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KEY DECISION - YES 
 
1. Purpose of Report 
 
1.1 To consider the Cannock Chase Local Development Framework, Core Strategy Issues 

and Options - Summary of Consultation Responses. 
 
 
2. Recommendations 
 
2.1 That;  
 
          i). the Cannock Chase Local Development Framework (LDF), Core Strategy Issues and 

Options - Summary of Consultation Responses be adopted as an appropriate account of 
the consultation process undertaken for the LDF Core Strategy to date.  

 
          ii). the findings of the report be used to help determine the Preferred Option for 

development in the District to 2026 
 
          iii). the Deputy Chief Executive, in consultation with the Environment Leader, be authorised 

to make any minor amendments to the Cannock Chase Local Development Framework 
(LDF), Core Strategy Issues and Options - Summary of Consultation Responses 

 
 
 
3.       Conclusions and Reasons for Recommendations  
 
3.1 The Cannock Chase Local Development Framework Core Strategy will provide the 

central planning policy for the development of the Cannock Chase District to 2026. So 
far, the Core Strategy has undergone three rounds of consultation in 2006, 2007 and 
2008 in order to generate debate and obtain as wide a view as possible on options for 
shaping the future development of the District. 
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3.2 Responses received to the 2006 and 2007 consultations were primarily from 
stakeholders, in particular developers/agents with land interests. The 2008 consultation 
was more substantial in order to gain wider input from the general public. 
 

3.3 319 questionnaire responses and 61 formal stakeholder responses were received to 
the 2008 consultation. Representations were forthcoming on four strategic options for 
the distribution of development with dispersal of development across all urban 
communities being most favoured.  
 

3.4 Eight objectives were also put forward for working towards a vision of the District in 
2026 and encouragingly these received strong support with a good degree of 
consensus in the way the objectives might be met. 

 
4.  Key Issues

 
4.1 Responses have been received from a cross section of the district’s residents and 

visitors as well as key stakeholders, including developers and their agents. A report 
attached as annex 1 sets out the methods used to consult, summarises the responses 
received and offers some advice for future consultations. The LDF consultation 
process differs from that under the former Local Plan system in that a summary report 
for Members is considered sufficient by Government and the Planning Inspectorate 
rather than a comprehensive response to each individual representation. However, an 
outcome to every response will still be made available on the Council’s website. 
 

4.2 Four strategic options were proposed for the overall distribution of development. These 
were: 
• Option 1: Concentrate development in Cannock, Hednesford and Heath Hayes 
• Option 2: Disperse development across all urban communities 
• Option 3: Norton Canes expansion and reduced dispersed development across all 

other urban communities 
• Option 4: new sustainable communities at the edges of urban areas. 

 
4.3 In addition, eight objectives were put forward to enable people to express their views 

on the issues that needed to be taken account of when considering broad strategic 
locations for development. Specific options for Development Control policy were also 
proposed. 

 
4.4 319 questionnaire responses and 61 formal stakeholder responses were received. 

Consistent themes emerging from the consultation are summarised as: 
• Option 2 ‘disperse development across all urban communities’ was most 

favoured although there was also support for a combination of the options, 
• Protect the Cannock Chase AONB and other areas of green space including 

the Green Belt,  
• Use brownfield sites for development before greenfield,  
• Employment and housing should be near one another and cater for local need, 
• Developments should be accessible by public transport and safe cycling and 

pedestrian routes, 
• There should be access to good quality open space, 
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• The need for affordable housing for local people is strongly supported but 
‘aspirational’ housing receives less support with the exception of the business 
community,  

• Good design will help to reduce crime levels, 
• Town centres should have a mix of uses and be safer and more attractive 
• Living accommodation in or near town centres would be best suited to small 

households (old or young) rather than families, 
• Town centres themselves should be cleaner and tidier, 
• The need for cross boundary working with neighbouring authorities is 

supported: two examples are local housing need in Rugeley and open space 
and recreation needs being met in part by Chasewater Country Park. 

 
4.5 The consultation outcomes indicate possible areas where a consensus may be harder 

to reach as the process moves towards Preferred Options. In particular these are: 
• Development pressure upon and possible review of the Green Belt, 
• Balancing the scale of development in rural areas, AONB and Green Belt in order 

to meet local needs whilst protecting the environment, 
• ‘Greener future’ / sustainability issues as so much of this area is new, changing 

and untested. 
 

4.6 The report at annex 1 is an important element in the ongoing process of community 
engagement designed to contribute towards effective plan making for the Local 
Development Framework Core Strategy. The next step in the preparation of the Core 
Strategy will be publication of a Preferred Options consultation document, timetabled 
for April 2009. The Local Development Framework has close links to the delivery of the 
Sustainable Community Strategy agreed earlier in 2008.  
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REPORT INDEX 

 
Background                                                                                                    Section 1 
 
Details of Matters to be Considered i.e. Options Considered, Outcome  Section 2                                                
Of Consultations etc 
 
Contribution to CHASE                                                                                  Section 3 
 
Financial Implications                                                                                    Section 4  
 
Human Resource Implications                                                                      Section 5  
 
Legal Implications                                                                                          Section 6   
 
Section 17 (Crime Prevention)                                  Section 7  
 
Human Rights Act Implications                                                                    Section 8 
 
Data Protection Act Implications                                                                  Section 9  
 
Risk Management Implications                                                                     Section 10 
  
Equality and Diversity Implications        Section 11  
 
Other Options Considered         Section 12 
 
List of Background Papers          Section 13 
                                                                                                   
Annexes to the Report i.e. copies of correspondence, plans etc    Annex 1, 2, 3 etc 
 
Report Author Details: (name, title and extension number) 
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Section 1 
 
Background 
 
 
The Cannock Chase Local Development Framework (LDF) will eventually replace the 1997  
Cannock Chase Local Plan in setting planning policy for the future of the district. The Core  
Strategy will form the central part in a suite of documents and will provide the strategic planning  
policy approach for Cannock Chase District to 2026. 
 
In contrast to the Local Plan which was primarily concerned with the use of land, the LDF is 
more a process of responding to the range of strategies and programmes being delivered in the 
district and ensuring the availability of land and infrastructure for their delivery. The LDF 
process also places a much greater emphasis on identifying, and resolving where possible, key 
issues early in the plan making process in order to make the examination process less 
confrontational than was the case with Local Plans.  
 
In order to generate debate and identify issues early in the preparation of the Core Strategy a  
series of consultations have been undertaken based around Issues and Options. Two rounds  
of consultation in 2006 and 2007 were responded to by stakeholders, in particular potential  
developers and their agents, however the public response was limited. 
 
The 2008 consultation aimed to gain a wider public response using a range of methods  
including a special edition of Chase Matters, a roadshow using the Council’s trailer placed in  
busy locations around the district., a series of focus groups and meetings with groups identified  
as ‘hard to reach’ including  younger residents, older residents and the voluntary sector. Annex  
1 provides further details. 
 

Section 2 
 
Details of Matters to be Considered 
 
Annex 1 provides a summary of all three consultation processes with emphasis placed on the  
comprehensive feedback obtained during the 2008 consultation. 
 
The 2008 consultation was varied and wide ranging. It included: a full, detailed document with 
the opportunity to respond online; a special edition of the Councils’ magazine ‘Chase Matters’ 
which was distributed to the majority of households in the District and included a questionnaire 
and prize draw incentive for its return; a separate children’s competition; a series of exhibitions 
and attendance and participation at a wide variety of events. ‘Hard to reach’ groups as defined 
in the Statement of Community Involvement were specifically targeted. 
 
Four strategic options were proposed for the overall distribution of development. These were: 

• Option 1: Concentrate development in Cannock, Hednesford and Heath Hayes 
• Option 2: Disperse development across all urban communities 
• Option 3: Norton Canes expansion and reduced dispersed development across all 

other urban communities 
• Option 4: new sustainable communities at the edges of urban areas. 
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In addition, eight objectives were put forward to enable people to express their views on the 
issues that needed to be taken account of when considering broad strategic locations for 
development. These were: 

• Objective 1: Promote pride in attractive, safe local communities 
• Objective 2: Create healthy living opportunities across the District 
• Objective 3: Provide for housing choice 
• Objective 4: Encourage a vibrant local economy and workforce 
• Objective 5: Encourage sustainable transport infrastructure 
• Objective 6: Create attractive town centres 
• Objective 7: Provide well managed and appreciated environments 
• Objective 8: Support a greener future 

 
Specific options for Development Control policy were also proposed. 
 
319 questionnaire responses and 61 formal stakeholder responses were received. 
Consistent themes emerging from the consultation are summarised below. 
 
In terms of the strategic options, Option 2 was the most favoured ie disperse development 
across all urban communities although there was also support for a combination of the options. 
 
There is strong appreciation of, and a desire to protect the Cannock Chase AONB. Other areas 
of green space are also called upon for protection including the Green Belt although there are 
also some calls for the review of the latter. The use of brownfield sites is called upon for 
development before greenfield, and there is the feeling that the reuse / refurbishment of old and 
derelict buildings should take place before new ones are constructed. 
 
The desire to have more sustainable and greener lives is evident throughout: This includes 
locating employment and housing near one another and being relevant to local need. 
Developments should also be accessible by public transport and safe cycling and pedestrian 
routes and there should be access to good quality open space. 
 
The need for affordable housing for local people is strongly supported but larger, ‘aspirational’ 
housing receives less support with the exception of the business community. Communities 
should have a range of flexible and accessible facilities and should be well designed so that 
people want to look after them: it is felt that good design will help to reduce crime levels.  
 
Town centres should have a mix of uses so that they are ‘alive’ both during the day and night 
and therefore safer and more attractive: it is felt that living accommodation in or near town 
centres would be best suited to small households (old or young) rather than families. It is also 
felt that the town centres themselves should be cleaner and tidier (the issue is not simply about 
new development) so that people will be more inclined to take care of them. 
 
The need for cross boundary working with neighbouring authorities is also supported: two 
examples are local housing need in Rugeley and open space and recreation needs being met 
in part by Chasewater Country Park. 
 
The consultation outcomes indicate possible areas where a consensus may be harder to reach 
as the process moves towards Preferred Options. In particular these are: 

• Development pressure upon and possible review of the Green Belt, 
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• Balancing the scale of development in rural areas, AONB and Green Belt in order 
to meet local needs whilst protecting the environment, 

• ‘Greener future’ / sustainability issues as so much of this area is new, changing 
and untested.  

 
 

Section 3 
 
Contribution to CHASE 
 
The production of a Local Development Framework Core Strategy for the District, is in part 
driven by the delivery of CHASE and therefore fully supports and develops all CHASE 
objectives. 
 

Section 4 
 
Financial Implications 
 
There are no direct financial implications for the Council as a result of this report; any costs 
associated with this report will be contained within existing budgets.  
  

Section 5 
 

Human Resource Implications 
 
There are no identified implications.  
 

