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Minutes of the Virtual Planning 
Committee on Wednesday  
17 March 2021 

 
 

Chair - Councillor R M Sutherland 
 

 Present (for all or part of the meeting):- 
 

 Councillors: 
B M Cross 
M G Dodson 
A P Edgeller 
A S Harp 
A D Hobbs 

J Hood 
W J Kemp 
A Nixon 
A N Pearce 
M Phillips

Also in attendance:- Councillors F Beatty and J M Pert 
 
 Officers in attendance:- 
 

 Mr J Holmes -  Development Manager 
 Mrs S Wright -  Development Lead 
 Miss L Collingridge -  Contracts Solicitor 
 Mr J Dean -  Democratic Services Officer 
 Mr A Bailey  -   Scrutiny Officer 
 
PC165 Application 20/32899/FUL - Proposed Excavations and formation of 

embankments to create slurry lagoon - Land North of Old House 
Farm, Kempsage Lane, Garmelow, Eccleshall, ST21 6HL 

 
 (Recommendation approve, subject to conditions). 
 
 Considered the report of the Head of Development regarding this matter.   
 
 The Development Lead reported upon additional representation received 

in respect of the application. 
 
 Public speaking on the matter was as follows:-  

 
 Mr J Court raised the following points during his objection to the proposal:- 
 

• This was a good time for new enterprises, but the proposal was not 
factual 

• The Environment Agency was consulted during March 2020 and 
declared that there was a low risk of flooding 

• However, the southern part of the site was consulted upon, which 
was in the wrong area 

• The proposed location of the lagoon was in the north of the site, 
which was considered a medium to high risk 
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• The proposal should therefore be stopped 
• Referred to increased rainfall due to global warming and the 

subsequent potential for flooding, the highest total in the area 
occurring during October 2020 

• The lagoon would only be 750mm above the surface of the field 
• The soil walls of the lagoon could be compromised by flooding 
• Flood water and slurry could mix into drinking water leading to a toxic 

matter that would be an ecological disaster 
• A pipe that ran east was omitted from the plans, which could be 

moved higher 
• However flooding could not run uphill and could back-up further 

flooding on Well Lane as a result 
 

 Mr D Collier raised the following points during his support for the 
proposal:- 

 
• Acted as Agent for the Applicants 
• The lagoon was an essential component of the proposed diary farm 
• The applicants were established and dedicated diary farmers, who 

had won many accolades 
• The applicants had extensively researched the best possible design 

for the farm 
• Particular care was taken in the design of the proposed slurry lagoon 
• The site was chosen because of the easy access to fields, soil 

structure and efficient location 
• The site was well away from the Source Protection Zone, cables and 

wetter land 
• Efficiency was vital to the success of a diary farm as shown in the 

cost of milk production 
• The lagoon details were regulated by the Environment Agency who 

had no objection 
• The prevailing wind was south westerly away from the nearest 

properties 
• The Environmental Health Officer was content with the proposals  
• Natural England had declared that no harm would arise from the 

proposals 
• The report recommended approval of the application 

  
 At the invitation of the Chairman, Councillor J M Pert, Eccleshall Ward 

Member, addressed the Committee and raised the following issues:- 
 

• Referred to photographs that he had submitted to the Committee 
• Expressed concerns regarding this application related to flooding, 

pollution and foul odours 
• Was not against farming agriculture 
• Provided details of slurry lagoons in respect of dairy farming 
• Lagoons often contained chemicals, not manure and was a complex 

anaerobic decomposition 
• Slurry lagoons could be putrid and lead to contaminated pollution  



 3 

• Confirmed that there was flooding in the area where the proposed 
lagoon was proposed to be located 

• Clarified that the lagoon would hold the equivalent material that would 
fill two Olympic sized swimming pools 

• The nearest house was 72 metres away 
• There could be up to 69 days of discomfort in the prevailing wind to 

the nearest neighbour 
• Quoted the Health and Safety Executive in relation to the composition 

of slurry gas 
• The proposal location of the slurry lagoon was inappropriate due to 

the risk of flooding, pollution and the impact of odour on the nearest 
neighbour  
 

 The Committee discussed the application and raised a number of issues, 
including:- 

