To Naomi Perry
Planning Manager
East Staffordshire Borough Council
Town Hall
King Edward Place
Burton Upon Trent
DE14 2EB

P/2017/00668 : the demolition of the existing farm buildings along with restoration works to the existing dwelling at Churnet Farm (Amended Scheme)

This is a response to the email sent to the Clerk to Rocester Parish Council (RPC) on December 16, 2025 at 9:09 AM by Naomi Perry, the Planning Manager for East Staffordshire Borough Council. It states that; 
1. ESBC’s Buildings Control team has ‘been made aware, by way of structural engineers report, of the condition of the barns fronting the public highway concluding public safety concerns and as a result of this are seeking the submission of a partial demolition notice from the site owner’;
2. ‘Given the time of year, it is likely that the matter will be required to be dealt with quickly however any actions under the Building Regulations does not make a land owner or developer immune from having to make an application under the Planning Acts’; and
3. If the Council has ‘any queries please do let (her) know’.
Whilst the next full RPC meeting will not be held until the 12 January, it was fortuitous that its Finance and Governance Working Group would already be meeting on the following day, 17 December. at which discussions took place with the Chair of the Council to enable the necessary urgent response to be made. 
Naomi Perry’s email suggests that only the barns are being considered for demolition at the present time but no mention is made as to who commissioned the structural engineer’s report. Was it from ESBC’s Building Control service or rather the Developer? It should certainly have come from a qualified and totally impartial structural engineer.
History has proven that deliberate neglect and/or partial demolition of a heritage building by its owner will hasten its deterioration and make demolition unavoidable. Certainly, allowing the roof tiles to be taken off the barns to avoid their further slippage has left the roof trusses, rafter and purlins exposed to the elements. This has now exacerbated and hastened the present unsatisfactory condition of these significant ‘gateway’ buildings. 
Though not mentioned, there is no guarantee that Churnet House will not suffer a similar fate to that proposed for the barns. Given that ESBC may have been involved with the staged then total demolition of the historic ‘Wheatsheaf’ public house in Uttoxeter, the Parish Council fears that what has happened there may have set a precedent. 
One of RPC’s first consultation responses sent to ESBC was dated 30 March 2020 P/2017/00668, since when the scheme was revised, wherein Churnet House is to be retained and renovated. These new proposals were discussed at its 7 July 2025 Council Meeting and another response was sent to ESBC (see Appendix 1). 
For the reasons given in its earlier responses and its ongoing wish to protect the Rocester Conservation Area and other heritage assets within this historic settlement, Rocester Parish Council considers that;
1. any threat to public safety from the existing barns fronting the High Street and Churnet Row could have been avoided; and
2. despite the submitted plan showing its retention and restoration, Churnet House may suffer the same fate.
The current situation might not have arisen if a full and proper site appraisal had been done before ESBC declared the Churnet Farm to Rocester’s sole Strategic Site in its adopted Local Plan. It should also be noted that Planning Application P/2017/00668 was registered on 2 August 2017 and that, after over eight years, the local planning authority has still to determine the Application. 

Yours sincerely,

Nisa Khan
For Gill Mellor, Chair of Rocester Parish Council



APPENDIX 1
P/2017/00668 : Erection of 18 no dwellings with new vehicular access and associated garaging/parking facilities following the demolition of the existing farm buildings along with restoration works to the existing dwelling at Churnet Farm (Amended Scheme)
A response from Rocester Parish Council as Statutory Consultee

