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12th April 2018 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendices Attached - None 
 
 
1.        Reason for the Report: To inform members of appeals lodged and 

decided since the last meeting of the Planning Applications Committee. 

2. Recommendation 

2.1 That the report be noted. 
 

3. APPEALS LODGED 
 

 None. 
 

4.  APPEAL DECISIONS RECEIVED 
 

 Application No. SMD/2017/0559 
 

Location: rear of 14 Uttoxeter Road, Lower Tean, Staffordshire, ST10 
4LJ. 

 
Proposal: detached Granny Annex 
 

 Level and Date of Decision: Delegated 7th November 2017 
 

Recommendation: Refuse 
       

Decision: Refused 
 
 

TITLE: PERFORMANCE ON PLANNING APPEALS 
 
 
CONTACT: DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT TEAM 
   

WARDS INVOLVED:  ALL 



Appeal Decision and Date: Dismissed 12th March 2018 
 

 Method of Decision: Written Representations 
 
  Major / minor: Minor 
 

Inspector: Alison Partington BA (Hons) MA MRTPI 
 
Costs awarded: No 
 
Main Issues:    
 

 Whether or not the proposed development would preserve the 
setting of the nearby Listed Building;  

 The effect of the proposed development on the character and 
appearance of the area;  

 The effect of the proposed development on the living conditions of 
the occupiers of No 16 Uttoxeter Road with particular regard to 
privacy. 
 

Conclusions: 
 
The Inspector concluded: 
 

 The proposed building would be a timber clad single storey 
structure. Although only comprising four rooms, the scale and 
mass of the building would be large in comparison to the other 
domestic outbuildings currently situated in the rear gardens, and 
would erode some of the open nature of the curtilage, and the 
contribution the open setting makes to the heritage significance 
of the asset. Moreover, the materials and design of the annex 
would not reflect, or relate to, the Listed Building, and so would 
detract from it.  

 The proposed building would be timber clad and would have a 
simple design that would not be dissimilar to many sheds or 
outbuildings found within domestic gardens. As such it would not 
appear an incongruous feature within the rear garden of the host 
property.  

 The front elevation would contain a veranda and windows 
serving the largest rooms. This elevation would be 
approximately 9m from the boundary with No 16. The existing 
boundary treatment is a low fence, and as a result there would 
be direct views from the proposed building into the rear garden 
of No 16. I accept the height and natures of the boundary 
treatment means that there is currently limited privacy between 
the rear gardens of No 14 and 16. Nevertheless, the 
development of a building to be used for residential purposes in 
the garden would introduce a much greater level of overlooking 
of the neighbouring garden.  



 Consequently, I consider the proposed development would be 
detrimental to the living conditions of the occupiers of No 16 
Uttoxeter Road, with particular regard to privacy.  
 

Officer Comment: 
 

 This is a positive decision for the Council as all three of the 
delegated reasons for refusal were supported by the Inspector. 
The weight given to the setting of the listed building and design 
are particularly encouraging.  
 

 
Application No. SMD/2017/0520 

 
Location: Boathouse Cottage, Reacliffe Road, Rudyard. 
 
Proposal: single storey extension 
 

 Level and Date of Decision: Delegated 13th October 2017 
 

Recommendation: Refuse 
 

Decision: Refused 
 
Appeal Decision and Date: Dismissed 21st March 2018 
 

 Method of Decision: Written Representations 
 
  Major / minor: Minor 
 

Inspector: Alison Partington BA (Hons) MA MRTPI 
 
Costs awarded: No 
 
Main Issues:    
 

 Whether or not the proposal would be inappropriate 
development in the Green Belt for the purposes of the 
development plan and the National Planning Policy Framework 
(the Framework); 

 The effect of the proposal on the openness of the Green Belt; 
and  

 If the proposal is inappropriate development, whether the harm 
by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly 
outweighed by other considerations, so as to amount to the very 
special circumstances necessary to justify it. 

 
 
 
 



Conclusions: 
 
The Inspector concluded: 
 

 The proposed extensions would result in a very large increase in 
the size of the appeal property, whichever calculation is adopted. I 
take the view that an increase in the floor area of the original 
dwelling of the scale proposed cannot be considered to be anything 
other than disproportionate.  

 In the light of the above, I therefore conclude that the proposal 
would be inappropriate development, which according to paragraph 
87 of the Framework is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt, and 
should only be approved in very special circumstances. 

 Whilst I accept there is limited visibility of the building, this does not 
mean that the proposal would not affect the openness, as a lack of 
visibility does not in itself mean that there would be loss of 
openness 

 Very special circumstances do not exist, and the proposal would 
conflict with the Framework and Policy SS6c of the CS. 

 
Officer Comment: 
 

 This is another positive decision for the Council and 
demonstrates that notwithstanding the more laissez faire 
approach being adopted by Inspectors over recent months 
considerable weight is still being given to inappropriate 
development in the Green Belt and the resulting harm to 
openness.  
 

Application No. SMD/2017/0487 
 
Location: 88 Thames Drive, Biddulph, Staffordshire, ST8 7JF. 
 
Proposal: alterations to the existing bungalow to reconfigure existing 
rooms and reconstruct the original extension 
 

 Level and Date of Decision: Delegated 13th October 2017 
 

Recommendation: Refuse 
 

Decision: Refused 
 
Appeal Decision and Date: Allowed 23rd March 2018 
 

 Method of Decision: Written Representations 
 
  Major / minor: Minor 
 

Inspector: Alison Partington BA (Hons) MA MRTPI 
 



Costs awarded: No 
 
Main Issues:    
 

 

 The main issue in the appeal is the effect of the proposed 
development on the character and appearance of the host 
property and the surrounding area.  

 
Conclusions: 
 
The Inspector concluded: 
 

 The appeal property forms the last in a row of 7 identical 
bungalows that are stepped down a short hill. Apart from the two 
located at the top of the hill, each house is set down and set 
back in relation to its neighbour. 

 It is also proposed to raise both the eaves and ridge height of 
the main bungalow by approximately 1.5m.  

 Whilst this would make the bungalow taller than the others within 
the row, the difference in ground levels with the adjacent 
property, means it would appear the same height as No 90. As 
such, the two bungalows would appear similar to the two at the 
top of the slope that are the same height, particularly as the tall 
hedge that exists around the front boundary of the property 
means that the lower part of the property is not seen from the 
road. This means that the overall height of the dwelling would 
not be readily noticeable, and would not make the dwelling 
appear out of keeping with the predominantly single storey 
character of the area. 

 The difference in height would be most noticeable when 
approaching the site from the West, but the curvature of the road 
and the woodland area adjacent to the site limits such views to 
the short range. As such, the appeal property is not a prominent 
dwelling in the street scene, and the increase in the height of the 
dwelling would not be an unduly noticeable feature. As a result, I 
consider it would not have a detrimental impact on the character 
and appearance of the area. 

 The amount of brickwork above the ground floor windows would 
be greater than on the other bungalows but given the limited 
views of the property, I am satisfied that this would not have a 
detrimental visual impact on the host property, or the wider area, 
 

Officer Comment: 
 

 This decision is obviously disappointing but as a design and 
street scene issue is clearly somewhat subjective.  

 


