitch and would not reduce the size of any playing pitch or render a pitch 
unusable. 

Provided that the proposed development would not conflict with relevant nature 
conservation and environmental protection policies of the PSB it is considered that the 
principle of development in this location is acceptable, subject to other material 
considerations. 

Polices and Guidance:- 

National Planning Policy Framework 
Paragraphs: 7, 8, 10, 11, 83, 91, & 92 

The Plan for Stafford Borough 
Policies:  SP1 Presumption in favour of sustainable development; SP3 Stafford Borough 
sustainable settlement hierarchy; SP6 Achieving rural sustainability; SP7 Supporting the 
location of new development; E2 Sustainable rural development; C7 Open space, sport, 
and recreation 

The Plan for Stafford Borough: Part 2 
Policies: SB1 Settlement boundaries 
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Eccleshall Neighbourhood Plan 
Policies: 3 Traffic and parking 

Sport England Playing Fields Policy and Guidance March 2018 (updated August 2018) 

2. Character and appearance

It is considered that the presence of goalposts within a site comprising a number of formal 
grass pitches is acceptable as they relate to an appropriate use of land.  Notwithstanding 
this, the layout approved under 15/23446/FUL comprises six pitches; therefore the visual 
impact of the proposal, comprising five pitches within the site, would be reduced. 

It is not considered that the unmarked training area would result in any undue harm with 
regard to character and appearance, accepting that during periods of use it is likely that it 
would be littered with cones and other training paraphernalia; however, such equipment is 
not suitable to be left in position given its lightweight nature. This area of site would, 
therefore, generally retain its appearance as an open green space. 

The Site currently slopes down from the pitches to the balancing pond, car park, 
clubhouse, and what would become the training area; the embankment is irregular in 
shape and comprises a varied gradient.  The proposal would result in a more uniform 
embankment running from the northwest boundary to the car park which would separate 
the formal pitches from the training area.  It is not considered that the alterations to the 
ground levels to provide a shorter, steeper, embankment would result in any undue harm 
to the character and appearance of the area.  A condition should, however, be attached to 
any approval to secure details of the proposed ground levels, should planning permission 
be forthcoming. 

The northwest boundary of the site abuts a small copse; it is proposed to erect a 
removable ball stop post and net system whereby sockets are installed within the ground 
which would take a series of reinforced aluminium posts (3.7m in height) on which a pulley 
system allows raising and lowering of green mesh netting to retain balls within the site.  
Whilst such an installation is beneficial at such facilities it is considered that alone the 
netting would have an incongruous appearance within the rural setting. However, it is 
considered that from many view points the posts and netting would be either screened by, 
or absorbed by and lost within the presence of the copse.  A condition should be attached 
to any approval or ensure that the fencing system is retained as described within the 
application documents to ensure that its prominence is effectively reduced, should 
planning permission be forthcoming. 

Policies and Guidance:- 

National Planning Policy Framework 
Paragraphs: 124, 127, 128 & 130 

The Plan for Stafford Borough 
Policies: N1 Design; N8 Landscape character 
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) – Design 
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3. Residential amenity

Given the nature of the proposal and the relationship between the proposed layout of the 
application site and any nearby residential properties it is not considered that any 
implications with regard to amenity would result.  It is noted that no lighting is proposed 
and any should the Applicant wish to install lighting, then planning permission will be 
required and any impacts would be assessed. 

The Council’s Environmental Health Officer raises no objection to the proposal and raises 
no concern with regard to noise during general use of the facility. 

Concerns are, however, raised with regard to the potential use of any amplified music or a 
tannoy system which would have the potential to disturb the occupiers of neighbouring 
properties.  

Policies and Guidance:- 

The Plan for Stafford Borough 
Policies: N1 Design 
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) - Design 

4. Access and parking

The supporting design and access statement states that the training area would be used 
only for warming up and training by teams and is designed to ensure that the existing 
pitches are not over-used; furthermore, the training area would not be used at the same 
time as the main pitches and would not increase the number of people using the site at 
any given time.  