1.0	SUMMARY RESPONSE
Housing need in Rocester
1.1	ESBC’s Adopted Local Plan requires Rocester to have 115 new dwellings by 2031. 95 have already been provided so 20 more are needed and the 18 new dwellings and retention of the farmhouse proposed in this Application almost meet this requirement. 
          Access to the Development Site from Churnet Row and High Street
1.2	This Application also includes the site access for another 71 dwellings that are the subject of Application ref. P/2017/00667. This will also have to service the residual agricultural land, a matter which appears not to have been considered. General public safety would be put at risk if the agricultural machinery used nowadays was allowed to pass through residential areas. 
1.3	Unless an adequate and safe access to said land can be provided, the proposals are objected to.
   	Existing on-street car parking in Churnet Row / High Street
1.4	It is essential that the existing number of on-street parking spaces in Churnet Row / High Street are retained. Any spaces lost to the provision of the necessary site access to both of the housing development sites and residual agricultural land, replacements must be provided close to the existing adopted highway. Unless these can be provided, the proposals are objected to.
Surface Water Disposal
1.5	It is not clear if a SuDS system will be needed for the intended 18 new dwellings but if it is, its approval is not being sought in either application. 
1.6	Before determining this application, ESBC must establish whether a SuDS system will be required for the proposed 18 new dwellings be part of this Application. If it is indeed required, the following matters should become the subjects of planning conditions.
a. Any required SuDS system must be fully operational before the first newly-completed dwelling becomes occupied; and
b. It must be clearly established who is to be responsible for the maintenance, repair, safety and security of SuDS system. 
[bookmark: _Hlk200551050]1.7	Until this is clarified, the proposals are objected to.
	Overall design of the development.
[bookmark: _Hlk199424648]1.8	Finally, NPPF Paragraph 139 states that “Development that is not well designed should be refused….”  Consequently, ‘well-designed’ developments should be inherently ‘safe’ for residents, pedestrians and other road users. As now submitted, this Application falls short in this regard so there is no option but for Rocester Parish Council to object to this further Amended Scheme.


BACKGROUND
	This section offers further information supporting the points made in the Summary Consultation Response. 
1.0	This Application
[bookmark: _Hlk199259172]1.1	This application cannot be considered independently from the accompanying outline planning application ref. P/2017/00667 for an additional 71 dwellings on an immediately adjacent site which will require access through the site of this Application. 
2.0	The comments being made
2.1 	Many of the comments being made are much the same as those given previously for the Core Strategy for the Local Plan: the ESBC Local Plan as now adopted; Applications ref. P/2012/00201 and previous consultations regarding Applications P/2017/00667 and P/2017/00668.
3.0	Housing Need and its proposed location in Rocester
3.1	Being part of ESBC’s Strategic allocation of 90 new dwellings for Rocester, the provision of 18 new dwellings and the restoration of the existing farm house is not objected to.
4.0	The Development Site and other associated areas.
4.1	ESBC’s Adopted Local Plan has declared this a Strategic site capable of accommodating 90 dwellings. 
4.2	However, besides the areas for both this application and that referenced P/2017/00667, there are other areas of residual agricultural land which the Applicant presently has no intention to develop. In accordance with the planning convention, the Location Plans for both applications show such residual agricultural land outlined in blue. For this application, it is the Matthew Montague Architects’ drawing titled ‘Site 1 Location Plan’ from which it must be assumed that this area will remain in agricultural use and remain accessed from Churnet Row / High Street. 
5.0	Access to the Development Site from Churnet Row and High Street
5.1	The single access from the public highway to both this proposed development site and that for another 71 dwellings is to be through this Application site. Consequently, there will be further traffic activity added to that already being experienced in the village, not the least being agricultural and construction traffic that will also have to pass through residential areas. This is not something that the LPA has previously permitted for similar situations in Rocester.
5.2	Whilst Highway Authority (SCC) now appears to have approved the proposed highway layout, the required swept areas are for rigid axle service vehicles with a 11.9m wheelbase (e.g. refuse trucks, removal vans and emergency service vehicles). Unfortunately, its response makes no mention as to whether the impact of modern tractors and agricultural machinery has also been considered. Nowadays, farmers contract out services that they once did themselves so larger tractors with trailers and articulated vehicles are used for frequently. Similarly, construction traffic for large development sites such as that for the proposed 71 houses involves the use of heavy plant and articulated vehicle.  
5.3	To resolve the issue, ESBC as the local planning authority (LPA) should;
· ask the Applicant to confirm whether the residual agricultural land not required for development will indeed remain in agricultural use and if so, what types of vehicles and machinery will be needed and whether it would have to pass through the proposed residential development or where alternative access might be possible and agreed; 
· having received the answers and to foster general public safety, it should then consider if its LPA predecessor’s policy of requiring that no agricultural traffic should pass through new residential areas for similar situations in Rocester should still apply; and   
· once the answers are received, the Highways Authority should be approached to see whether the highways widths and radii shown on the drawings submitted as part of this Application can still provide the necessary swept areas.  
5.4 	From consideration of paragraphs 115 to 118 of the December 2024 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), until it is known whether or not agricultural access is required through the development site and the roadway system is adequate, the proposed access as submitted is objected to. 