Section 6 
 
Legal Implications 
 
The Council has a statutory duty to prepare a Local Development Framework. The Core 
Strategy is the central document of the Framework. It must be subject to rigorous procedures of 
community involvement, consultation and independent examination by a planning inspector to 
test the soundness of the document.  
 

Section 7 
 
Section 17 (Crime Prevention) 
 
The production of the LDF Core Strategy will provide policy to help to reduce crime and anti-
social behaviour. 
 

Section 8 
 
Human Rights Act Implications 
 
There are no identified Human Rights Act implications identified in the report. 
 

Section 9 
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Data Protection Act Implications 
 
There are no identified implications in respect of the Data Protection Act arising from this 
report. 
  

Section 10 
 
Risk Management Implications 
 
The Council’s Local Development Framework has to take account of opinion from the local 
community and stakeholders.  Failure to achieve this could result in the Council’s spatial plans 
being found unsound at any subsequent examination.  
 

Section 11 
 
Equality and Diversity Implications 
 
No specific implications raised by the recommendations of this report. An Equality Impact 
assessment is accompanying the production of the LDF Core Strategy. 
 

Section 12 
 

Other Options Considered 
 
Effective consultation and reporting of responses is a key requirement of the LDF process in 
order to be found sound at examination. Not consulting is therefore not a viable option. 
 
 
List of Background Papers 
 
Cannock Chase Local Development Framework, Core Strategy Issues and Options 2008  
Consultation. 
 
 
Annexes 
 
Annex 1 Cannock Chase Local Development Framework, Core Strategy Issues and 

Options 2008 Consultation – Report of Consultation. 
 
Report Author Details 
 
John Heminsley Planning Services Manager  x4521 
Antony Lancaster Planning Policy Manager x4481 
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Annex 1 
 
Core Strategy Issues and Options Summary and Analysis of Consultation Responses 
 
Contents 
 
1. Introduction                     1       
2. Executive Summary                                2 
3. Who was consulted and how?                   4      
4. Summary of responses                    6 
    4.1. What is this consultation about?       
    4.2. How are we consulting? 
    4.3. What must be considered? 
    4.4. What is the District like in 2008? A spatial portrait 
    4.5. What could our District be like in 2008? (Spatial Vision) 
    4.6. What are the big decisions for locating development and delivering services?  
           (Strategic Spatial Options) 
    4.7. Objective 1 Promote pride in attractive, safe, local communities 
    4.8. Objective 2 Create healthy living opportunities across the District 
    4.9. Objective 3 Provide for housing choice 
    4.10. Objective 4 Encourage a vibrant local economy and workforce 
    4.11. Objective 5 Encourage sustainable transport infrastructure 
    4.12. Objective 6 Create attractive town centres 
    4.13. Objective 7 Provide well managed and appreciated environments 
    4.14. Objective 8 Support a greener future 
    4.15. What Issues are Important When Dealing with Most Day to Day Applications for   
             Development? 
    4.16. Additional comments 
5. Summary of Issues and Options 1 and 2               63 
6. Summary of Consultation Process- achievements and areas to improve            66     
7. Glossary-Jargon Buster                 68 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
1. Introduction 
 
This report seeks to compile a range of responses from different sources to the Core Strategy 
Issues and Options 2008 Consultation.  Responses were collected in a variety of different ways, as 
set out in Section 3, from questionnaires to focus groups and this report aims to synthesise these 
in order to provide a clear picture of key issues and favoured options. 
 
The representations have been presented as either questionnaire responses made to the Chase 
Matters summary document or representations to the full Issues and Options document.  
Comments made through the more qualitative focus groups, hard to reach group forums and group 
discussions have also been summarised under the relevant sections of this report.  The structure 
of the analysis follows the order of the full Issues and Options document by chapter.    
 
The full consultation reports and comments have been collated into a supporting compendium to 
this summary report.  A copy of this compendium is publicly available and can be viewed via the 
Council’s web site, at the Council Offices or on request to the Planning Policy Team.   
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2. Executive Summary 
 
 
The Core Strategy is the main document in the Local Development Framework. It will determine 
where development will go until 2026: not on a site by site basis (except for very large 
developments), but in broad strategic terms. This means that it will determine what proportions of 
new development will be located where in Cannock Chase District, and what kinds of development 
should be considered so that it is relevant to the needs and aspirations of those who live and work 
in the different communities across the area. 
 
In order to find out what the main issues are when making such major strategic decisions, it is 
important to carry out extensive public consultation. This document is a summary of the 
consultation – the largest exercise ever undertaken by the Council – which took place through the 
months of July, August and September 2008 with flexibility for receiving responses extending into 
October. It builds on earlier consultation exercises undertaken in 2006 and 2007. Whilst 
stakeholder response to these consultations had been reasonable, the response rate from the 
general public was very poor. It was recognised that, in order to encourage a high level of 
response and participation, the 2008 consultation would need to be much more intensive. 
 
The consultation was therefore varied and wide ranging. It included: a full, detailed document with 
the opportunity to respond online; a special edition of the Councils’ magazine ‘Chase Matters’ 
which was distributed to the majority of households in the District and included a questionnaire and 
prize draw incentive for its return; a separate children’s competition; a series of exhibitions and 
attendance and participation at a wide variety of events. ‘Hard to reach’ groups as defined in the 
Statement of Community Involvement were specifically targeted. 
 
Four strategic options were proposed for the overall distribution of development. These were: 

• Option 1: Concentrate development in Cannock, Hednesford and Heath Hayes 
• Option 2: Disperse development across all urban communities 
• Option 3: Norton Canes expansion and reduced dispersed development across all other 

urban communities 
• Option 4: new sustainable communities at the edges of urban areas. 

 
In addition, eight objectives were put forward to enable people to express their views on the issues 
that needed to be taken account of when considering broad strategic locations for development. 
These were: 

• Objective 1: Promote pride in attractive, safe local communities 
• Objective 2: Create healthy living opportunities across the District 
• Objective 3: Provide for housing choice 
• Objective 4: Encourage a vibrant local economy and workforce 
• Objective 5: Encourage sustainable transport infrastructure 
• Objective 6: Create attractive town centres 
• Objective 7: Provide well managed and appreciated environments 
• Objective 8: Support a greener future 
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Specific options for Development Control policy were also proposed. 
 
319 questionnaire responses and 61 formal stakeholder responses were received in 2008. This 
adds to the 56 responses in 2007 and 49 responses in 2006.  Consistent themes emerging from 
the consultations are summarised below. 
 
In terms of the strategic options, Option 2 was the most favoured i.e. disperse development across 
all urban communities although there was also support for a combination of the options which 
includes urban extensions. 
 
There is strong appreciation of, and a desire to protect the Cannock Chase AONB. Other areas of 
green space are also called upon for protection including the Green Belt although there are also 
some calls for the review of the latter (and also the green space network from the earlier 
consultations). The District’s built heritage should be protected. The use of brownfield sites is 
called upon for development before greenfield, and there is the feeling that the reuse / 
refurbishment of old and derelict buildings should take place before new ones are constructed. 
 
The desire to live more sustainable and greener lives is evident throughout: This includes locating 
employment and housing near one another and being relevant to local need. Developments should 
also be accessible by public transport and safe cycling and pedestrian routes and there should be 
access to good quality open space. 
 
The need for affordable housing for local people is strongly supported but larger, ‘aspirational’ 
housing receives less support with the exception of the business community. There is a need to 
consult specifically with the Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople communities. 
Communities should have a range of flexible and accessible facilities and should be well designed 
so that people want to look after them: it is felt that good design will help to reduce crime levels.  
 
Town centres should have a mix of uses so that they are ‘alive’ both during the day and night and 
therefore safer and more attractive: it is felt that living accommodation in or near town centres 
would be best suited to small households (old or young) rather than families. It is also felt that the 
town centres themselves should be cleaner and tidier (the issue is not simply about new 
development) so that people will be more inclined to take care of them. Tourism and the visitor 
economy is important. 
 
The need for cross boundary working with neighbouring authorities is also supported: two 
examples are local housing need in Rugeley and open space and recreation needs being met in 
part by Chasewater Country Park. 
 
The consultation outcomes indicate possible areas where a consensus may be harder to reach as 
the process moves towards Preferred Options. In particular these are: 

• Development pressure upon / possible review of the Green Belt 
• Development allowances / restrictions in rural areas / AONB / Green Belt 
• ‘Greener future’ / sustainability issues as so much of this area is new, changing and 

untested. 
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3. Who was consulted and how?
 
The Core Strategy Issues and Options 2008 consultation was formally launched on the 10th July 
2008. This was via a presentation at the monthly cabinet briefing to the local media. A variety of 
methods were employed in order to both raise maximum public awareness of the consultation and 
to engage productively with the public, hard to reach groups (as defined in the Council’s Statement 
of Community Involvement 2006) and other stakeholders. 
 
The Core Strategy Issues and Options 2008 consultation followed two earlier Issues and Options 
consultations undertaken in 2006 and 2007.  Responses to these consultations were summarised 
succinctly in the 2008 consultation and previous respondents advised that these earlier comments 
would be taken into account without the need to resubmit. This report of consultation therefore sets 
out fully, via the supporting compendium, the representations to the first two consultations and the 
Council’s response to them. 
 
The detailed Issues and Options 2008 Consultation document was made available via the 
Council’s web site using Limehouse software for online consultation.  It was also made available as 
a hard copy in the Council offices and public libraries across the District.   
 
Given the length and sometimes technical nature of the detailed Issues and Options 2008 
Consultation document, a summary leaflet was produced in the format of a special edition of the 
Council magazine, ‘Chase Matters’.  This was intended to make the strategic and technical nature 
of the Core Strategy more accessible to a wider audience.  A special July edition was dedicated to 
the consultation in order to emphasise its status and copies were distributed to every household in 
the District1. All contacts on the Councils existing planning policy database were sent a copy of the 
summary leaflet with directions to the more detailed version, available online or as a paper copy on 
request.   The summary document was accompanied by a 4-page questionnaire, which primarily 
aimed to gauge the relative importance of issues to local people, their broad views on the options 
for addressing these and feedback on proposed development control policies.  The summary 
leaflet and questionnaire were produced jointly between the Council with Marketing Assistance and 
Consult Communications Ltd, both consultants specialising in consultation exercises and data 
analysis.  As an incentive to respond and in order to raise the profile of the consultation, the 
chance to be entered into a prize draw for £500 was offered to questionnaire respondents.  Copies 
of these summary leaflets and questionnaires were also made available in Council offices and the 
public libraries as well as online via the Council’s web site.   
 