The highway authority raise no objection to the proposal on this basis as no additional 
traffic would be generated and no additional parking spaces would be required.  

Policy 3 of the ENP states that major development should identify the realistic level of 
traffic which they are likely to generate and ensure that any harm can be mitigated whilst 
maximising opportunities to walk and cycle.  As this application seeks to vary an earlier 
permission with regard to the layout of sports pitches and to provide a training area which 
would be used instead of formal pitches for various activities it is not considered that any 
additional traffic is likely. 

Policies and Guidance:- 

National Planning Policy Framework 
Paragraphs: 105 & 106 

The Plan for Stafford Borough 
Policies: T1 Transport; T2 Parking and manoeuvring facilities; Appendix B – Car parking 
standards 

Eccleshall Neighbourhood Plan 
Policies: 3 Traffic and parking 
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5. Public safety

Public is a material consideration in the determination of this application as set out in the 
Acts, and the public safety issue arises from location of the high pressure pipeline (the 
Pipeline) and its relationship to the proposed scheme. 

Public safety is reflected in the social objective of sustainable development that supports 
strong vibrant, and healthy communities (paragraph 8 – the NPPF) and embraced within 
SP1 (Achieving sustainable development).  Ensuring a safe environment contributes to 
this sustainable development objective. 

The HSE are a statutory consultee on this application by virtue of paragraph 45 to the 
NPPF and this has been undertaken via their web-app as per standing advice, which had 
a number of sensitivity zones or levels.  Paragraph 9 to the Guidance (Reference ID: 39-
069-20161209 - How should cumulative development around major accident hazards be
dealt with?) advises planning authorities to be alert to encroachment / cumulative
development and that such cumulative development, by what ever means, leads to a rise
in population [e.g. people attending/using the facility] in such zones and a proportionate
increase should a major accident occur.

In this instance the Pipeline runs through the Site, parallel to the north-eastern boundary 
in the vicinity of the proposed training area. Sports fields/pitches, the proposed 
development, are classed as being at sensitivity level 2 as it comprises a use which is 
principally an outdoor development for use by the general public where it is unlikely that 
more than 100 people would gather at the facility.  Such development makes emergency 
action difficult to co-ordinate.   

The pitches shown on the proposed site plan are within the outer zone; however, they 
benefit from permission, by virtue of condition 17 of permission 15/23446/FUL.   The 
training area, however, comprises additional land use whereby up to an additional 92 
people are likely to gather within the inner consultation zone.  Within the inner zone the 
HSE matrix states that development of sensitivity levels 2, 3, or 4 is not advised. 

The HSE recommend via the consultation process that the application is refused on the 
grounds that the assessment indicates a risk of harm to people at the proposed 
development site. 

Rule 4b of the HSE land use planning methodology is acknowledged. This rule relates to 
the small extension of an existing facility; such an extension comprises one whereby the 
development type remains the same as the existing facility (true in this case) and whereby 
the population at the development would not increase by more than 10% (or where the 
floor area would not increase by more than 10% if population data is unavailable). The 
applicant states that the largest population in attendance is currently 220 and that the 
proposed training area would result in, at most, 92 people attending training sessions on a 
Sunday morning to avoid the use of pitches outside of formal matches rather than 
increasing capacity at any one time.  

However, the worst case scenario, which must be considered with regard to public safety, 
would be the presence of additional people warming up prior to games or using the area 
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simultaneously during the use of the pitches for which there doesn’t appear to be any way 
to control this in a manner which could be monitored effectively.  Therefore there is clear 
potential for the number of users at the site at any one time to increase by more than 10% 
and, consequently, rule 4b should not be invoked. 

Furthermore, the Applicant has provided a specification for the pipeline as per National 
Grid records which, the HSE have confirmed, are as notified to them by the pipeline 
operator other than the pipe thickness.  The HSE data indicates that the pipe is 15.88mm 
thick rather than the 12.7mm indicated on National Grid records. As the specification 
notified to the HSE is more robust it is not considered expedient to request bespoke 
advice. 