  
• Slurry lagoons were tightly controlled by the Environment Agency 
• Concerned that advice from the Environment Agency could be based 

upon the wrong location 
• Concern over the risk of odour to neighbouring properties 
• Queried whether there were Management Plans for the control of 

odour and emergency spillage containment 
• Concern that tree coverage was not required until 2027 at the earliest  
• Concern that the Environment Agency had only issued an informative 

and not a condition 
• Clarification that the Environment Agency had been consulted upon 

this application and that no objections has been raised  
• Neighbour comments supported the proposal 
• Natural England supported the application 
• The drainage pipe on the site could be relocated 
• The proposal offered employment opportunities in a rural area 
• The proposal should be referred back to the applicant over flooding 

concerns 
• Clarification that only a certain number of alternative locations for the 

lagoon were available within the site 
• Clarification that water run-off from the site could enter the River 

Trent 
• Clarification that pre-application discussions had taken place with the 

Environment Agency 
• Clarification of whether the proposed lagoon was large enough to 

withstand the predicted rainfall totals 
• Concerned that all of the queries in relation to location and flooding 

needed to be resolved before the application could be approved 
• Clarification that it was important to be clear over what the 

Environment Agency and Lead Local Flood Authority would be 
consulted upon should the proposal be referred back to the applicant 

• All of the concerns expressed during the discussion were addressed 
within the report 
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• This was a new enterprise on a green field site that should be 
approved 

 
 It was subsequently moved by Councillor M Phillips and seconded by 

Councillor A N Pearce that Planning Application Number 20/32899/FUL be 
referred back to the applicant in order for the Environment Agency to 
confirm that they were consulted upon the correct location for the proposal 
and the potential impact of flooding. 

 
On being put to the vote the proposal was declared to be carried.  
 
RESOLVED:- that planning Application Number 20/32899/FUL be 

referred back to the applicant in order for the Environment 
Agency to confirm that they were consulted upon the 
correct location for the proposal and the potential impact of 
flooding. 

 
PC166 Application 20/32915/FUL - Proposed Erection of a silage clamp - 

Land North of Old House Farm, Kempsage Lane, Garmelow, 
Eccleshall, ST21 6HL 

 
 (Recommendation approve, subject to conditions). 
 
 Considered the report of the Head of Development regarding this matter.   
 
  Public speaking on the matter was as follows:-  

 
 Mr J Court raised the following points during his objection to the proposal:- 
 

• The moisturising grass drained down as effluent and could produce 
up to 55,000 litres, which if leaked into the watercourse, could be 
devastating 

• This material was very toxic, more toxic than human sewage and was 
therefore subject to strict regulations 

• There was no clear confirmation of compliance in the application 
• Queried whether there was an assumption that the effluent would be 

directed into the lagoon 
• The reference provided to the Environment Agency was incorrect as 

it was on the southern part of the site 
• The area of the site was classed as a medium to high flood risk and 

the risk of silage spillage would also be medium to high 
• The existing watercourse ran under the northern part of the site and 

over a land drain 
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 Mr D Collier raised the following points during his support for the 
proposal:- 

 
• The justification for the site layout was on agricultural efficiency 
• The cost of a litre of milk was widely variable and therefore efficiency 

was important 
• It was highly desirable that the Cattle flowed through the site and that 

feed could be stored nearby 
• It was important to minimise the reliance upon fossil fuels for vehicles 

used to move silage 
• Good management of the site could minimise odour from silage, 

which would be dispersed by air movements 
• The prevailing winds would take odour away from the nearest 

property 
• The Environment Agency and Natural England were consulted early 

in the application process and were satisfied with the proposals, 
raising no objections 

• The Environmental Health Officer was satisfied with the proposals 
• The were no objections from the Highways Authority, the Council’s 

Biodiversity Officer and Tree Officer had no objections 
• There were no good reasons to withhold consent and invited the 

Committee to approve the application 
  
 At the invitation of the Chairman, Councillor J M Pert, Eccleshall Ward 

Member, addressed the Committee and raised the following issues:- 
 

• Reiterated the fact that he was not against farming 
• The proposed silage clamp would have a run-off and therefore the 

same arguments applied as the previous application 
• Could not see the applicant wanting the clamp located in one place 

with the lagoon somewhere else 
• Agreed that operational flow was important, but this could also be 

right to left as opposed to left to right flow 
• Requested this proposal also be deferred as it was linked to the 

previous application 
 

 The Committee discussed the application and raised a number of issues, 
including:- 