In order to raise further awareness and provide people with the opportunity to discuss the Core 
Strategy in more detail, a series of public road shows were held across the District.  These were 
primarily held at supermarkets, in the town and local centres, leisure centres, market halls, 
community halls and at specific community events e.g. the Cannock Wood Country Fair and a fun 
day at the Museum of Cannock Chase.  Each of the Community Forums held across the District 
were also attended by officers to answer any questions and where requested presentations were 
                                                 
1 Please see Section 6 for a discussion of distribution issues in relation to the Chase Matters summary document.  
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also made to local parish councils.  In conjunction with some of the road shows, a children’s 
competition was held, with the chance to be entered into a prize draw for family tickets to see a 
show at the local Prince of Wales theatre.  To enter the draw children had to say what they liked 
most and least about Cannock Chase District and all entrants received a free Frisbee and pen.  
The Planning Policy Manager also took part in a local radio station broadcast (Touch Radio) in 
order to raise awareness of the consultation. 
 
The Planning Policy team presented the Core Strategy Issues and Options to the Local Strategic 
Partnership Board and to each of the Local Strategic Partnership Theme Groups including the 
Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnership, the Children’s Trust Board, the Learning, Education, 
Employment and Prosperity (LEEP) Group and the Sustainable Development Group (but bar the 
Health and Well-Being Group due to unfortunate circumstances) in order to stimulate debate 
amongst stakeholders who may not have typically engaged with the planning process.  In 
recognition of the difficulty that hard to reach groups may have in accessing the document, the 
Council’s Disability and Equality Forum was attended and a presentation made to raise awareness 
of the document, its purpose and relevance to the group.  The group consisted of a variety of local 
group representatives, individuals with disabilities and Council officers.  The presentation was 
followed by questions and local groups at this meeting were encouraged to contact the Planning 
Policy team should they wish further involvement with the Core Strategy process. 
 
Two bespoke forums were held for the community and voluntary sector, with particular targeting of 
those groups who are working with people considered hard to reach.  These forums were 
organised in collaboration with the Chase Voluntary Service in order to give the event a sense of 
neutrality and all voluntary groups listed on the Chase Voluntary Service and Council databases 
were invited to the forums to discuss the Core Strategy.  Young people were specifically engaged 
through the South Staffordshire Chamber of Commerce via their Young Chamber programme and 
as a result of the bespoke voluntary group forums a special event was held for the Rugeley Scout 
group.   A presentation was also made to an audience of over 50s at the Phoenix Club in Rugeley, 
the elderly also being recognised as a hard to reach group in the Statement of Community 
Involvement.  The other hard to reach groups were also actively targeted, having been specifically 
invited to attend the voluntary and community forums or were offered the opportunity for a planning 
officer to work with groups or individuals on a one to one basis.  
  
In order to compliment the quantitative figures provided by the questionnaires, a series of area-
based focus groups were conducted.  Four focus groups were organised and held by consultants 
Marketing Assistance and Consult Communications Ltd.  The aim of using an independent 
consultant was not only to utilise specialist skills in focus group activities but also to provide a 
sense of neutrality in the process and to reinforce the message that views would be taken account 
of and independently analysed i.e. they would not be ‘skewed’ by the Council.  The groups were 
organised according to areas of the District as described in the Issues and Options document- one 
group for Cannock, one for Rugeley, one for Norton Canes and one for Hednesford / the rural area.  
The participants were selected according to postcode from the Council’s existing Citizens Panel 
database and the Chase Matters questionnaire responses.   
 
There was an effort to ensure continued media coverage throughout the summer in order to raise 
awareness of the ongoing road shows and the importance of responding through the issuing of 
press releases.  Various press articles over the summer in local papers did cover the consultation. 
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In total, 319 questionnaire responses to the Chase Matters Summary leaflet were received and 61 
formal stakeholder responses to the detailed Issues and Options document were made (1 
respondent used both means for their representation). This substantially supplements the 49 
respondants to the 2006 consultation (only 2 respondents were members of the public the rest 
were stakeholders / consultants) and 46 to the 2007 consultation.(3 members of the public 
responded). There were 159 entrants to the children’s competition.  Various one-to-one meetings 
were held pre-Issues and Options, for example with the Primary Care Trust in relation to housing 
growth figures.   
 
The following sections bring together the various strands of the consultation in summary form in 
order to provide an overview of the key issues.  
 
 
4. Summary of responses  
 
4.1. What is this consultation about? 
 
Summary of representations to full document: 1 in total- Government Office for West Midlands 
 
Need for revision of timetable due to PPS12 (2008) amendments.  Recommend use of the PAS 
Soundness Self-Assessment Toolkit.   
 
4.2. How are we consulting? 
 
Summary of representations to full document: 1 in total- Government Office for West Midlands 
 
Support for the structure of the detailed Issues and Options document and for production of the 
summary Chase Matters leaflet. 
 
Summary of Focus Group comments:  All the groups save one welcomed the consultation and the 
chance to air their views, and were broadly positive, although all were sceptical about whether their 
views would be listened to and acted upon. The exception was the Hednesford/ rural area group, 
who were actively hostile to the council and felt the consultation was a waste of resources.  
 
All of the groups recalled receiving Chase Matters, with only single individuals not recalling 
receiving it. However, the Hednesford/ rural group was critical both of the use of the magazine and 
of its distribution, alleging that distribution in their area was actually “very low”. This group also felt 
that Chase Matters was “discredited” as a communications vehicle, since, in their view it had made 
promises in the past which had not been kept.  There was felt to be a need for more consultation, 
particularly over what was built where, with more meaningful outcomes. 
 
4.3. What must be considered? 
 
Summary of questionnaire responses to Chase Matters:  The Chase Matters document asked 
people for their views in relation to sustainability and regional targets for housing, employment land 
and office space provision and these comments are incorporated into this section.  Less than half 
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of respondents (45%) replied to this question. The top five responses (identified by ten or more 
respondents) were: 
 

• Good housing for local people, first time buyers (5%) 
• Less housing and office space (5%) 
• Keep Green Belt, leave it alone. Don’t build on flood plains /fields.  Support alcohol free 

zones (5%) 
• Infrastructure first, roads, shops, jobs, facilities, waste (5%) 
• Brown field sites be used for housing, and renovate existing properties (4%) 

 
When asked what else if something totally different should be considered just over a quarter of 
respondents (26%) responded to this question. The top six responses (suggested by six or more 
respondents) were: 
 

• More facilities for children and youths, schools not houses. Keep stadium (3%). 
• Save the Green Belt. Chase area (3%) 
• Extra housing needs infrastructure (2%) 
• Must provide higher standards to all communities in the Cannock Chase District (3%) 
• Encourage visiting tourist by more coffee bars and quality places to stay. Canal network 

(2%) 
• Minimum of new houses, no office development (2%) 

 
Most of the responses broadly echo the themes identified in the focus groups in relation to the 
spatial portrait i.e. concern about present levels of development and the need for substantial 
infrastructure improvements to support any new development. 
  
Summary of representations to full document: 17 in total- Aberdeen Property Investors, Advantage 
West Midlands, British Waterways, Development Planning Partnership, English Heritage, 
Environment Agency, Fresh Space Developments, Government Office for West Midlands, JG Land 
Estates, Lichfield District Council, Natural England, Persimmon and Bloor Homes, Richborough 
Estates, Somerfield Stores, Sport England, Staffordshire County Council, St Modwen 
Developments.  
 
Some consultees felt that there was not enough regard paid to the Council’s Leisure and Playing 
Strategies; details of policies in the Regional Spatial Strategy (particularly housing, retail and 
employment provision); the need for flexibility and cross-boundary working in order to 
accommodate potentially higher housing and employment land requirements; the revised Planning 
Policy Statement 12 (2008); the Local Transport Plan objectives; the constraining nature of the 
Cannock Chase Special Area of Conservation and Sites of Special Scientific Interests; the historic 
environment; provision for the Regional Biodiversity Enhancement Area; the role of the canal 
network as part of the District’s infrastructure; and capacity of the sewerage system.  
Recommendations for alterations to the document were made in connection with these comments 
including clarification of Planning Policy Statement 12 requirements; clarification of Regional 
Spatial Strategy retail and employment floorspace requirements; a need to refer to the multi-
functional nature of the canal infrastructure; the need for cross-boundary working; and 
amendments to the purpose of Core Strategy introduction to reflect its relationship with the 
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Community Strategy were proposed.  Consultation with historic environment interest groups was 
also recommended.   
 
There was support for the links made between the Core Strategy and Sustainable Community 
Strategy and for the links made with the West Midlands Economic Strategy.  Policies of the West 
Midlands Economic Strategy, particularly those for sustainable communities were highlighted as 
key criteria for choosing the preferred spatial option.  There was support for the meeting of the 
Regional Spatial Strategy non-food retail floorspace target (Policy PA12A) in order to reduce out-
commuting and retail spending leakage.   

Agree
64%

Disagree
11%

Not sure/No 
response

25%

 
4.4. What is the district like in 2008?  A spatial portrait 
 

Summary of questionnaire responses to Chase Matters:   
A substantial majority – nearly two-thirds (63%) - agreed 
with the portrait of the district, compared with just over one 
in ten (12%) who disagreed. Respondents living in the 
Heath Hayes area were more likely to agree (78%) with the 
portrait than those from other areas. Those in Rugeley were 
least likely to agree (51% - although only 13% actually said 
they didn’t agree). This may reflect comments in the 
Rugeley focus group, where many participants seemed to 
feel the portrait was too positive.  

 
The following issues to be included (mentioned by four or more respondents) in the portrait were: 
 

• Sporting, recreation, leisure facilities are not referred to despite their importance (16%) 
• More 2 bedroom homes for low income families (local) (16%) 
• Better railways. Better Buses (11%) 
• Do not build on natural habitat for wildlife (11%). 
• Not enough employment opportunities in the District (11%) 

 
Summary of representations to full document: 25 in total- Brereton and Ravenhill Heritage 
Committee, Brereton and Ravenhill Parish Council, British Waterways, Campaign for the Protection 
of Rural England, English Heritage, Government Office for West Midlands, Harworth Estates and 
George Wimpey, Hawksmoor, Inglewood Investment Company, JG Land and Estates, Landor 
Society, Lichfield and Hatherton Canal’s Trust, Mr Timothy Jones, Mr Derek Keatley, Natural 
England, Newlands Consortium, Persimmon and Bloor Homes, Richborough Estates, Sport 
England, St Modwen Developments, Staffordshire County Council, Stockland, Southern 
Staffordshire Chamber of Commerce, West Midlands RSL Planning Consortium, Wyrley Estates. 
 
5 out of 25 stakeholders supported the entire portrait in its current form.  The following comments 
or recommendations for alterations were made:    
 
Cannock/Hednesford/Heath Hayes- reference should be made to Cannock as it has been identified 
as a ‘large settlement’ in the Regional Spatial Strategy. 
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Rugeley/Brereton- the portrait overstates the sustainability of Rugeley/Brereton and it omits the 
historic parts of Ravenhill. 
 
The Rural Areas- reference should be made to the Cannock Chase Special Area of Conservation 
in the rural areas portrait.   
 
Health and Education- there was support for reference to the low health standards of the District 
but a need to refer to the required provision of leisure facilities for all ages. 
 