It should be noted that the HSE is the expert body with statutory responsibility for 
providing advice on development proposals at and around hazardous installations.  HSE’s 
advice should not be overridden without the most careful consideration.  Its methodologies 
are well established, tried and tested.  In view of these factors a high bar is set in any 
challenge to its advice. 

Policies and Guidance:- 

National Planning Policy Framework 
Paragraphs: 2, 45, 95 

6. Other Considerations

The application site is within flood zone 1. The local flood authority raise no objection to 
the proposal on the grounds that it is of a low vulnerability classification and would have 
minimal impact on on-site surface water flood risk and ground permeability.  No objection 
is raised in this regard. 

Whilst there is a group of trees adjacent to the northwest boundary where the proposed 
ball-stop net fencing would be erected, the Council’s Tree Officer raises no objection to 
the proposal on arboricultural grounds and no conditions are recommended in this regard. 

The Council’s Biodiversity Officer raises no objection to the proposal as the site comprises 
amenity grassland. 

Policies and Guidance:- 

National Planning Policy Framework 
Paragraphs: 8, 118, 149, 150, 155, 157, 159, 160, 163, 164, 170, 174, 175, 176 & 177 
biodiversity 

The Plan for Stafford Borough 
Policies: N2 Climate change; N4 The natural environment & green infrastructure; N5 Sites 
of European, national & local nature conservation importance 
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THE PLANNING BALANCE AND CONCLUSION 

Notwithstanding the extant permissions on the Site, it is considered that the proposal 
would result in increased risk of harm to people at the application site on the grounds that 
the proposed development of an unmarked football training area is incompatible with the 
hazard arising from the presence of a high pressure pipeline. The benefits of the this 
cumulative development in terms of sporting activity does not outweigh the hrm to pubic 
safety.  Consequently the application should be refused on public safety grounds.  

With regard to the Planning Practice Guidance (Paragraph 071 Reference ID: 39-071-
20161209) it is acknowledged that whilst the decision on whether or not to grant 
permission rests with the Local Planning Authority any advice from the HSE that planning 
permission should be refused should not be overridden without the most careful 
consideration.  

On the grounds that no suitable justification to override this advice has been presented it 
is considered that the application should be refused in accordance with paragraph 2 of the 
NPPF which states that planning decisions must also reflect relevant statutory 
requirements (e.g. the obligation to consult under the Development Management 
Procedure Order). The proposal is considered to be contrary to the provisions of 
paragraphs 2, 45, and 95 of the NPPF. 

Consultations 

Sport England: 
No objection. 
The proposed development broadly meets exception 3 of our playing fields policy. Whilst 
the embankment would encroach slightly onto usable playing field land this would be 
balanced out by the creation of a useable training area ensuring the sporting capacity of 
the playing field is not reduced. 
The Football Foundation (on behalf of the Football Association) advises that: 
- The proposal is supported, provided that the pitch sizes and run-offs align with FA

recommendations;
- The proposed pitches appear to be tight and reassurance should be sought that they

meet the FA recommendations;
- The 9v9 and 7v7 pitches are perpendicular to each other; it would be useful to know if

there are any plans to erect netting or screens to avoid balls entering other pitches.

Sport and Outdoor Leisure Policy Officer: 
No objection. 
Whilst the proposed amendment to permission 15/23446/FUL results in five pitches being 
provided instead of the six previously approved, it is understood that the amount of land 
available for sport remains the same. 
The proposal would only affects land incapable of forming part of a playing pitch and 
would not reduce the size of any playing pitch or render a pitch unusable. 

Health and Safety Executive: 
(Comments dated 21 October 2020): 
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The consultation from the web-app is based on the records which were notified to the HSE 
by the pipeline operator and therefore the web-app consultation is the correct advice in 
this instance. 

(Web-app):  
Advise against. The assessment indicates that the risk of harm to people at the proposed 
development site is such that HSE’s advice is that there are sufficient reasons, on safety 
grounds, for advising against the granting of planning permission in this case. 