[bookmark: _Hlk200550305]6.0	Existing on-street car parking in Churnet Row / High Street
[bookmark: _Hlk199354637]6.1	Since the application was registered by the LPA as long ago as 2017, there have been other developments within the Village that have generated increased traffic. The JCB Academy has created an Apprentice Centre from the former Dove First School buildings (P/2016/01825 + P/2017/ 00495) and 53 new dwellings have been built and occupied off Ashbourne Road (P/2014/00548, P/2014/1396 + P/2014/1496). 
6.2	There is a general lack of parking space within the village and the private (not public) car park adjacent to the Children’s Centre and Village Hall no longer has the capacity to provide parking for Churnet Row / High Street residents and their visitors. The situation could well be exacerbated since, despite the formal objection of Rocester Parish Council, full planning permission has been granted for the existing Bourne Methodist Church in Churnet Row / High Street to become a café (P/2023/00860). ESBC’s Parking Standards SPD requires the provision of one parking space per 10m2 of floorspace for restaurants and cafés but, when applying this standard for a 112m2 café, 12 car parking spaces are required, none of which can be provided within the defined Application site. If the café becomes operational, 12 car parking spaces will be needed elsewhere on land not in the Applicant’s ownership, all to the disbenefit of users of the Village Hall and Children’s Centre and existing village residents.    
6.3	All of this makes it essential that the numbers of existing on-street parking spaces in Churnet Row / High Street are retained. If this cannot be guaranteed, any spaces lost to the required site access to both of the housing development sites must be provided therein and close to the existing adopted highway. 
7.0	Flood Risk
7.1	If ESBC is minded to grant full planning permission, there must be an enforceable planning condition or obligation that requires any flooding arising from a 1 on 100 year plus 40% climate change flood event (or any other NPPF and/or other standards in force at the time of the application) is contained within the development boundary for this application and will not migrate to adjacent properties.
[bookmark: _Hlk200550643]8.0	Surface Water Drainage
8.1	It is not clear if a SuDS system will be needed for the intended 19 dwellings forming this application. If it is, that the SuDS system does not form part of this application but rather that referenced P/2017/00667. 
8.2	Before determining this application, ESBC must establish whether the SuDS system will be required and if so, whether it should be part of this application. If is indeed found to be necessary, the following matters must be addressed by planning conditions.
a. Any required SuDS system must be fully operational before the first newly-completed dwelling becomes occupied; and
b. It must be clearly established who is to be responsible for the maintenance, repair, safety and security of SuDS system and included as a planning condition. 
[bookmark: _Hlk34758054]9.0	Impact on Rocester Conservation Area (RCA)  
9.1 	It is tragic that, although they are within the RCA, both Churnet House and the threshing barn have been allowed to become beyond what may be economic repair. 
9.2	However, it is encouraging that Churnet House is intended to be retained. If ESBC is minded to grant the full planning permission now being sought, its long-term retention should become a planning condition, irrespective of the cost of doing so. 
9.3	Concerning the brick barns on the street frontage, after weighing the present building’s lamentable condition against the careful design of the proposed replacement dwellings and the general maintenance of the existing streetscape thereby, their demolition is not objected to. 
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