Housing- a lack of information related to housing in terms of household formation, population 
projection and migration pressures.  Reference should be made to need to increase housing 
requirements to deliver affordable housing. 
 
Employment- the portrait understates the employment opportunities along the A5/M6 Toll; the role 
of the Rugeley eastern by-pass; the poor job prospects particularly for women in Rugeley; and the 
importance of the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty as an asset for regeneration. 
 
Town Centres and Shopping- why do the town centres need to grow?   
 
Transport and Infrastructure- reference should be made to the restoration of the Hatherton Branch 
Canal and to the general benefits of canal network infrastructure.  Sustainable transport 
opportunities have been omitted and the accessibility of the District needs to be further 
emphasised. 
 
Environment- reference should be made to the outcomes of Planning Policy Guidance 17 audits.  
The portrait omits the historical development of the area and its historic assets.  Information on the 
physical form and topography of the District is required.  Reference should be made to how the 
canal network can provide access to the countryside and its wide benefits to biodiversity, 
recreation and the community. 
 
Tourism- needs to be identified as a major strength of the District. 
 
General- Support for the succinct nature of the portrait.  An account of the District in its local and 
sub-regional context could be given, particularly in map format.  1 representation felt that the 
portrait was superficial and considered that it was not supported by a credible and robust evidence 
base.  1 representation queried the date of figures quoted, how often they are re-measured and 
why they refer to different geographical areas for comparison purposes.   
 
Summary of Focus Group Comments: There were frequent mentions of perceived existing 
problems /inadequacies with infrastructure, particularly of the roads system, but also parking and 
schools. There was a general feeling that the area had already had more than enough 
development and that it was important that anything new brought with it significant infrastructure 
benefits. The importance of retaining the separation between communities, preventing 
coalescence, and maintaining the distinctive and separate identities of the various communities 
was highlighted in several groups.  The effects of developments in neighbouring areas (eg 
Lichfield) on Cannock’s infrastructure and facilities were also noted as a concern, with people living 
outside the area putting pressure on local services.  Apart from the Cannock group, there was a 
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feeling that any benefits arising from development are currently channelled into Cannock and not 
enough into the rest of the District. Retail provision (or the perceived lack of it) was mentioned as a 
significant area of concern in all areas except Cannock. All three areas outside Cannock identified 
their town centres as being in decline and in need of urgent improvement. 
 
Summary of Hard to Reach Group Comments: What became very clear over the course of the 
consultation period was the overwhelming importance of the natural environment to the children. 
Cannock Chase was a common theme with children and young people wherever they lived in the 
District, for its wildlife and woodland, and for the leisure and recreational opportunities it provides: 
cycling and walking the dog were particularly popular responses. The high level of support for local 
parks, sports and leisure centres also showed that local children like to be physically active and 
appreciate the facilities which are available to them.  Children appreciate their local environment 
and want to see it looked after. This is reflected in their concerns when they show what they don’t 
like about the area. In particular they are concerned about litter, damage to the environment 
(including vandalism, trees being cut down), and speeding traffic. 
 
Responses to ‘what I like best about Cannock Chase District’. 
Aspect liked about the District Number of individuals including this in their 

response (out of a total of 159) 
Environment 60 
Sport / leisure 46 
Wildlife 38 
Park 38 
Museum 17 
Shops / town centres 5 
Schools / playgroups 5 
Friendly 3 
 
Responses to ‘what I like least about Cannock Chase District’ 
Aspect disliked about the District Number of individuals including this in their 

response (out of a total of 159) 
Litter 34 
Fast roads / traffic / noise 18 
Not enough to do 13 
Damage to the environment 11 
Shops / town centres 6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Similar results were reflected in the Chase High School consultation (see following table).  When 
asked if they would like to live and work in the District in the future around 62% answered yes and 
the majority cited Cannock Chase as a key influencing factor.  
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Positives of Cannock Chase District Negatives of Cannock Chase District 
- Fun place to be with your friends 
- Not too much congestion 
- Nearby school, shops (for daily use),  
   supermarket 
- Leisure Centres/swimming baths 
- The Chase/ nice environment (a lot of     
   greenery) 
- Lots of activities e.g. laser tag 
- Good size town 
- Good points of interest 
- Good houses 
- Cannock Bus Depot 

- Its boring/nothing ‘big’ happens 
- Not many businesses that interest you 
- No cinema 
- Graffiti/Litter 
- Prices at leisure facilities (including ice rink) 
- Few places to go/activities to do with friends 
- Teenagers ‘taking over parks’ 
- Not enough variety of shops and brand names 
- No sports stadium  
- Need better library 
- Some ‘rough’ estates 
- Too many houses/congestion 
- Not a lot of public transport 
- Drugs and vandalism 

 
The other hard to reach groups tended to comment on more specific issues ( for example practical 
issues in terms of housing design got the elderly and infirm) rather than relating their comments to 
wider issues. 
 

Agree
62%Disagree

8%

Not sure/No 
response

30%

4.5. What could our District be like in 2026? (Spatial Vision) 
 

          Summary of questionnaire responses to Chase Matters:  
 

More than three-fifths of replies (62%) agreed with the 
vision. Less than one in 10 (8%) disagreed. People living in 
Cannock were more likely to say they agreed (72%) than 
those in Norton Canes (50%) or Rugeley (54%). However, 
roughly similar numbers actually said they disagreed. 
Two-fifths of respondents (40%) made comments on the 
vision and these comments included: 
 

• Unrealistic, too wide objectives, less targets and more consultation (7%) 
• Think that Cannock Chase Council is doing their best under the circumstances. How much 

to the tax payer. Will it happen? (5%) 
• More recreational, sporting, leisure facilities (4%) 
• We need action about town centre development in Hednesford, Norton Canes not 

brochures and promises. Toilet facilities are lacking (3%) 
 
Summary of representations to full document: 29 in total- Aberdeen Property Investors, British 
Waterways, Campaign for the Protection of Rural England, Cannock Chase AONB Unit, 
Development Planning Partnership, English Heritage, Environment Agency, Fresh Space 
Developments Ltd, Government Office for West Midlands, Harworth Estates Ltd and George 
Wimpey, Hawksmoor, Highways Agency, Inglewood Investment Company, JG Land and Estates, 
Lichfield and Hatherton Canals Restoration Trust, National Farmers Union, Natural England, 
Newlands Consortium, Persimmon and Bloor Homes, Richborough Estates, Sport England, St 
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Modwen Developments, Staffordshire County Council, Staffordshire Wildlife Trust, Southern 
Staffordshire Chamber of Commerce, Tesco Stores, West Midlands RSL Planning Consortium, 
WM Morrison Supermarkets, Wyrley Estates. 
 
6 out of 29 stakeholders supported the entire vision and the objectives in their current form.   
 
The Spatial Vision and Objectives- there was general support for references to improving leisure 
and recreation facilities; the natural environment aspirations; the aspiration to attract professional 
and managerial people; the aspiration to prevent inappropriate development from the Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty edges and the close attention paid to the designated area; the 
aspiration for zero-carbon housing; the creation of attractive town centres; recognition of the 
importance of the green space network; the maximising of the District’s strategic geographical 
location, infrastructure and workforce in order to reduce out-commuting.  
 
Objections were made in terms of the vision being constrained by previous assumptions in the 
spatial portrait; it being too generalised without clear goals or objectives; the gap between the 
vision/objectives with the spatial options implementation; the need for expansion of the objectives 
in order to better identify the broad strategic context; the lack of sufficient grounds for a review of 
Green Belt boundaries for housing development; and aspirations for zero-carbon housing.   
 
Recommendations for change to the vision included: 

• Making reference to Hednesford as a town centre rather than local centre  
• Recognition of challenges facing the District in terms of climate change adaptation, 

mitigation and resources  
• Greater emphasis upon the distinctive historic character of the District, particularly in terms 

of the historic environment 
• Recognition of the need to enhance other wildlife sites, not just the AONB  
• Reference to be made to the need for upgrading of Norton Canes facilities and support for 

local centres in the District outside Cannock or Rugeley 
• Reference to be made to the AONB in terms of the appropriate siting of housing and 

tourism facilities 
• Reference to be made to other parts of the District in order to make it more locally 

distinctive  
• More weight to be given to affordable housing delivery 
• Protection of urban and rural landscapes to be included in the vision 
• Reference to be made to agriculture and its economic importance 
• Recognition of cross boundary working required to deliver strategic sites for employment 

 
Recommendations for change to the objectives included: 
Objective 1-should refer to ‘active design’ 
Objective 2- should refer to accessibility and the management of recreation facilities 
Objective 3-should set out need for identifying sufficient land to meet demand, reference to 
Regional Spatial Strategy targets and providing in locations that meet needs 
Objective 4- should refer to providing land in locations that meet needs and to the importance of 
the agricultural economy 
Objective 6- should recognise role of local centres 

 12



Objective 7- several recommendations for re-wording to enhance its coverage, particularly in terms 
of climate change and the historic environment 
Objective 8- should include reference to natural habitat links  
 
One comment queried the impact that planning could have on issues such as obesity and teenage 
pregnancy and felt that the emphasis should be on delivery and provision of sufficient land.  One 
respondent identified a new set of objectives for consideration.   
 
Summary of Focus Group Comments: Three of the four groups were pessimistic about the future 
and whether any of the vision would actually be delivered in terms of benefits for their areas, with 
the exception being the Cannock group. There was a belief, in the other three groups that 
“everything goes to Cannock”. The Cannock group was the most positive about the future. 
 
Summary of Hard to Reach Group Comments:  The Chase High Consultation brought out the key 
aspirations of the young people for better entertainment, leisure and sports facilities (with specific 
reference made to the Stadium in Chadsmoor), protection of the natural environment and 
improvement of the town centres.  Similarly the Rugeley Scout Group consultation highlighted the 
desires of young people for improvements to Rugeley it terms of it being cleaner with a wider range 
of shops and leisure activities, with a better range of things to do for young people (not just teens 
but younger age groups), and sports feature highly here.  
 
The other hard to reach groups tended to focus upon day to day issues rather than the broad 
strategic debate 
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4.6. What are the big decisions for locating development and delivering services? (Strategic 
Spatial Options) 
 
Summary of questionnaire responses to Chase Matters:   
 
Please tell us how well you think each option offers the best approach for the future? 
 