National Grid: 
No representation received. 

Cadent: 
No representation received. 

Highway Authority: 
No objection. 
This is on the understanding that all of the facilities would not be in use at the same time 
and would not generate additional traffic or requirement for parking spaces. 

Biodiversity Officer: 
No objection. The site is amenity grassland. 

Tree Officer: 
No objection. No conditions are recommended. 

Environmental Health Officer: 
No objection. 
Amplified music or use of a tannoy system may disturb any neighbouring properties. 
Details of any such system and proposed usage is to be submitted to the Council to seek 
express permission prior to use. 
Any lighting to areas such as car parks, pathways, land, etc. should be of a design and 
positioned not to cause a light nuisance to neighbouring properties. Glare from any 
lighting must be kept to a minimum. If floodlighting is to be used, a full report is to be 
submitted to this service for review prior to planning approval. 

Local Flood Authority: 
No objection. 
The site is within flood zone 1 and is within the Environment Agency’s 1:30 and 1:100 
Flood Map for Surface Water zone. 
The proposed development is of a low vulnerability classification and would have minimal 
impact on on-site surface water flood risk and ground permeability. 

Eccleshall Parish Council: 
No objection. 

Neighbours (6 consulted): 
No representation received. 
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Site notice expiry date: 13 October 2020 

Newsletter advert expiry date: 14 October 2020 

Relevant Planning History 

17/26763/FUL – Relocation of existing ground keeper’s container and two additional 
containers to be erected with fencing around – Approved 7 December 2017 

15/23446/FUL – Minor material amendment to permission 11/14929/FUL comprising an 
alteration to balancing pond dimensions, extension of boundary fence to balancing 
pond to suit its enlarged state, distribution of surplus soil on site arising from 
excavations for balancing pond formation, and minor alteration to access road within 
site – Approved 2 March 2016 

14/21494/FUL – Variation of conditions 2, 17, 18, and 20 of permission 11/14929/FUL to 
allow additional parking area, pitches, and revised position of ball stop netting – 
Approved 18 June 2015 

13/19213/FUL – Minor material amendment to 11/14929/FUL – Approved 7 February 
2014 

11/19429/FUL – Change of use of agricultural land to sports pitches with associated 
amenities – Approved 28 February 2012 

Recommendation 

Refuse for the following reasons: 

1. The proposed provision of a training area would constitute the expansion of the
existing facility for outdoor recreation for use by the general public in a manner
classified within sensitivity level 2 of the Health and Safety Executive's Land Use
Planning Methodology and in the context of the site being situated within the inner and
middle zones of a high pressure pipeline (FM04 Alrewas to Audley) the development
is incompatible within this location. The proposal would therefore result in increased
risk to public safety for which no suitable grounds on which to override the advice
given by the Health and Safety Executive have been provided. The proposal is
therefore contrary to the provisions of paragraphs 45 and 95 of the National Planning
Policy Framework.

Informative(s) 

1 The Local Planning Authority has acted in a positive and proactive manner in 
dealing with this application and whilst the applicant has been advised that the 
proposed development is unsustainable it has not been possible for the concerns to 
be resolved. 
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20/32575/FUL 
Eagles Park 

Swynnerton Road 
Sturbridge 

35
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ITEM NO 6 ITEM NO 6 

STAFFORD BOROUGH COUNCIL 
___________________________________________________________________ 

PLANNING COMMITTEE - 18 NOVEMBER 2020 
___________________________________________________________________ 

Ward Interest -  Nil 

Planning Appeals 

Report of Head of Development 

Purpose of Report 

Notification of new appeals and consideration of appeal decisions. Copies of any 
decision letters are attached as an APPENDIX. 

Decided Appeals 

Application Reference Location Proposal 

19/29995/FUL 

Appeal Dismissed 
Enforcement notice 
quashed 

The Stables 
Outwoods Bank 
Outwoods 

Conversion of existing stables 
into holiday let 
accommodation, with fully 
compliant access and facilities 
for the disabled. 

