
 

STAFFORDSHIRE MOORLANDS DISTRICT COUNCIL
PLANNING APPLICATIONS COMMITTEE

5th July 2018

Application 
No:

SMD/2018/0201 (Planning Ref) SMD/2017/0217 (LBC reference)

Location 1 Brook Cottages, Endon ST9 9EY

Proposal Erection of sun room – re-submission of SMD/2017/0139 and 
SMD/2017/0170 (LBC) 

Applicant Mr D and Mrs S Wood
Agent Sammons Architectural Limited
Parish/ward Endon with Stanley / 

Brown Edge and Endon
Date registered 29th May 2018

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

REFERRAL

The application is referred to Committee being a re-submission of a similar 
application previously considered by committee at the request of Cllr Stephen 
Ellis in order for the Committee to consider the heritage impact on the property 
and the Conservation Area.

1. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION

REFUSE

2. DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE AND ITS SURROUNDINGS

2.1 Brook Cottages form a terrace of four houses laid out in an L shaped plan 
around the road corner at the centre of the old village of Endon.  The 
property is a Grade II Listed two storey stone house thought to date from 
c.1690 to 1710.  The house is attached at its western end to the corner 
property at 2 Brook Cottages which is also included in the same heritage 
Listing.  The eastern end of the building presents a gable to a broad 
ginnel along the opposite side of which is the gable of the Old Post 
Office.  The roadside elevation faces north and following a consent 
granted in 1998 a prominent stone porch has been added.  The southern 
elevation overlooks a courtyard garden and gardens of neighbours.  
Numbers 3 and 4 Brook Cottages are separately Grade II Listed.  All are 
within the Endon Conservation Area.
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3. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSAL 

3.1 This is an application for planning and listed building consent. The 
proposal is: 

(i) to construct a garden room 5m in length and projecting 3.3m off 
the southern elevation.  Access from the house would be 
through an existing doorway just over midway along the 
elevation. The structure would have a double glazed lean-to roof 
meeting the house wall at a height of 3m and having an eaves 
height of 2.3m.  The sides would be glazed from floor to eaves 
/verges with double glazed units set into rebates in solid natural 
oak timbers erected on a stone plinth. 

3.2 For comparison the previous refused scheme was to construct a garden 
room 4m in length and projecting c.3.3m (4.0m taking account of its side 
wall) off the eastern end of the southern elevation served by a doorway to 
be formed by the removal and enlargement of an existing window. The 
glazing, framing and plinth were similar in detail although the easterly 
side elevation was proposed in the main to comprise a stone wall with an 
upper glazed wedge.

4. RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

4.1 SMD/1998/1184 and 1185 – alterations of dwelling and construction of 
porch – approved.

4.2 Pre-application advice was given in 2016 in relation to the 2017 
applications (below) and relevant to the current application 
(PAD/2016/0047).

4.3 SMD/2017/0139 (Planning) //SMD/2017/0170 (LBC) – erection of single 
storey sun room on rear elevation, hedge/fence removed and replaced 
with coursed stone wall with stone capping (1.5m / 2.2m high), existing 
open porch to be replaced with new exposed natural oak framed 
structure to match the original design and removal of ground floor W.C. – 
refused.

4.4 SMD/2017/0527 (LBC) Removal of hedge/fence and replaced with 
coursed stone wall with stone capping (1.5m high), existing open porch to 
be replaced with new exposed natural oak framed structure to match the 
original design and removal of ground floor W.C. – approved. 

4.5 Further discussions took place prior to the present application to enable 
the applicants and their agent to explore specific aspects of the objection 
and how or if these might be overcome or reduced.
 



 

5. PLANNING POLICIES RELEVANT TO THE DECISION

5.1 The development plan comprises the adopted Staffordshire Moorlands 
Core Strategy Development Plan Document (26th March 2014) and 
supporting evidence documents. 