 Very 
Important Important Neutral Not 

Important 
Not at all 
Important No reply 

Option 1                                  
Concentrated development in 
Cannock, Hednesford and 
Heath Hayes 

21% 16% 26% 12% 11% 13% 

Option 2                                      
Dispersed development across 
all urban communities 

37% 31% 17% 5% 3% 8% 

Option 3                                      
Norton Canes expansion and 
reduced dispersed development 
across all other urban 
communities 

10% 18% 38% 11% 9% 14% 

Option 4                                      
New sustainable communities at 
urban edges 

14% 17% 27% 15% 14% 13% 

 
  The chart below illustrates the rating of these Options. Each response has been given a score –  
a 5 for very important and 1 for not at all important and the average score for each Option is shown 
below. The Options have been ranked from highest rating to lowest   

1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 4 4.5 5

Average score 5 = Very important

Option 4 New sustainable communities at urban
edges

Option 3 Norton Canes expansion and reduced
dispersed development across all other urban

communities

Option 1 Concentrated development in Cannock,
Hednesford and Heath Hayes

Option 2 Dispersed development across all urban
communities

Rating of the Four Options 
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Option 2 is clearly the best-supported option overall, rated top by over two-thirds of respondents 
(68%). This is significantly more than the next highest-rated option (Option 1 – 37%). Option 2 also 
has the lowest number of negative responses (6%). The least popular option is Option 3, with 
support from just 28% of respondents overall. The preference for Option 2 was reflected in the 
focus groups, who felt that it was the “fairest” approach.  
 
There was most support for Option 2 in Rugeley (76% rated it “very important” or “important”) and 
least in Heath Hayes (58% rated it “very important” or “important”). Only 25% of Hednesford 
respondents rated it “very important”. Rugeley was the least supportive of Options 1 and 3 (15% 
and 14% respectively – and only one person in Rugeley rated Option 3 “very important”). Norton 
Canes was the most supportive of Option 3 (53% - compared with 76% for Option 2 in the same 
area). Option 4 received most support in Hednesford, with 42% rating it “very important” or 
“important”, and least in Norton Canes (21%).  
 
Summary of representations to full document: 39 in total- Advantage West Midlands, Brereton and 
Ravenhill Parish Council, British Waterways, Burntwood Town Council, Campaign to Protect Rural 
England, Cannock Chase AONB Unit, Development Planning Partnership, English Heritage, Fresh 
Space Developments Ltd, Friel Homes Ltd, Government Office for West Midlands, Great Wyrley 
Parish Council, Harper Brothers, Hawksmoor, Hednesford Town Council, Highways Agency, 
Inglewood Investment Company, Inland Waterways Association, JG Land and Estates, Landor 
Society, Lichfield and Hatherton Canals Restoration Trust, Lichfield District Council, Mr Timothy 
Jones, Derek Keatley, Natural England, Newlands Consortium, Persimmon and Bloor Homes, 
Pritchard Holdings PLC, Richborough Estates, Southern Staffordshire Chamber of Commerce, Mr 
D Spencer, Staffordshire County Council, Staffordshire Wildlife Trust, St Modwen Developments, 
Southern Staffordshire Chamber of Commerce, Tesco Stores, West Midlands RSL Planning 
Consortium, West Midlands Regional Assembly, Wyrley Estate.   
 
Not all representations expressed a preference for a strategic spatial option but instead made 
comments on the general principles to be applied or site-specific issues.  These comments 
included disagreement with the interpretation of the precautionary principle and sustainability; 
clarification sought on employment land provision targets and the need to justify employment land 
requirements; the need to indicate where shopping and employment facilities will be provided; the 
need for flexibility in housing numbers due to Regional Spatial Strategy revision; concern on the 
impact of Norton Canes provision on Burntwood; objection to Green Belt development at Heath 
Hayes; the need for further work in order to assess the best option in terms of climate change; the 
need to use landscape character assessment in choosing a preferred strategic option; concern of 
the impact of development on the Cannock Chase Special Area of Conservation; the need to 
consider other infrastructure i.e. the Biodiversity Enhancement Area and green infrastructure; 
concern that appropriate densities should be used to complement historic areas. 
 
Specific comments in relation to Rugeley / Brereton included the need for cross-boundary working 
in relation to Rugeley; concern that Rugeley/Brereton are a stand-alone urban area that is distinct 
from the C3 Housing Market area; concern that Lichfield’s Core Strategy could increase Rugeley’s 
housing allocation; concern over the deliverability of housing targets in Rugeley given its poor 
employment prospects and impact of the power station effect on its image; the restrictions of River 
Trent in Rugeley need to be acknowledged. 
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Twenty seven respondents identified an option preference or objected to the range of options.  The 
summary below provides an overview of levels of support and comments made: 
 
Option 1: two respondents supported.  However, one of these respondents objected to any 
development along the M6 Toll/A5 that would result in the joining of Great Wyrley with the Cannock 
urban area.   
 
Option 1 and 2 combined: two respondents supported.  However it was noted that flexibility for 
higher targets would be required. 
 
Option 2: five respondents supported.  The need to ensure support of the rural economy in this 
option was highlighted.   
 
Option 3: two respondents supported.  It was suggested that this would help relieve pressure on 
the AONB, but support for other facilities in Norton Canes i.e. employment provision would be 
needed. 
 
Option 4: one respondent supported the entire option and one respondent supported the use of the 
land west of Pye Green Road for mixed use development. 
 
Combination of Options: eight respondents supported a combination of options.  This mainly 
emphasised the need to focus on existing urban areas and town centres for regeneration and 
sustainability purposes (Options 1 and 2) but the use of urban extensions sites where appropriate 
(Options 3 and 4) i.e. the use of the Pye Green Road Local Plan site for Cannock’s residential 
needs; the relocation of employment uses to strategic sites and the development of employment 
uses along the M6 Toll/A5; distribution of housing in order to meet affordable provision needs; and 
the development of sites at Norton Canes to meet its demands for housing and employment.  One 
respondent identified a variation on Option 1 of 70% of development in Cannock (with the 
extension at Pye Green Road) and employment land provision at Norton Canes.  One respondent 
suggested that Option 4 was not the only option where developer contributions could be gained.  
One respondent queried why there were only opportunities for growth in the south and where was 
the evidence of cross-boundary working with other authorities.   
 
Objections to all options and alternatives suggested- 6 respondents suggested alternative options 
to those proposed.  Objections to the options focused upon them not responding to the needs of 
the District; not being justified in terms of special circumstances required for Green Belt release; 
being contrary to the objectives; and having an insufficient evidence base.  The following 
alternatives were recommended:  
  

• Another option should have all safeguarded Local Plan (1997) sites exploited to their full 
potential to meet Regional Spatial Strategy requirements and greater consideration of the 
use of Green Belt land 

• Another option to include approximately of 10% of development in Rugeley (3 
respondents) and with the rural areas accommodating 5% of development (1 respondent) 

• Higher densities by redeveloping old stock in the Cannock urban area  
• Provision of strategic employment land cross-boundary with South Staffordshire District  
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Sustainability Appraisal: seven respondents objected to the indicative sustainability appraisal table.  
These were primarily focused upon the assessment of the strategic spatial options against the 
healthy living opportunities objective, the assessments of Options 1 and 4 being inappropriate as 
they could support many of the objectives to a greater extent than recognised, the presentation of 
the Options as mutually exclusive in the assessment, and the need to refer to the historic 
environment in the assessment.   
 
Summary of Focus Group Comments:  There was general support for dispersing development (if 
there had to be development in the first place) across all the urban communities. It was felt that this 
was the fairest approach, and should help ensure that benefits were shared as well as the burden 
of more homes. It was generally felt to be important to focus development on brownfield sites, and 
to protect the countryside and green spaces from further erosion. For all the groups, erosion of the 
countryside and green spaces was their greatest fear. 
 
All the groups felt that development should not concentrate exclusively on housing, but aim to bring 
more jobs with it, so that people could live and work locally and reduce the need to commute. Jobs 
in town centre retail and light industrial manufacturing were favoured. There was, however, 
scepticism in most of the groups about the extent to which promises of infrastructure improvement 
associated with development would be delivered, based on perceptions of failed past delivery. 
 
There was significant concern over the likely effects on infrastructure– especially the road system –
of further development. Additional provision of leisure facilities was also identified as a key priority. 
 
Summary of Hard to Reach Group Comments:  At the Rugeley Scouts Group consultation themes 
which consistently came out were that Rugeley needs developing: it needs to be cleaner with a 
wider range of shops and leisure activities, with a better range of things to do for young people (not 
just teens but younger age groups), and sports feature highly here.  The young people at Chase 
High School were also concerned with the need for growth of choice in Cannock town centre 
mainly in terms of entertainment and retail provision.  There was a general feeling of needing to 
protect the ‘green areas’, particularly the AONB, however there was also some support for 
developing along the M6 Toll/A5 and on large sites at Pye Green.  There was not a general 
consensus reached on what Option would be the most appropriate, however advantages and 
disadvantages of all options were recognised.  There was some support for Option 1 because 
young people felt that Cannock and Hednesford needing improving; some support for Option 2 
because Cannock was already ‘too crowded’ and other areas such as Rugeley needed 
development too; some support for Option 3 because Norton Canes needs more development; and 
some support for Option 4 because it would reduce congestion in Cannock town and lots of new 
houses would bring more attractions.    
 
The focus of much of the voluntary sector forum consultations was upon the provision of 
appropriate infrastructure to support growth as opposed to a preference for one particular option.  
However the Rugeley Forum did not consider that a ‘no growth’ option for Rugeley was feasible as 
there needed to be development to replace job losses experienced in the area, although home 
refurbishment was considered more appropriate than new home building.  The Cannock Forum 
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also expressed a need for growth in choice in Cannock town centre, with associated environmental 
improvements.   
 
4.7 Objective 1 Promote pride in attractive, safe local communities 
 
Summary of questionnaire responses to Chase Matters 
 
The chart below illustrates the rating of the Objectives. Each response has been given a score – a 
5 for very important and 1 for not at all important and the average score for each Objective is 
shown below. The Objectives have been ranked from highest rating to lowest rating. 

1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 4 4.5 5

Average score 5 = Very important

Ensure the safety of cyclists

Encourage a variety of town
centre activities in the

evenings 

Help create a strong sense of
identity and belonging to a

local area

Create safer roads

Improve environmental quality

Ensure the safety of
pedestrians

Facilitate better design of
spaces to minimise crime

Help address issues of crime
and anti-social behaviour..

Meeting the objectives

 
The highest rated response was help address issues of crime and anti-social behaviour through 
safer public spaces, rated “important” or “very important” by more than nine in ten of respondents 
(93%), and as “very important” by seven in ten (70%). No-one rated it as “not important” or “not at 
all important”. Norton Canes respondents were somewhat less likely to rate it as “very important” 
(68%) compared to Cannock (77%), but all the scores are very high. 
 
Next highest was facilitate better design of spaces to minimise opportunities for crime, rated 
“important” or “very important” by nearly nine in ten of respondents (88%), and as “very important” 
by almost two-thirds (65%). Only one percent rated it as “not important”. Support was almost equal 
across all areas. 
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It is interesting that there is such high support for crime reduction, given the focus group findings of 
relatively low perceived levels of crime and anti-social behaviour in most areas (indeed, some 
participants said it had decreased). However, this probably reflects wider concerns for the potential 
for crime and perceived issues in most areas with policing. 
 
