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CANNOCK CHASE COUNCIL 
 

MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE 
 

PLANNING CONTROL COMMITTEE 
 

WEDNESDAY, 22 DECEMBER, 2010 AT 3.00 P.M. 
 

IN THE CIVIC CENTRE, BEECROFT ROAD, CANNOCK 
 

PART 1 
 

PRESENT:  Councillors   
Adamson, G. (Chairman) 

Bullock, L.W. (Vice-Chairman) 
 

Allen, F.W.C. 
Ball, G. D. 
Bernard, J.D. 
Burnett, G. 
 

Easton, Mrs. D.M. 
Easton, R. 
Freeman, M.P. 
Jones, R. 

98. Apologies 
 
Apologies for absence were received from Councillors J. Burnett, Mrs. S.M. Cartwright, Mrs. 
L. Whitehouse, Mrs. P. Williams and B. Williams. 

  
99. Declarations of Interests of Members in Contracts and Other Matters and Restriction on 

Voting by Members 
 
Member      Nature of Interest  Type 
 
Easton, R.                  Application CH/10/0373, Construction of ERF          Personal and  
                                   and ancillary facilities, Cley Road, Cannock -           Prejudicial 
                                   Member of Staffordshire County Council’s  
                                    Planning Committee 
 
Bernard, J.D.             Application CH/10/0373, Construction of ERF          Personal and  
                                   and ancillary facilities, Cley Road, Cannock -           Prejudicial 
                                   Member of Staffordshire County Council’s  
                                    Planning Committee and Member of the  
                                    Poplars Landfill Site Liaison Committee 
 
Bulllock, L.W.             Application CH/10/0373, Construction of ERF          Personal   
                                   and ancillary facilities, Cley Road, Cannock -            
                                   Member of the Poplars Landfill Site Liaison 
                                   Committee 
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100. Disclosure of lobbying of Members 
 
There were no disclosures made. 

  
101. Minutes 
  
 RESOLVED: 
  
 That the Minutes of the meeting held on 1 December, 2010 be approved as a correct record. 
 
 

 
 

102. Members’ requests for site visits 
  
 No requests for site visits were made. 

 
103. 
 

Application CH/10/0328, Residential Development – one detached dwelling (outline 
including access) 26 Post Office Lane, Slitting Mill, Rugeley 

  
The Chairman reported the site visit had been cancelled due to the adverse weather 
conditions and suggested that the application be deferred until the next meeting of the 
Committee. 

  
 RESOLVED: 
  
 That the application be deferred until the next meeting of the Committee. 

  
104. Application CH/10/0373, Construction of an Energy Recovery Facility (ERF) and 

ancillary facilities comprising offices, visitor centre, bottom ash recycling and 
maturation, access roads, weighbridge, drop off shelter, electrical compound; together 
with associated landscaping and security fence, Cley Road, Cannock 

  
Consideration was given to the Report of the Planning Services Manager (Enclosure 6.9 – 
6.32 of the Official Minutes of the Council). 
 
Prior to consideration of the application representations were made by the Ward Member, 
Councillor J.T. Kraujalis. 
 
The Planning Services Manager provided an update for the Committee advising that a letter 
had been received from the applicant’s agent claiming there were errors/omissions in the 
report.  A note had been prepared in response to this which was circulated to all Members.  
The note provided the following information: 
 
The agent claims that the report fails to mention what the applicants consider to be two 
important and beneficial aspects of the proposal, which are: 
 

1. New proposed access to the Poplars Landfill site:  As part of this development, the 
proposals include an access between the north of the application site and the Poplars 
Landfill site.  According to the applicants this new  proposed access, has been 
requested by local residents via the Liaison Group, and would divert 80% of HGV 
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traffic from the existing access to the Poplars Landfill site, off Leacroft Island; thus 
reducing traffic impact on residents at Hawks Green and Rumer Hill. 

 
Officer comment:  Your Officers accept than an additional access would alleviate traffic at the 
Leacroft Island; however, it would not reduce the amount of traffic travelling through and 
around Cannock.  Also, it would be difficult to control HGV movements through and around 
Cannock, as such there is no guarantee that impact would be reduced on residents. 
 
Furthermore, there is no evidence to support the applicant’s claims that 80% of traffic would 
be diverted and no indication of how this reduction would be secured. 
 
In addition, the new access would only be facilitated by the proposed development, which will, 
in itself, increase waste HGV movements in and out of Cannock. 
 

2. Community Fund:  That the applicants will provide £80,000 per annum towards a 
“Community Fund”.  (Based on 20p per tonne processed = £80,000 for 400,000 
tonnes). 