Core Strategy Development Plan (Adopted 26th March 2014),  
SS1 Development Principles
SS1a Presumption in favour of sustainable development
SS6a Larger Villages – Area Strategy 
DC1 Design Considerations
DC2 Historic Environment
DC3 Landscape and Settlement Setting

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

Core Strategy Supporting Evidence Documents:
 Landscape and Settlement Character Assessment (2008) 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) March 2012
Paragraphs 1 – 17
Section 6 Delivering a wide choice of high quality homes
Section 7 Requiring good design 
Section 12 Conserving and enhancing the historic environment

6. CONSULTATIONS CARRIED OUT

6.1Site notice posted 16th April 2018 – expired 7th May 2018
6.2Press advertisement published 25th April 2018 – expired 25th April 2018 
6.3Neighbours notified 10th April 2018 – expired 1st May 2018

Public Comments – none received

Endon with Stanley Parish Council – none received

Historic England – notification not required and no comments made.

SMDC Conservation Liaison Panel – Object for reasons previously expressed 
in relation to the last application. Considered that the scheme was more harmful 
visually than the previous one. Previous comments: Concern regarding the 
principle of adding an extension to the historic ‘front elevation’. An extension 
would dominate the frontage and harm the form and character of the building. 
The fact that the building had witnessed alterations in the recent past was not 
justification for such a harmful change. [Previously also: “Considered that the 
proposed glazed door was not an appropriate design for the status of the 
elevation” but this no longer proposed and door would be retained as solid as 
existing.]



 

SMDC Conservation Officer
This application now solely relates to the proposal for a sun room. The design 
concept and location of the sun room remains the same but there are some 
changes:
• The mullioned window serving the living room will now be retained rather than 
being removed and enlarged to make a doorway.
• Because of the omission of the new doorway the garden room has been 
enlarged in length by a third in order to enclose the existing hallway door.
• The design has been changed to incorporate curved braces to the corner 
posts and the doorway has been placed centrally to the sun room.
• The proposed stone wall between the side of the sun room and alley is to be 
omitted creating a break in the garden enclosure and more open view of the 
proposed new structure. 

Assessment
i) This proposal essentially raises the same issue as the previous refused 
scheme: The principle of adding an extension to the historic frontage of the 
building.

ii) The heritage statement submitted by Mel Morris Conservation for the last 
application made it clear that the rear elevation was historically the principal 
elevation with the greatest attention to design and detailing. The property was 
historically approached from the southern side which is why this elevation was 
more decorative, with a stone label and larger windows facing south. There was a 
common shared path around all cottages and looked out over the ‘tenter croft’. It 
is suggested that this property was the miller’s house, a building of social 
standing. This evidence has really reinforced the inappropriateness of a sun room 
on this elevation as the addition will mask the architectural form and detail and 
detract from its simple architectural form. The Conservation Consultant noted that 
the proposal had the potential for ‘less than substantial harm’ (page 13) and the 
NPPF requires that there should be a strong presumption in favour of the 
preservation of Listed Buildings and their setting where there would be any harm, 
even in cases where the harm is slight. 

iii) Section 66(1) of the Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas Act also places 
a statutory duty on LPAs to have special regard to the desirability of preserving 
the Listed Building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic 
interest which it possesses. See also Section 72 of the 1990 Act: In assessing 
planning applications in respect to any land or buildings in a Conservation Area 
the LPA has a duty to pay special attention to the desirability of preserving or 
enhancing the character or appearance of that area. 

iv) Para 134 of the NPPF states that where there is less than substantial harm 
the harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal. No public 
benefits have been identified.

v) The conservation consultant stated that the building is not a pristine example 
of its kind and has witnessed some external changes which have affected the 
special interest of the Listed Building but these have all been properly considered 



 

through the Listed Building Consent process and each considered on its merits.  
All buildings witness adaptations over time but this does not justify harmful 
alterations and for a further loss of historic interest.

vi) The agent dealing with the current application states that no consideration has 
been given to the fact that the building essentially now has a dual frontage with 
the addition of a porch on the roadside creating a more public, recognisable 
frontage, and more enclosed gardens being formed to the south. Whilst this may 
be the case and there is an acceptance that the building’s southern setting has 
changed over time (although the position of flanking buildings has not changed), 
in terms of the historic and architectural interest of the building, the southern 
elevation can still be read architecturally and historically as the principal frontage. 
This is a key element of the building’s significance which the LPA has a duty to 
protect from harm.