Previous Consideration 

Nil 

Background Papers 

File available in the Development Management Section 

Officer Contact 

John Holmes, Development  Manager Tel 01785 619302 
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Appeal Decisions 
Site visit made on 15 September 2020 

by K Stephens  BSc (Hons) MTP MRTPI

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State 

Decision date: 30 October 2020 

Appeal A Ref: APP/Y3425/C/20/3252155 

The Land at the Stables, Outwoods Bank, Stafford 

• The appeal is made under section 174 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 as
amended by the Planning and Compensation Act 1991.

• The appeal is made by Ms Lillian Owens against an enforcement notice issued by

Stafford Borough Council.
• The enforcement notice was issued on 8 April 2020.
• The breach of planning control as alleged in the notice is: Without planning permission,

material change of use of land and buildings to use for residential purposes, including
the siting of a caravan (shown with a blue cross on the attached plan).

• The requirements of the notice are:
i. Stop using the land for the siting of a caravan as a residential dwelling.

ii. Remove from the land the caravan.
iii. Stop using the buildings for ancillary residential use.

• The period for compliance with the requirements is 4 weeks.
• The appeal is proceeding on the grounds set out in section 174(2)(d) and (e) of the

Town and Country Planning Act 1990 as amended. Since the prescribed fees have not
been paid within the specified period, the appeal on ground (a) and the application for
planning permission deemed to have been made under section 177(5) of the Act as

amended have lapsed.

Appeal B Ref: APP/Y3425/C/20/3250208 

Stables at Outwoods, Newport TF10 9ED 
• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990

against a refusal to grant planning permission.
• The appeal is made by Ms Lillian Owens against the decision of Stafford Borough

Council.
• The application Ref 19/29995/FUL, dated 1 February 2019, was refused by notice dated

14 October 2019.
• The development proposed is described as ‘Conversion of existing stables into holiday

let accommodation with fully compliant access and facilities for the disabled’.

Decisions 

Enforcement Appeal A: APP/Y3425/C/20/3252155 

1. The enforcement notice is quashed.

Planning Appeal B: APP/Y3425/C/20/3250208 

2. The appeal is dismissed.
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Preliminary Matters 

3. There are separate planning and enforcement appeals. Whilst they deal with

different issues they relate to the same site and the same appellant. Hence I

will deal with both appeals in this decision.

4. The Council has confirmed1 that the single reason for refusal on the decision
notice for Appeal B is inconsistent with the two reasons for refusal set out in

the conclusion of its officer report to committee. The Council accepts that the

appellant has appealed on the single reason for refusal set out in the decision
notice. It also confirms that the Business Case, referred to in the reason for

refusal, has been adequately addressed. On that basis the Council confirms it is

unable to defend the appellant’s case and that its letter will serve as its

Statement of Case.

5. Due to the Council’s administrative error with regard to the decision notice, and
the Business Case being acceptable, the appellant has been invited to comment

on the wider planning issues in the Council’s committee report. No comments

have been received.

6. A copy of the appellant’s Business Case was requested and has since been

submitted.

Enforcement Appeal A: 

The Notice 

7. For a material change of use of the land to residential use, the period for
immunity from enforcement under s171B(3) is 10 years, not 4 years as stated

in the notice. The stationing of a caravan is not a use of land - it is the

residential use which is the breach of planning control. A caravan is not a
dwelling house and so a 10 year immunity period applies under s171B(3).

8. The building (i.e. the stables) is not in use as a dwelling house from what I saw
on site. It was in use for residential purposes, but appeared to be for domestic

storage use, which might have been a more accurate description with a

corresponding requirement for that use to cease. I note the previous

enforcement appeal2 Inspector also observed that the building (i.e. the stables)
appeared to be in ancillary residential use. There is nothing in the evidence

before me to suggest that the building was a dwelling house when the notice

was served. Therefore the 10 year immunity period applies under s171(3).