Almost equally highly rated were improve environmental quality, ensure the safety of pedestrians, 
and help create a strong sense of identity and belonging to a local area, all with 86% rating them 
“important” or “very important”. Slightly more people rated ensure the safety of pedestrians and 
help create a strong sense of identity and belonging to a local area as “very important” (48% and 
47% respectively, compared with 45%). Slightly more people felt help create a strong sense of 
identity and belonging to a local area was “not important” or “not at all important” (2%) than the 
other two topics (only one person felt improve environmental quality was “not important”). Improve 
environmental quality was particularly highly rated in Cannock (95% rated it “important” or “very 
important”) and least highly rated in Norton Canes (73%). Ensure the safety of pedestrians was 
rated as less important in Rugeley (only 78% said it was “important” or “very important” compared 
with 96% in Cannock). Help create a strong sense of identity and belonging to a local area was 
rated most highly in Hednesford (53% said it was “very important”) and least highly in Brereton and 
Ravenhill (43%). 
 
Create safer roads was rated “important” or “very important” by more than four in five of 
respondents (84%), and as “very important” by nearly half (48%). It was rated as “not important” or 
“not at all important” by less than one percent. A higher proportion of respondents in Cannock rated 
this as “very important” (59%) compared to Heath Hayes (39%).Encourage a variety of town centre 
activities in the evenings so that there is more to do than just visit the pub was also rated 
“important” or “very important” by more than four in five of respondents (82%), and as “very 
important” by nearly half (49%). It was rated as “not important” or “not at all important” by three 
percent. In Rugeley, 56% of respondents rated it as “very important” compared with 37% in Norton 
Canes. 
 
The lowest rated item was ensure the safety of cyclists,  rated “important” or “very important” by 
just over seven in ten of respondents (74%), and as “very important” by just under two-fifths (38%). 
It was rated as “not important” or “not at all important” by two percent. It was rated lowest in 
Rugeley (64%) and highest in Cannock (82%). 
 
Statistically speaking, there are significantly higher scores for the five highest rated items 
compared with the lowest. All of these issues were prominent in the focus group discussions. 
 
Summary of representations to full document: 16 in total:  Advantage West Midlands, Brereton and 
Ravenhill Heritage Committee, Brereton and Ravenhill Parish Council, British Waterways, Centro, 
Campaign to Protect Rural England, English Heritage, Hawksmoor, Inglewood Investment 
Company Ltd, Lichfield and Hatherton Canals Restoration Trust, Newlands Consortium, 
Staffordshire Wildlife Trust, Sport England, Staffordshire Police, St Modwen Developments Ltd, 
Timothy Jones, Wryley Estate. 
 
This objective was generally supported, with representations tending towards information which will 
be helpful at implementation stage. The need for continuous and varied community engagement is 

 19



a recurring theme, as is local distinctiveness, high quality design, master-planning and accessibility 
(particularly by public transport).  
 
Issue 1: How important is it to retain or develop new local identity in future design and 
development? 
 
Three options were suggested. 
 
Option 5: Avoiding a ‘one size fits all’ approach to new neighbourhood development, requiring it to 
take account of local characteristics in consultation with local communities 
Option 6: Not just retaining an existing or historical identity but creating a new sense of identity for 
an area of which people can be proud 
Option 7: Engaging communities from the outset 
 

 
There is broad support for the options. Respondents make the following comments: heathland may 
be ‘safer’ than dense woodland; security should take priority over wildlife and amenity; waterside 
developments and canal restoration can help to integrate places and create a strong sense of 
identity; public transport can help increase accessibility of an area; good design and mixed use 
schemes are important; community involvement (including tailored events) is vital, there should be 
closer involvement of officers and councillors; local distinctiveness is important; definitions between 
public and private space are important; maintenance of public space is essential; master-planning 
is important; cycleways and walkways can be integrated alongside ‘sustainable drainage schemes’; 
design must be carefully and imaginatively considered. One respondent comments that the options 
are ‘well thought out’. 
 
Issue 2: How can we reduce crime and the fear of crime in the way we plan our towns:  
 
Four options were put forward: 
 
Option 8: Focusing on the ‘hot spots’ to redesign areas where there are persistent problems 
Option 9: Continuing to ‘design out crime’ on new developments 
Option 10: Working with schools to engage young people in the planning process so that they are 
developing activities they want and will use 
Option 11: Encouraging a wider diversity of town centre development so that the evening economy 
does not just centre upon licensed premises. 
 
Comments received are as follows: the developer should be responsible for integrating design 
(homes, shops, businesses) to keep town centres busy during both day and night; mixed use 
developments should be easily accessible; people should live above shops and offices; homes 
within shopping and business environments are unlikely to suit families; town centre flats could be 
suitable for both young and old residents; mixed use is not always a good solution it can be too 
idealistic; schools should be more fully integrated into communities; schools should be smaller; 
school facilities made available to the local community need to be carefully managed; pubs and 
clubs are an important aspect of local communities and their role must not be undervalued;  
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Summary of Focus Group Comments:  Concerns about current crime and anti-social behaviour 
levels were low in all but one of the groups (Hednesford/ rural). However, all expressed a strong 
desire to see more police officers “on the beat” and faster response times to incident reports. 
“Designing out” crime was seen as a good idea, with the suggestion that the council look to best 
practice elsewhere. Providing “gated” alleyways, garage areas and commercial estates were all 
mentioned positively. Providing better facilities for young people and action to combat drink and 
drug abuse were seen as a high priority, as were more action to combat litter and fly tipping. 
 
Summary of Hard to Reach Group Comments:  The hard to reach groups raised issues via the 
community / voluntary forums and additional bespoke events (eg work with young people such as 
local scouts). As expected the issues raised are more related to implementation and operation 
phases of development. Issues in relation to safe communities were raised in particular by young 
people who felt that often, facilities providing for their use (such as play areas, skate parks etc) 
were abused by a minority who intimidate other young people who will then not go to such places. 
 
It was also felt that many areas of the district (town / local centres) lacked a ‘sense of place’ and 
were unattractive. 
 
4.8 Objective 2 Create healthy living opportunities across the district 
 
Summary of questionnaire responses to Chase Matters 
 
The following chart illustrates the rating of these Objectives. Each response has been given a 
score – a 5 for very important and 1 for not at all important and the average score for each 
Objective is shown below. The Objectives have been ranked from highest rating to lowest rating. 

1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 4 4.5 5

Average score 5 = Very important

Help support measures
which address issues of

obesity

Help support measures
which address teenage

pregnancy

Facilitate provision of
entertainment facilities

Facilitate provision of sport,
recreation, leisure facilities ..

Help developments which
cater for longer,healthier,

independent living

Support improved
healthcare provision

Healthy Living Opportunities
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 Both support improved healthcare provision and help developments which cater for longer, 
healthier, more active and more independent living received equal support, with just under nine in 
ten rating them as “important” or “very important” (88% and 89% respectively). However, 
significantly more people rated support improved healthcare provision as “very important” (62% 
compared to 46%). Almost no-one rated either issue as “not important” or “not at all important”. 
Support was highest in Rugeley (with 69% saying it was “very important”) and lowest in Brereton 
and Ravenhill (57%). Help developments which cater for longer, healthier, more active and more 
independent living was rated “very important” by 54% in Cannock, but only by 36% in Heath 
Hayes. Overall, these scores reflect findings in the focus groups where health care was often seen 
as being in transition, but at capacity, with additional provision needed if new development was to 
be accommodated. 
 
Facilitate provision of sport, recreation, leisure facilities including play areas and areas of informal 
open space was rated “important” or “very important” by more than four in five of respondents 
(86%), and as “very important” by more than half (51%). It was rated as “not important” or “not at all 
important” by two percent. People in Norton Canes were more likely to regard this issue as 
“important” rather than “very important” (63% and 32% respectively). 
 
Facilitate provision of entertainment facilities was rated “important” or “very important” by three-
quarters of respondents (76%), and as “very important” by a third (33%). It was rated as “not 
important” or “not at all important” by nearly five percent. People in Norton Canes were more likely 
to regard this issue as “important” rather than “very important” (53% and 16% respectively). 
 
Help support measures which address issues of teenage pregnancy was rated “important” or “very 
important” by seven in ten respondents (70%), and as “very important” by just under a third (32%). 
It was rated as “not important” or “not at all important” by five percent. People in Norton Canes and 
Heath Hayes were more likely to regard this issue as “important” rather than “very important”. 
 
Help support measures which address issues of obesity was rated “important” or “very important” 
by nearly two-thirds of respondents (64%), and as “very important” by just under a quarter (23%). It 
was rated as “not important” or “not at all important” by nine percent. People in all areas were more 
likely to regard this issue as “important” rather than “very important”. 
 
Again, there is a significant difference in support for the highest and lowest rated options. Neither 
teenage pregnancies nor obesity were mentioned as issues of concern in the focus groups 
meetings. 
 
The chart above illustrates the rating of these Opportunities. Each responses have been given a 
score – a 5 for very important and 1 for not at all important and the average score for each 
Opportunities is shown below. The Opportunities have been ranked from highest rating to lowest 
rating. 
 
Summary of representations to full document: 20 in total- British Waterways, Campaign to Protect 
Rural England, Cannock Chase AONB Unit, Centro, English Heritage West Midlands region, Friel 
Homes Ltd, Hawksmoor, Inglewood Investment Company Ltd, Lichfield District Council, Lichfield 
and Hatherton Canals Restoration Trust, National Farmers Union West Midlands Region, Natural 
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England, Newlands Consortium, Pritchard Holdings plc.,Sport England, Staffordshire County 
Council, Staffordshire Wildlife Trust, St. Modwen Developments Ltd, Whitbread Group plc, Wyrley 
Estate  
 
Issue 3: How can the planning system help deliver changes which support improved healthcare in 
the District? 
 
Two options were proposed: 
 
Option 12: Developing a new health centre for Cannock Town Centre 
Option 13: Encouraging the use of other facilities in the community for more general health and 
wellbeing needs 
 
 
There is broad support for the options. One respondent comments that there is too much emphasis 
on ‘provision’ and needs to also include quality and accessibility. Respondents comment as 
follows:  the canal network should  be included along with reference to ‘active living’ and ‘active 
travel’ as important in helping to prevent ill health;  cross boundary links need to be made to the 
role of Chasewater in serving the needs of residents in the south of the District; specific reference 
needs to be made to the Council’s open space strategy, playing pitch strategy and leisure strategy; 
the opportunity for using schools could be explored through the ‘building schools for the future’ 
programme. 
 
In addition to using ‘outreach’ facilities and extended schools to promote health and wellbeing one 
respondent highlights the need for health facilities themselves (Cannock Town centre) to relocate 
and expand to provide a wider range of facilities. 
 
Issue 4: Should we be seeking provision of many small and locally accessible play areas and other 
open space across the District or should we deliver larger parks / play areas with better facilities? 
 