  
• There was already farming in this area and the application should be 

approved 
• Reference to flooding already on the site 
• Concern that Staffordshire County Council had not fully endorsed this 

proposal 
• It was sensible to defer this proposal as it was linked to the previous 

application 
• Clarification that there was a total of six applications on this site, four 

of which had not been called in to the Committee 
• Disputed that the flooding was minimal on the site 
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• Confirmation that effluent did not occur with silage 
• Clarification that run-off was a matter for the Environment Agency 
• There were neighbouring comments related to flooding 
• There was no reason not to approve this application 

 
 It was subsequently moved by Councillor A D Hobbs and seconded by 

Councillor A S Harp that Planning Application Number 20/32915/FUL be 
approved, subject to the Conditions as set out in the report of the Head of 
Development. 

 
On being put to the vote the proposal was declared to be carried.  
 
RESOLVED:- that planning Application Number 20/32915/FUL be 

approved, subject to the Conditions as set out in the report 
of the Head of Development. 

 
PC167 Application 20/33592/FUL – Proposed alterations and extensions to a 

single storey dwelling for form a two storey dwelling (resubmission 
of withdrawn application 20/33176/HOU) - The Croft, Church Lane, 
Gayton, Stafford, ST18 0HL 

 
 (Recommendation refuse). 
 
 Considered the report of the Head of Development regarding this matter.   
 
  Public speaking on the matter was as follows:-  

 
 Mr A Beard raised the following points during his support for the proposal:- 
 

• The existing bungalow was of no architectural merit and had little 
impact within the village 

• Believed that the figures contained within Policy C5 were both 
arbitrary and restrictive. 

• Policy C5 prevented any bungalow being turned into a house 
• There was a disconnect between National Policy via new Permitted 

development and Policy C5  
• There was a need to consider what would look best for the site and 

village 
• The bungalow was located in a massive plot and garden.  
• The previous proposal in 2020 was refused by the Committee and 

the subsequent appeal was dismissed 
• All aspects had now been addressed with a much-reduced scheme  
• The approved Permitted Development scheme delivered a house 

that was out of balance with no benefit to the village or street scene 
• The alternative was a well-designed compact two storey house 
• The Committee should consider other material considerations in the 

decision  
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 At the invitation of the Chairman, Councillor F Beatty, Milwich Ward 
Member, addressed the Committee and raised the following issues:- 

 
• The approved Permitted Development scheme was not of good 

architecture 
• This proposal would deliver a better house with better architecture 

and sympathetic design 
• This proposal addressed all of the Planning Inspectors’ concerns 

relating to massing and presence 
• No concerns had been raised by either neighbouring properties or the 

local Parish Council 
• Referred to material planning considerations and Policy C5 at C (ii) 

and believed that these had been met 
• As the applicant had addressed all of the concerns of the Planning 

Inspector, requested the Committee to approve the proposal 
 

 The Committee discussed the application and raised a number of issues, 
including:- 

  
• It was important for the Committee to follow Planning Guidance 
• The Guidance was there to prevent such huge increases to the size 

of properties 
• As the property was set in a rural area, it was difficult to asses the 

harm caused by the proposal 
• The proposal would be an improvement to the site 
• No concerns had been raised by either neighbouring properties or the 

local Parish Council 
• There were no material planning considerations that could support 

this proposal 
• Clarification of the footprint of the proposal compared to the current 

footprint 
 

 It was subsequently moved by Councillor M Phillips and seconded by 
Councillor A N Pearce that Planning Application Number 20/33592/FUL be 
refused for the reason as set out in the report of the Head of Development. 

 
On being put to the vote the proposal was declared to be carried.  
 
RESOLVED:- that planning Application Number 20/33592/FUL be 

refused for the reason as set out in the report of the Head 
of Development. 

 
PC168  Planning Appeals 
 
 Considered the report of the Head of Development. 
 
 Notification of the following appeal had been received:- 
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App No Location Proposal 
20/31975/FUL 
 
Appeal Dismissed 

94 Stone Road 
Stafford 

30 owner occupied 
sheltered apartment 
scheme for retirement 
living and associated 
parking 
 

 
 

 
 

 
CHAIR 