vii) The agent also notes that the proposal follows the Council’s adopted SPD 
design guidance. It is important to recognise that design guidance is best practice 
and normally extensions are supported on the rear as the rear is usually out of 
public view and less important for its architecture than the front. This is not the 
case with this property as the rear is of significant historic interest and therefore 
this rule of thumb doesn’t apply.

viii)In terms of the modifications to the design of the sun room I would argue that 
whilst the retention of the historic mullion window is a positive move in terms of 
the building’s integrity the resulting enlargement of the structure in order to 
provide access via the existing hall doorway simply increases the visual harm to 
this elevation. The sun room has become more dominant and will completely 
detract from the elegant architectural treatment of the principal elevation. It is not 
a feature one would expect to see on the principal elevation. 

ix) Both the current and previous proposals were considered by Conservation 
Liaison Panel. In considering the first proposal the Panel concluded that there 
was concern regarding the principle of adding an extension to the historic ‘front 
elevation’. An extension would dominate the frontage and harm the form and 
character of the building. In considering the current application the Panel 
objected for the same reasons and considered that the scheme was visually 
more harmful than the last one. 

Conclusion
xi) It is considered that the proposal is unacceptable for the same reasons that 
were cited with the last application. In addition, the further enlargement of the sun 
room increases the harm to the significance of the Listed Building because even 
more of the historic frontage will be masked by the addition and it will dominate 
the elevation. The omission of the stone boundary wall to the side of the alley will 
also result in a loss of enclosure within the garden area and prevent a degree of 
visual containment of the sun room within the garden.

xii) Less than substantial harm to the Listed Building and less than substantial 
harm to the character and appearance of the Conservation Area.



 

Severn Trent Water – as the proposal would have minimal impact on the public 
sewerage system, no objection to the proposal and do not require a drainage 
condition to be attached.

7. POLICY AND MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS / PLANNING BALANCE 

Policy Context

7.1 The Local Planning Authority is required to determine planning applications in 
accordance with the Development Plan unless there are material 
circumstances which indicate otherwise.  In this case the Development Plan for 
the Staffordshire Moorlands District Council consists of the Adopted 
Staffordshire Moorlands Core Strategy Development Plan Document (March 
2014) with regard also being given to the provisions of the National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF); the Council’s adopted Supplementary Planning 
Guidance documents: ‘Space About Dwellings’ and ‘Design Principles’ and the 
Council’s Core Strategy Supporting Evidence Document: Landscape and 
Settlement Character Assessment (2008); also, The Staffordshire Moorlands 
Design Guide Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) adopted 21st February 
2018.  Development boundary mapping remains for the present time as 
approved under the Staffordshire Moorlands Local Plan (September 1998). 

7.2 The development is within the Endon Conservation Area and affects a Grade II 
Listed Building – a designated heritage asset as defined in the NPPF.  Section 
66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 makes it 
a duty for the Local Planning Authority, in reaching its decision, to have special 
regard to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features 
of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses.

7.3 Policy DC2 is to resist development which would be harmful to heritage 
buildings and features but to promote development which sustains, respects or 
enhances them. NPPF paragraph 131 says that, in determining planning 
applications, local planning authorities should take account of the desirability of 
sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and (inter alia) 
putting them to viable uses consistent with their conservation.   NPPF 
paragraph 132 says that, “great weight should be given to the asset’s 
conservation” and that significance can be harmed or lost through alteration or 
destruction of the heritage asset or development within it setting.  Substantial 
harm or loss to a Grade II building should be exceptional. Paragraph 134 states 
that where a development would lead to “less than substantial harm to the 
significance of a designated heritage asset this harm should be weighed 
against the public benefit of the proposal including securing its optimal viable 
use”.