 
Officer comment:  If the development merits approval any financial contributions to a 
Community Fund will be welcomed only if the use of the fund is locally determined (at District 
level) to reduce the impact of the proposal on the local community and environment.  
However, Members should note that the applicants have stated that this amount would only 
be available, if they are able to secure planning permission, without funding an appeal. 
 
In addition, the applicants have also raised the following matters of interpretation and opinion 
in respect of the report, as follows: 
 

1. The report fails to appreciate that the proposal would cater for predominantly existing 
traffic, as the waste is already being generated, and driven around on the local 
network. 

 
Officer comment:  The application indicates that only 20-25% of the waste currently going into 
the Poplars Landfill will be diverted to the EfW.  Accordingly, there is insufficient evidence to 
confirm that the proposed facility would deal with waste already destined for the Poplars 
Landfill site; therefore your officers are of the opinion that the proposal would provide 
additional facilities within the District for dealing with waste, thus increasing capacity.  
Consequently, the proposal is likely to lead to more waste traffic into the District.  As such, at 
a local level the proposal would increase traffic.  Notwithstanding this the impact of the 
proposal in terms of traffic and highway safety will be considered by Staffordshire County 
Council as the Highways Authority. 
 

2. The applicants disagree with the Council’s conclusions that there is no need for the 
facility on the basis that there are regional and national objectives to divert waste 
from landfill and convert it to an energy resource. 

 
Officer comment:  Insufficient evidence has been provided by the applicants to demonstrate 
that there is a need for the facility, in this particular location. 
 
Furthermore, paragraph 2.8 of The Staffordshire and Stoke on Trent Joint Waste Core 
Strategy 2010-2026, state that there is only a modest gap between sufficient waste 
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management facilities and capacity by 2025/26 to manage an equivalent tonnage of waste to 
be produced within Staffordshire and Stoke on Trent. 
 
Submissions on behalf of the applicants to the Staffordshire County Council Waste Core 
Strategy in 2008, suggested that if waste could be moved by rail then the proposed facility 
could fulfil a national role. 
 
In addition, if it is proposed that the EfW facility will result in a significant reduction in waste 
destined for the Poplars Landfill site, then it would be reasonable to request that through a 
S106 Agreement the end-life of the Poplars Landfill facility is shortened, because of the 
amount of waste going to landfill would be diverted and reduced as a consequence of the 
proposed EfW facility.  However, this is not part of the applicants submission. 
 

3. Disagree with Council’s reasons for objection 2, on the basis that: 
 
A) No evidence to suggest that siting of proposed EfW facility will compromise the 

development of the remainder of Kingswood Lakeside; 
B) Proposed facility has potential to provide new local businesses with heat energy, 

which would be an incentive for new businesses; 
C) Some warehouse developments (B8) uses result in less employment generation, than 

the proposed use 
 
Officer comment:  Availability of heat energy maybe incentive for some new businesses but 
this is likely to be outweighed by proximity to a large incinerator facility.  Some warehouse and 
distribution (B8) uses such as the existing DHL business at Kingswood Lakeside would 
generate more jobs than the proposal.  Other approved uses such as B1 and B2, also have 
the potential to create a greater number of jobs. 
 

4. Disagree with the Council’s reason for objection 3 – whilst the applicants accept that 
the design issue is subjective, they highlight the fact that the proposed design has 
been supported by Commission for Architecture and Built Environment. 

 
Officer comment:  As set out in the Committee Report paragraphs 3.12 - 3.17 (Enc 6.22 – 
6.23) 
 

5. Disagree with Council’s reason for objection 4 – stating that Impact on Cannock 
Chase SAC has been fully assessed in the Environmental Impact Assessment, which 
demonstrates that there would be no unacceptable impact on the SAC. 

 
Officer comment:  Council Ecologist advises that there is insufficient evidence to demonstrate 
that the proposal will not result in adverse impact on Cannock Chase SAC, as set out under 
paragraph 3.36 (Enclosure 6.28) of the Committee Report. 
 

 RESOLVED: 
 

(A) That Cannock Chase District objects to the application for the reasons set out 
in the report. 

 
(B) That in the event that Staffordshire County Council is minded to approve the 

application the following conditions should apply: 
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(i) that the use of the Community Fund be determined locally; 
(ii) that the S106 Agreement should impose a time limit on the end life of the 

operation of the Poplars Landfill site and that Officers enter into 
discussions with Staffordshire County Council Officers to determine the 
end date 

 
(Having declared a personal and prejudicial interest Councillors J.D. Bernard and R. Easton 
withdrew from the meeting whilst the application was determined). 
 

  
      

CHAIRMAN 
  

 
 The meeting closed at 3.30 pm 
 