9. I have powers to correct the time period for immunity. But there is a ground

(d) appeal and the appellant has based her case on demonstrating the use has

occurred more than 4 years ago, not 10 years ago. If I corrected the notice as
described, the appellant’s ground (d) appeal would be prejudiced, because she

would need to demonstrate that the use took place without significant

interruption over the 10 year period, not 4 years. This would be a more
onerous requirement on the appellant and she would suffer injustice as a

result.

1 Letter dated 21 July 2020 
2 APP/Y3425/C/18/3209780 dated 13 November 2019 
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Conclusion on Appeal A 

10. For that reason the notice cannot be corrected in accordance with my powers

under section 176(1)(a) of the 1990 Act as amended, since injustice would be

caused were I to do so. The enforcement notice is therefore invalid and will be

quashed.

11. Consequently, the appeal on grounds (d) and (e) do not fall to be considered.

12. I note that that requirement (i) should have been framed along the lines of
“Cease the residential use of the land”. This would have been correctable but I

am quashing the notice for other reasons.

Planning Appeal B 

Main Issues 

13. Based on the refusal reason and the Council’s committee report I consider the

main issues in this case are:-

• Whether the building is capable of conversion without the need for

significant alteration or rebuilding, and

• Whether the proposed holiday let would accord with local policies and

national guidance with particular regard to location.

Whether building capable of conversion 

14.For the sustainable re-use of rural buildings, Policy E2 d. of The Plan for

Stafford Borough (PSB) requires that buildings are structurally sound and

capable of conversion without the need for extension or significant alteration or

rebuilding.

15. The existing stables is a small single-storey ‘L’ shaped painted blockwork

building with a corrugated metal roof, built off a reinforced concrete slab, and
retains the timber stable doors. It is located on a flat area of ground

surrounded by a grassed bund to the west and south, and woodland and

sloping ground to the west.

16. The proposed development is for the conversion of the stable building into a

1-bedroom self-catering holiday let. The submitted plans show that the internal
accommodation would comprise an open-plan kitchen/living area, a separate

double bedroom and a separate bathroom, all designed to be compliant with

Part M of the Building Regulations that would allow ease of access to, and use
of, buildings including facilities for disabled visitors or occupants. Outside, there

would be private outdoor amenity space and parking. The holiday let is

intended for use by small families, couples and people with disabilities.

17. The accommodation would utilise existing stable door openings as doors; there

would be a replacement profiled metal roof similar to the existing, and walls
would be lined and insulated. The building would not be extended and the

conversion would involve minimal external alterations such that the rural

appearance of the building would be retained.

18. The appellant has submitted a Structural Survey by MCN Design Services Ltd,

dated 28 October 2019, that was used to support a planning application for
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conversion of the stables to a dwelling, which was dismissed at appeal3. The 

structural report, which followed a site visit, states the building is generally in 

good condition with no visible evidence of any adverse structural problems. It 
goes on to say that the roof, walls and concrete base appear robust and 

suitable for retention. It’s overriding conclusion is that the building is suitable 

for conversion without any significant structural alterations.  

19. Local residents have commissioned their own structural survey by Reade Buray

Associates4 which concludes differently. It criticises the appellant’s survey for
lack of detailed investigation. It states that the slab floor is not necessarily

designed for foundations to a residential unit; underpinning may be required

especially due to the steep embankment to the side, and the roof loadbearing

requirements of a stable building will differ to a residential use. It concludes
that the building is not structurally capable of conversion without significant

alterations.

20. The appellant’s structural engineers submitted a response5 to this. It stated

that any works to rectify any structural items would need to be worked up

during the technical design stage, but would not amount to major alterations. A
further internal trial hole has been made to investigate the concrete slab and it

was acknowledged that a design analysis of the roof structure should be

undertaken. The response also noted that some cutting into the existing
embankment had been undertaken since their site visit and this would need to

be investigated further. It maintained its stance that the building was capable

of conversion without significant alterations.