Two options were put forward: 
 
Option 14: Place more emphasis on investing in existing open spaces within the urban area rather 
than creating new open spaces 
Option 15: Create major new open spaces as part of large scale housing 
 
 
There is consensus that a mixture of both options needs to be considered. Comments are as 
follows: Use of Natural England targets should be used to ensure maximum accessibility to green 
space, and should also be informed by the Councils strategies on open space, playing pitches and 
leisure; design is important: the document ‘Environmental Quality in Spatial planning: Incorporating 
the natural, built and historic environment and rural issues in plans and strategies’ should be 
referenced; the canal network should be included; the management of open spaces is vital; 
provision of new areas of open space should not be to the detriment of existing facilities; upkeep of 
existing open space should not preclude the creation of new facilities; land west of Pye Green 
Road and to the south and east of Heath Hayes is suggested. 
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Issue 5: How can the Cannock Chase AONB and Green Belt be better used by local residents to 
help improve health? 
 
Two options were proposed: 
 
Option 16: Allow limited local development to encourage a wider variety of activities which would 
appeal to a wider range of local people while not compromising the AONB status of the Chase and 
the Green Belt 
Option 17: Protect the Chase and the Green Belt from development as this is what makes the area 
so attractive at present 
 
 
In terms of the role of the AONB in improving health, views are diverse. Option 16 is preferred in 
one case to assist farmers in ensuring that their businesses are viable: ‘profitable farm businesses 
are more able to invest in landscape management….allow some development eg farm retail….this 
could have a beneficial impact on the health of people living in the District through access to the 
environment and healthy foods’. Another respondent prefers Option 17 although states ‘if limited 
development relates to the better provision of trails, signage and other such facilities then it could 
be accepted’.  
 
In terms of encouraging local residents to make more use of the Chase and the local countryside 
respondents feel that usage is already adequate, that the Chase is already accessible and has 
good facilities (bar one representation which states that visitor facilities are inadequate), that it 
should be kept ‘low key’ to protect sensitive areas of the Chase (but with small scale events being 
held for local people) and that the use of other areas of countryside should be encouraged such as 
the canal network. There is a call for a review of Green Belt boundaries to: ‘protect the more 
sensitive areas from inappropriate development’.  
 
The need to differentiate between the Green Belt and the AONB needs to be clear. There is 
consensus that the AONB must be protected with pressure directed away from the SAC. However, 
some representations also state that the flexibility to allow limited development in exceptional 
circumstances should be allowed. The need for Appropriate Assessment is stressed. 
 
Issue 6: How can improved equality of access to goods, services and employment be used to 
improve health and wellbeing? 
 
Three options were suggested 
 
Option 18: Providing the conditions locally to encourage local service provision eg local shops, 
outreach health facilities 
Option 19: Enabling improved transport links for deprived communities to access a wide range of 
good quality facilities aimed at all residents across the whole of the District 
Option 20: Restricting vehicle access in some areas to enable safer pedestrian and cycle links to 
open space 
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These options result in representations highlighting the need for sustainable transport – especially 
public transport. In addition it is felt  that the needs of farmers and rural businesses need to be 
taken into account as they are car / HGV dependent. 
 
Option 20: is supported in one case, but in another it is felt that ‘access should be managed rather 
than restricted’ and there is a call for this matter to be addressed on an issue by issue basis.  
 
Issue 7: In providing new and improved sports and leisure facilities across the District, how can 
better local use be ensured? 
 
Two options were proposed 
 
Option 21: Provision of a range of smaller scale facilities across a wide number of communities 
Option 22: Concentrate on providing larger facilities aimed at meeting a variety of needs in town 
centres 
 
 
Option 21 is supported, one respondent emphasising the importance of small local facilities as ‘the 
seedbed of better individual health’. The role of schools is highlighted as well as the need for good 
accessibility. 
 
In terms of asking whether the right options have been chosen (question 25), one respondent feels 
that the need for including the canal network as an opportunity for sport and recreation should be 
included. One respondent feels that the options do not adequately provide for the provision of large 
sporting hubs which are flexible enough to be able to adapt to changing needs. One organisation 
feels that any strategic financial planning in relation to this issue is premature, pending the Inquiry 
on the Cannock Stadium.  
 
Summary of Focus Group Comments:  It was felt that improvements to schools and especially 
health services would be needed to ensure that they were not swamped as they were already 
overstretched. 
 
Summary of Hard to Reach Group Comments: The young people consulted were very aware of the 
health benefits that living so close to Cannock Chase and other areas of green space provided – 
and were very appreciative of the leisure facilities in the District. 
 
The voluntary and community forums saw issues raised relating to the need for housing designs 
being inadequate as they couldn’t adapt to changing needs (such as infirmity). The issue of seating 
in the town centres was also raised as it cannot be used easily by those with particular mobility 
difficulties. Play areas need to be more diverse and challenging for older children. An expanded 
and more continuous network of cycle paths was called for. More integration of adults with learning 
disabilities was called for with support for social enterprise, and more support for a youth centre for 
young people with learning disabilities. 
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4.9 Objective 3: Provide for Housing Choice 
 
Summary of questionnaire responses to Chase Matters 
 
The following chart illustrates the rating of these Objectives. Each response has been given a 
score – a 5 for very important and 1 for not at all important and the average score for each 
Objective is shown below. The Objectives have been ranked from highest rating to lowest rating. 
 

1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 4 4.5 5

Average score 5 = Very important

Help meet local need
for "aspirational"

housing"

Facilitate sustainable
housing provision ..

Help meet local need
for affordable housing

Housing Choices

 
 
Help meet local need for affordable housing was the most highly rated item, rated “important” or 
“very important” by more than four-fifths of respondents (82%), and as “very important” by more 
than two-fifths (43%). It was rated as “not important” or “not at all important” by four percent. In 
Rugeley, 49% of respondents rated it “very important”, compared with 16% in Norton Canes. 
 
Facilitate sustainable housing provision which meets a variety of current and future needs in the 
area was rated “important” or “very important” by nearly four-fifths of respondents (79%), and as 
“very important” by more than two-fifths (43%). It was rated as “not important” or “not at all 
important” by five percent.  Respondents in Cannock and Rugeley rated this objective most highly, 
with 84% and 82% respectively rating it “important” or “very important”, compared with 69% in 
Heath Hayes. 
 
Help meet local need for "aspirational" housing (large ‘executive’ style homes / luxury apartments) 
was the lowest rated item in this section, rated “important” or “very important” by three in ten 
respondents (30%), and as “very important” by less than one in eight (13%). It was rated as “not 
important” or “not at all important” by nearly a third of respondents (31%). Only 5% of respondents 
regarded this as “very important” in Norton Canes, compared with a “high” of 19% in Brereton and 
Ravenhill. This reflects views expressed in the focus groups, where several participants felt that 
there was already sufficient – or in some places a surplus – of “aspirational” housing available. 
 
Summary of detailed representations: 34 in total: Advantage West Midlands, Brereton and 
Ravenhill Heritage Committee, Brereton and Ravenhill Parish Council, Mr. J S  Bridgen, Campaign 
to Protect Rural England, Cannock Chase AONB Unit, Centro, Derbyshire Gypsy Liaison Group, 
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Mr J Ellis, English Heritage, Fresh Space Developments Ltd,  Friel Homes Ltd, Friends, Families 
and Travellers, Mr PJD Goode, Government Office for the West Midlands, Hawksmoor, 
Hednesford Town Council, Hightown Estates Company Ltd., Highways Agency, Inglewood 
Investment Company Ltd, Mr T A Jones, D Keatley, Landor Society, Lichfield District Council, 
Natural England, Newlands Consortium, Richborough Estates, Sport England West Midlands, 
Staffordshire County Council, Staffordshire Wildlife Trust, St Modwen Developments Ltd, West 
Midlands Regional Assembly, West Midlands RSL Planning Consortium, Wyrley Estate 
 
Issue 8 :where are the best locations for providing housing land and delivering new homes 
 
This issue was split into options relating to different parts of the District. 
 
For Cannock, Hednesford and Heath Hayes the options were: 
 
Option 23: Maximise use of all urban brownfield land for housing, including old industrial areas, 
town centres and the low density area to the west of Cannock Town centre using 40 dwellings per 
hectare as a guide. Some land in the form of urban extensions would be needed depending on 
which strategic option is chosen(options suggested included land west of Pye Green Road and 
land to the south and east of Heath Hayes) 
Option 24: Rely on commitments only going forward within the existing urban areas, retain old 
industrial land for employment development, focus town centre redevelopment on commercial uses 
only, keep the existing character of the low density west of Cannock Town Centre by allowing only 
limited change .Larger urban extensions would be needed which could require most of the 
safeguarded land west of Pye Green Road or safeguarded land plus some Green Belt around 
Heath Hayes (aligns with strategic option 4) 
 
For Norton Canes the options were: 
 
Option 25: Minimal housing development recognising the scope for redevelopment within exiting 
housing areas is very limited. Continue to develop the outstanding Local Plan housing allocation at 
Burntwood Road with a capacity of about 90 dwellings 
Option 26: More significant development using a safeguarded site of 22hectares south west of the 
village and potentially a former greyhound stadium in Green belt to the south of the village. 
 
For Rugeley / Brereton the options were: 
 
Option 27: Make maximum use of all potential urban capacity within existing residential areas apart 
from Etching Hill, plus surplus education and health sector sites at a density of 40 dwellings per 
hectare; reallocate industrial land / premises at Redbrook Lane, allow small urban extensions on 
the urban sides of the bypass at Rugeley and Brereton (Green belt in the latter case)and develop 
some Green Belt at Hagley Park. Maintain the low density character of the Etching Hill residential 
area within the AONB. 
Option 28: As above but retain all existing industrial land for employment use and develop more 
Green belt at Hagley Park and south of Brereton 
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General responses support dispersal of housing across the District. It is felt that priority should be 
given to development of Brownfield sites and the re use of redundant buildings. Significant loss of 
Green Belt should be avoided as should loss of green space and sport sites except where in 
accordance with PPG17. Infrastructure should be included at the outset, The capacity of the site to 
deliver renewable energy should be a consideration (PPS22) as should archaeology and the 
impact on the historic environment (PPG16). An HRA / Appropriate Assessment should be carried 
out; PPS1 supplement paragraphs 23 and 24 should be taken into account. 
 
There is an objection to the statement in paragraph 2.47 ‘spatial choices for delivery of new 
housing can be more widely drawn than for delivery of employment land’ as housing, transport and 
employment should be integrated. 
 
Options  23 (Cannock, Hednesford,  Health Hayes) results in varied responses. Some responses 
support the proposal, along with small urban extensions (one site is suggested although this mainly 
falls within the South Staffordshire District and one response supports the land west of Pye Green 
Road saved site), and other responses call for high density housing in the urban areas as part of a 
town centre redevelopment scheme and lower densities in the green field areas with land to the 
west of Cannock being retained for low density aspirational housing.  There are also concerns / 
objections to this option. These are: some brownfield sites are valuable in respect of nature 
conservation; some loss of employment land would result; use of brownfield land alone will not 
meet housing needs; high density developments would need to be of a very high design quality so 
as not to impact negatively on the surrounding area; there is an objection to the development of the 
site saved from the 1997 Local Plan – Land West of Pye Green Road due to its impact upon the 
AONB. There are also objections to releasing Green belt land at Heath Hayes. 
 