7.4 The NPPF establishes a set of core land-use planning principles which it states  
should underpin decision-taking. From the 12 principles there are two in 
particular that apply here:



 

• always seek to secure high quality design and a good standard of amenity 
for all existing and future occupants of land and buildings;
• conserve heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance, so 
that they can be enjoyed for their contribution to the quality of life of this and 
future generations.

7.5 Heritage ‘significance’ is defined in the NPPF as “The value of a heritage asset 
to this and future generations because of its heritage interest. That interest may 
be archaeological, architectural, artistic or historic. Significance derives not only 
from a heritage asset’s physical presence, but also from its setting.”

7.6 National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) states that “It is the degree of 
harm to the asset’s significance rather than the scale of the development that is 
to be assessed. The harm may arise from works to the asset or from 
development within its setting.” It goes on, “Works that are moderate or minor in 
scale are likely to cause less than substantial harm or no harm at all. However, 
even minor works have the potential to cause substantial harm.”

7.7 Public benefits should flow from the proposed development. They should be of 
a nature or scale to be of benefit to the public at large and should not just be a 
private benefit. However, benefits do not always have to be visible or 
accessible to the public in order to be genuine public benefits. 

Principle of Development and Main Issues

7.8 The main issue to consider is the impact of the proposal on the significance of 
the heritage asset; whether any harm would be caused and, if so, and if judged 
less than substantial harm, whether there would be any public benefits to weigh 
in favour of the changes notwithstanding any harm identified. 

7.9 The applicant’s submitted Historic Building Appraisal has revealed that contrary 
perhaps to present day first impressions the main front to this property was 
historically the south elevation to which the application relates.  The rather 
dominant  and, in design, somewhat overworked porch added to the north 
elevation following the 1998 consent created an entrance where previously 
there was only a window.

7.10 A notable feature of the southern elevation is a projecting stone string course or 
label which runs the length of the building at just above the ground floor window 
lintels.  The quality of the masonry generally is good with neat coursing and 
prominent corner quoins.  Whilst there have been past alterations to the 
southern elevation, in particular by some re-sizing of windows, the addition of 
mullions and the insertion of a central door – previously a window into the 
buttery, the elevation strongly and credibly retains an air of its status as the 
original main front.  

Design and Visual Impact

7.11 The proposed solid oak timber framed garden room or conservatory would add, 
in proportion to the scale of the existing building and its garden courtyard, a 



 

substantial structure to the south elevation. The Conservation Officer has 
commented in detail as set out above (i to xii) under Consultation Responses. 
The perhaps most key points being that the larger size (compared to the 
previous refused scheme) leads to increased visual harm and will completely 
detract from the elegant architectural treatment of the principal elevation as 
existing. 

7.12 It deserves to be recognised that the applicants have arrived at this revised 
scheme in order to eliminate some specific identified criticisms or failings in the 
refused scheme – window now retained unaltered, door retained unaltered; part 
stone easterly end wall eliminated and easterly elevation further recessed from 
the main end elevation of the dwelling; proposed easterly elevation simplified; 
corner stone work of the existing dwelling now less masked.  In doing so 
however, as identified by the Conservation Officer, the resulting enlargement of 
the development does increase the overall visual impact and the harm in  
respect of this point remains and indeed is increased. 

Impact on the significance of the Heritage Assets 

7.13 The applicant’s submitted heritage assessment has established the significance 
of the south elevation as historically having been the property front.  
Notwithstanding earlier (approved) alterations the south elevation has 
successfully retained evident ‘presence’ and credibility in appearance as a main 
frontage.  Given that this character is clearly historically significant to this 
property, alterations which would detract from this are bound to be harmful.  A 
sun room is a feature strongly associated with rear or secondary elevations. It 
is a form of development not consistent with a principal elevation and would 
undermine the sense of this elevation being a frontage.

7.14 Notwithstanding that the applicants have made some significant adjustments to 
the earlier scheme those changes have not overcome the remaining 
fundamental conflict that an extension of this scale and form on this elevation is 
at odds with an important and indeed key feature of the building’s past and 
therefore its heritage value and significance.