21. Reade Buray Associates, acting for the residents, submitted a further

response6. Due to the conflicting nature of the surveys and responses, the
Council commissioned Baker Hall Ltd to undertake an independent review7 of

both the appellant’s and 3rd party submissions. The Barker Hall review did not

agree with all of the Reade Buray assessment and that significant alterations

were required, because a detailed assessment had not been carried out.
However, it did acknowledge that a number of valid concerns were raised. It

concluded that further investigation works and analysis of the existing structure

should be carried out and not deferred until detailed design takes place.

22. The main area of disagreement between the various surveys, assessments and

reviews appears to be whether further investigative works should be
undertaken before or after planning, in order to more conclusively determine

the extent of the alterations.

23. From my site visit I did not observe any obvious signs of the building being in a

poor condition. I note that neither the Reade Buray assessment or the Council’s

Barker Hall review involved any site visits or physical investigations, unlike the
appellant’s structural survey. I acknowledge the previous appeal Inspector, for

the proposed dwelling conversion, found the building was capable of conversion

without the need for significant alterations. But crucially that Inspector was not
presented with contradictory evidence.

3 Appeal ref: APP/Y3425/W/18/3195350 dated 30 May 2018 
4 Reade Buray Associates Report dated 3 December 2018 
5 Email from MCN Design Services Ltd dated 9 July 2019  
6 Reade Buray Associates report dated 14 August 2019 
7 Baker Hall Ltd report dated 23 September 2019 

40

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate


Appeal Decisions APP/Y3425/C/20/3252155 and APP/Y3425/W/20/3250208 

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate

24. Whilst the proposed conversion would not involve any extensions I am,

however, faced with conflicting structural surveys, reviews and conclusions. In

the absence of more detailed investigative works I am not persuaded that the
appellant has adequately demonstrated that the conversion would not involve

significant alterations or rebuilding. Therefore I am unable to be certain and

conclude on this main issue. Accordingly, I find there would be conflict with

PSB Policy E2 d. whose aims have been outlined above.

Location of development 

25. PSB Policies E2 and E6 are mutually supportive. Policy E2 supports various

sustainable rural development outside settlements identified in the Spatial
Principle SP3, subject to satisfying certain criteria. Criterion (vii) firstly requires

facilities for tourism in the rural area to be consistent with PSB Policy E6.

26. Policy E6 in turn seeks to promote opportunities for tourism and new visitor

accommodation where it can be demonstrated, though a Business Case, that

the use can be sustained in the long-term. Criterion e. requires tourism
opportunities in the rural area to sustain the local economy in accordance with

Policy E2 and provided they are sensitively designed and not detrimental  to

the natural environment or local amenity. Criterion f. supports opportunities

that reduce carbon footprint of the development and promotes sustainable
tourism. The Council has confirmed that the appellant’s Business Case, which

looked at competitors, target markets, profitability and growth, including for

people with disabilities, has been adequately addressed, contrary to the reason
for refusal.

27. For proposals that involve the use and re-use of rural buildings, Policy E2 will

permit appropriate uses subject to meeting another list of criteria. In addition

to criterion d. that has been considered above, criterion f. requires the building

to be well related to an existing settlement and have access to local services
and/or is close to a regular public transport service to the hierarchy of

settlements identified in Policy SP3 or those outside the Borough.

28. These policies are broadly in line with paragraph 83 of the National Planning

Policy Framework (the ‘Framework’) which supports a prosperous rural

economy and sustainable growth of all types of businesses in rural areas,
including through conversion of existing buildings, and sustainable rural

tourism and leisure developments which respect the character of the

countryside.

29. Outwoods is a small settlement, loosely triangular in shape with houses spaced

along its two narrow single width lanes that converge at a small crossroads.
The appeal site is a small field located on the outer eastern edges of Outwoods.

It is located behind the dwelling ‘Tinwood’, at a bend in the lane, which

continues on towards a farm. It is accessed off the lane up a short section of
steep rough track, which gradually becomes less rough. The track is also a

Public Right of Way (PRoW), which continues up the track, through the site

along the eastern site boundary and exits through a gate into fields beyond.

The site cannot be seen from the road. Fields and countryside lie beyond and
the site. To the west of the site is a substantial woodland on a steep slope,

which serves to further sever the site from the main settlement. Consequently

I find the site is not well related to the settlement of Outwoods.
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30. Furthermore, Outwoods does not have any services or facilities. The nearest

provision would be in the town of Newport, approximately 5 kms to the north

west, and Gnosall approximately 6 kms to the north east. I saw on my visit
that the route from the site would be along country lanes that have no

footways and are unlit, and would then join the A518 to continue west to

Newport or east to Gnosall. In light of the distance to travel I do not consider

these circumstances conducive to encourage walking or cycling as alternative
modes of transport to the car, in order to access services and facilities.

31. In addition, there is no public transport to Outwoods. The nearest bus stops are

on the A518 a short distance from the turn-off for Outwoods, but just under

2 kms from the appeal site along the same country lanes already described.

Whilst some visitors who enjoy, or are capable of, walking, may choose to walk
to the bus stop as part of an outing or across the fields to Newport, I find it

unlikely that the majority of visitors would do so. As such, I find it likely that

visitors to the holiday let would be reliant on the car. As the appellant seeks to
promote the holiday let to those with disabilities for whom mobility may be

limited, reliance on the car would further likely be the case. Overreliance on car

borne travel and lack of access to public transport is a significant factor against

the appeal proposal. It would also be at odds with the Framework that requires
opportunities to promote walking, cycling and use of public transport to be

identified and pursued (paragraph 102) and that 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

103).

32. I appreciate that some tourist visitor accommodation is located in more remote

countryside locations and beyond existing settlements or in locations not well

served by public transport, and which the Framework acknowledges at
paragraph 84. Indeed remoteness can itself be the attraction for a quiet rural

retreat and for those who like walking, as indicated by the appellant’s Airbnb

reviews of existing holiday let accommodation in Outwoods and nearby. I have
no reason to doubt that the location would suit some visitors to local events

such as Iron Man and the nearby Aqualate Mere, a protected wetland reserved

popular with nature enthusiasts, bird watchers and walkers. It would also serve

as a base to visit the surrounding Shropshire and Staffordshire countryside and
attractions such as the Shropshire Union Canal and Norbury Junction. I also

appreciate tourists visiting an area on holiday or a short break would not

necessarily need the same range of services and facilities as permanent
residents.

33. The appeal proposal would bring some social and economic benefits to the

wider local economy and surrounding area with visitor spending. But due to the

scale of the development for a small single unit and its remote location with

reliance on the car any benefits would be modest. The provision of holiday
accommodation for visitors with disabilities, where there is a shortage of

suitably adapted accommodation, would be a benefit, but this is not sufficient

to outweigh the remote location, lack of local services and a car-reliant
development.

34. In conclusion on this main issue, I find that the appeal proposal is not well-

related to the settlement of Outwoods which does not have access to local

services and is not close to a regular public transport service. Accordingly it
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would be contrary to PSB Policies E2 and E6 and the Framework, whose aims 

have been outlined above. 

35. Paragraph 79 of the Framework, listed in the Council’s reason for refusal,

relates specifically to the development of isolated ‘homes’ in the countryside,

and hence is not directly relevant to this appeal.

Other Matters 

36. A number of interested parties, including Gnosall Parish Council and The

Staffordshire Ramblers association, have raised a series of other concerns

about the proposal. However, as I am dismissing the appeal, such matters do
not alter my overall conclusion.

37. I acknowledge the appellant’s concerns with the Council’s handling of the

application and ambiguity arising from the administrative error in the decision

notice, and I note the appellant has submitted several applications over the

years. But in reaching my decision I have been concerned only with the
planning merits of the case.

Conclusion on Appeal B 

38. I find the proposed development would be contrary to the development plan

and there are no other considerations which outweigh this finding. I conclude
that the appeal should be dismissed.

K Stephens 
INSPECTOR 
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