Other Matters

7.15 Consideration has been given to space about dwelling requirements and 
possible implications for neighbour amenity.  The attached neighbouring 
property in the terrace at right angles to the application property has a first floor 
window and a dormer window overlooking the application property at close 
range within c.6m.  The dormer however is obscure glazed and the first floor 
window is small.   On balance it is not felt that the proposal would unacceptably 
interfere with the amenity of the neighbour although the relationship may be 
considered to compromise the amenity of the applicant in the use and 
enjoyment of the conservatory but one they are prepared to accept, perhaps 
being not dissimilar to use and enjoyment of the garden patio area.  

7.16 There is an approved development underway at the unattached neighbouring 
property to the east (SMD/2016/0715).  This will not result in any new 



 

implications but there will remain a principal window serving the kitchen of that 
property which the side elevation of the proposed conservatory at Brook 
Cottage would more-or-less directly face. This was not a factor for 
consideration in the previous refused scheme as that scheme had a solid wall 
forming the bulk of the easterly elevation to above eye level and no conflicts of 
privacy or amenity would have arisen.

7.17 The Council’s adopted Space About Dwellings guidance does not cover exactly 
the circumstances here.  The separation distance between the principal window 
of the neighbour’s kitchen and the side glazing of the proposed conservatory is  
approximately 8m.  There is however also a brick boundary wall of c.1.5m to 
the neighbour’s property which partially breaks the line of sight.  Ultimately it 
may reasonably be concluded that the proposed conservatory would not be 
overly intrusive in terms of the privacy of the neighbour.

7.18 In terms of the Conservation Area the proposal would not be seen from nearby 
public vantage points.  It is noted that the access path from the pubic road 
between the application property and the neighbouring property to the east is 
gated and appears to be a private access serving a cluster of neighbouring 
properties. It is not currently recorded as being a public right of way.

Conclusion and Planning Balance

7.19 The proposed sun room extension is found harmful to the statutory Listed 
Building heritage designation for the reasons discussed, in particular the 
Conservation Officer’s points (i) to (xii) and the conclusions at 7.11 to 7.14 
above.  This harm is judged to be ‘less than substantial harm’ within the 
meaning of the NPPF paragraph 134 and quoted at 7.3 above.  The harm 
would be architectural, aesthetic, historic and evidential.  Significantly, no public 
benefit has been identified to weigh in favour of the proposals.  It is considered 
that a conservatory extension is wrong in principle and that this concern could 
not be overcome by alternative design.  It is incumbent on the LPA to attach 
great weight to the conservation of heritage assets (NPPF 132) and accordingly 
in the absence of an identified public benefit with which to balance the harm the 
proposal is recommended for refusal. 

8. RECOMMENDATION

8.1 SMD/2018/0201 (Planning Application) SMD/2018/0217 (Listed Building 
Application) it is recommended that the Committee refuses the 
applications for the reasons below:

The proposed conservatory extension to the south elevation is 
found harmful to the historic character of 1 Brook Cottages, a 
Grade II Listed Building and whilst judged less than substantial 
harm this harm must nevertheless be given great weight and this 
harm is not found to be outweighed by public benefit and is 
therefore contrary to policies SS6a, DC1 and DC2, and to the 
NPPF.



 

In the event of any changes being needed to the wording of the Committee’s 
decision (such as to delete, vary or add conditions/informatives/planning 
obligations or reasons for approval/refusal) prior to the decision being issued, 
the Operations Manager - Development Services has delegated authority to do 
so in consultation with the Chairman of the Planning Applications Committee, 
provided that the changes do not exceed the substantive nature of the 
Committee’s decision.

This recommendation is made following careful consideration of all the issues 
raised through the application process and thorough discussion with the 
applicants. In accordance with Paragraph 187 of the NPPF the Case Officer has 
sought solutions where possible to secure a development that improves the 
economic, social and environmental conditions of the area.

9. APPENDICES TO THE REPORT
See 9.1 – Location 



 

9.1 – Location 

Application property