Option 24 (Cannock, Hednesford, Health Hayes). As with option 23 there are objections to the 
negative impact of the Pye Green road development upon the AONB and to releasing Green belt 
land at Heath Hayes. Another respondent supports developing some Green Belt to the south and 
east of Heath Hayes and a proposal is  also put forward in respect of the potential of Rumer Hill 
Industrial Estate for housing. 
 
Other responses support a combination of these options, infilling first then using edge of settlement 
sites and also rural affordable housing exception sites. 
 
Question 28 asks what sort of housing would be the most appropriate in this area (Cannock, 
Hednesford,  Health Hayes) given that ‘ the C3 report advises that there is an undersupply of 1 and 
2 bedroom flats and 3 and 4 bedroom houses’.  Responses support a range of housing; emphasis 
should be on larger family homes and retirement homes; 1 and 2 bedroom flats should be provided 
in town centres; sites should contain mixed tenure and mixed property size; the C3 housing 
guidance should not be too prescriptive – flexibility needs to be a part of the plan; housing should 
be higher density in town centres (as part of a redevelopment scheme) and lower density in 
Greenfield areas. 
 
Option 25 (Norton Canes) receives support: respondents  feel Norton Canes is an unsustainable 
location for further development and there is a need to protect the Green belt and open 
countryside.  
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One respondent objects to option 25, querying how this can (as stated ) align with Strategic Option 
2, as only 90 dwellings are proposed whereas Strategic Option 2 refers to an overall allocation of 
6% of the total (350 dwellings from the draft RSS figure of 5800). 
 
Option 26 (Norton Canes) is supported by a number of respondents who feel that Norton Canes is 
‘worthy of new growth’, having a variety of facilities (eg retail, health, education, public transport 
etc). A couple of respondents question the appropriateness of the saved C7 site for housing as it is 
felt that it should be used for employment and the point is made that new housing expansion 
should be aligned with increased employment  opportunity in the community. Two sites are 
suggested in relation to potential housing development. While some respondents support the 
inclusion of the former greyhound stadium there are also objections due to its being located in the 
Green Belt and because it is felt that sufficient land is available elsewhere. 
 
There is also a suggestion that the options could be combined, with the focus upon reuse of land, 
and focusing development along the M6 Toll on employment rather than housing land. 
 
Option 27 (Rugeley / Brereton) is supported by one respondent. There are a number of objections / 
concerns which are: potential loss of playing pitches if surplus education sites are used for 
housing; object to building on Green Belt land; proposals to build housing in Brereton are too far 
from the town centre to be sustainable and public transport is limited; development in Brereton 
would have a negative impact upon the historic environment; the Green Belt at Hagley Park should 
not be developed as it is a vital local open space resource. The proposal to develop some land at 
Redbrook Lane is tentatively supported provided that it abuts existing housing and that 
employment land lost here is replaced elsewhere in the Rugeley / Brereton area. 
 
Option 28 receives support in terms of retaining employment land. Objections are received in terms 
of the loss of Green Belt and associated leisure / open space provision and the negative impact 
that development would have on the historic environment. 
 
Option 29 receives objections as per options 27 and 28 above, focusing  upon loss of Green Belt, 
detrimental impact upon the historic environment and loss of open / recreational space. One 
respondent believes this to be the preferred option for Rugeley but advises that they are 
challenging the RSS housing figures. 
 
More general responses to question 30 / options 27, 28 and 29 suggest: a combination of options; 
using brownfield land as a priority; protect the Green belt; urban extensions are unnecessary; land 
near the Power Station / Armitage is more suited to employment land; following the development of 
the Rugeley Eastern Bypass the settlement boundaries have effectively changed and the Green 
Belt should be reviewed. 
 
Question 31 asks: ‘what sort of housing would be the most appropriate in this area [Rugeley / 
Brereton] given that the C3 report advises that there is an undersupply of 1 and 2 bedroom flats 
and 3 and 4 bedroom houses?’: some responses support the outcomes of the C3 report: others 
comment that flats should be in town centres and larger dwellings should be on Greenfield sites. 
Good design is crucial, and high density developments should be close to open space to ensure a 
high quality of life. 
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Issue 9: ‘How should new affordable housing be provided to best meet the needs and aspirations 
of residents?’ 
 
Three options were proposed: 
 
Option 30: Housing associations build more affordable housing 
Option 31: Find the right percentage of affordable in new build: should there be differentiation 
between urban and rural areas? 
Option 32: Find the right percentage of provision between social housing, low cost home ownership 
and shared ownership / equity. 
 
 
Respondents favour a combination of all of these options. More specific comments include: there 
should be a defined rate for market housing backed up by assessment; the needs of the elderly 
should be a particular concern; affordable housing is more deliverable on large sites. A flexible 
approach is also called for with provision recognised as a material planning consideration and 
benefit. 
 
Issue 10: how should new ‘aspirational’ housing be provided? 
 
Two options were put forward 
 
Option 33: Seek to provide new aspirational homes in most new housing schemes 
Option 34: Identify high quality lower density areas of the District where higher cost housing can be 
maintained and encouraged 
 
 
A variety of responses have been received. Some call for a combination of both options. Some 
favour Option 33, supporting mixed tenure and also emphasising the need for affordable housing. 
Others support Option 34 on the basis that market interest in such homes would be more 
achievable in low density developments in attractive locations.  
 
More general comments are: extensions to existing properties could reduce demand for 3 and 4 
bedroom homes; aspirational homes could also include luxury retirement apartments potentially as 
part of a wider low density development; very local need should be assessed in determining 
provision; affordable housing should be provided at a set level and if this is not appropriate for the 
site part of the development agreement should ensure that it can be provided elsewhere (eg via 
financial contributions); councils should ensure that aspiration housing schemes do not constitute 
an under development of a site in order to avoid affordable housing contributions. 
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Issue 11: How should vulnerable people best be housed? 
 
In terms of general housing issues two options were proposed:  
 
Option 35: Seek to meet the Lifetime Homes Standard on all new homes as early as possible 
Option 36: Set a phased transition to meet the Lifetime Homes Standard by the Government (by 
2011 all social housing to be built to this standard, by 2013 this will apply to all new homes)’. 
 
 
Responses vary: one respondent supports Option 35, other respondents feel that Option 36 is 
more realistic in terms of being achievable. 
 
Issue 11: How should vulnerable people best be housed? 
 
In terms of the vulnerable elderly two options were suggested 
: 
Option 37: Seek to enable the frail and elderly population to stay in their existing homes longer, 
especially via more Lifetime Homes 
Option 38; Seek to provide more ‘close care’ housing developments for the frail and elderly 
 
 
It is generally felt that a combination of these options is the most appropriate. the relevance of the 
Lifetime Homes standard itself is questioned in one instance. 
 
Issue 11: How should vulnerable people best be housed? 
 
In terms of the accommodation needs of Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling show people two 
options were put forward 
 
Option 39: Provide accommodation as part of the settled community provision 
Option 40:Provide purpose built sites 
 
 
Option 39 is opposed if this means ‘bricks and mortar’ accommodation. The terminology needs 
clarifying. Option 40 is supported but consultation with Gypsies, Travellers and Showmen should 
take place (as a ‘hard to reach’ group) to decide on appropriate sites. The terminology is seen in 
one response to be ambiguous: what is meant by ‘purpose built’? There is an urgency regarding 
the need for site provision which the LDF timetable doesn’t account for; the South West Regional 
Spatial Strategy suggests sites could  be allocated ahead of Core Strategies. 
 
Summary of Focus Group Comments 
 
Housing was a major element of the focus group discussions. The specific questions asked (in the 
light of the analysis of the public survey) are in italics. 
 
In terms of housing options there seems to be a desire for affordable housing, why should this be? 
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What do you understand by affordable housing?  
Who should it be for? 
 

The chief problem facing the area was felt to be for young people getting on to housing ladder. The 
council should look at affordability when deciding the mix of housing being built, with a target value 
in mind suited to the local area. Apart from the rural / Hednesford group, shared ownership housing 
was felt a sensible option, especially for first time buyers and young people, with some participants 
saying they had family experience of the concept. There was less enthusiasm for providing 
affordable housing for key workers and a general feeling that local housing should be primarily for 
local people. One group (Norton Canes) felt that key workers could afford local house prices better 
than local young people. The Hednesford/ rural group were opposed to shared ownership housing, 
feeling that people would have difficulty “selling on” when the time came to do so. 
 
All groups felt that homes for rent should be an important component of affordable housing, with 
the rural/ Hednesford group identifying it as the only practical option. There was also concern that 
existing rented accommodation was not re-let as quickly as possible, and that more should be 
done to make use of existing housing (for example, old people’s bungalows surplus to requirement 
being let to younger people instead of standing empty). 
 
One specific issue mentioned in the Rugeley group was a perceived lack of availability of purpose-
built homes specifically for the single elderly wishing to downsize from family homes.  
 
Providing for more aspirational housing received much less support. Why should this be? 
 
There was felt to be little need for this kind of housing beyond the existing level of provision. There 
was felt to already be a surplus in some parts of the district. 
 
Summary of Hard to Reach Group Comments 
 
From the consultations with young people, it was clear there was a strong preference for modern 
housing, although many expressed concern that there was little point in building lots of new 
housing without the jobs to go with it. 
 
In the voluntary and community forums, there was concern that current housing designs are not 
flexible enough to be able to adapt to the changing needs of an ageing population. Attendees were 
concerned that infrastructure such as schools, health facilities, open space and leisure facilities etc 
should be properly provided for. In addition, new housing and population growth / changes in 
population structure would mean that the need for new burial space would also need to be planned 
for at this stage. The need to refurbish homes as apriority over new home building was also 
mentioned. 
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4.10. Objective 4: Encourage a vibrant local economy and workforce 
 
Summary of questionnaire responses to Chase Matters 
The following chart illustrates the rating of these Objectives. Each response has been given a 
score – a 5 for very important and 1 for not at all important and the average score for each 
Objective is shown below. The Objectives have been ranked from highest rating to lowest rating. 
 
 

1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 4 4.5 5

Average score 5 = Very important

Provide a continuous supply of good quality accessible
employment land ..

Maximise the strategic location of the district by
encouraging development along major transport routes

Promote a broader economic base..

Provide training opportunities to help local people 

Help support improvements in the skills of local people 

Ensure that business locations and centres are
accessible by public transport

Local economy and workforce 

 
Both ensure that business locations and centres are accessible by public transport and help 
support improvements in the skills of local people to help them get local jobs received equal 
support, with both rated as “important” or “very important” by almost nine in ten respondents (both 
90%). However, ensure that business locations and centres are accessible by public transport was 
rated as “very important” by slightly more respondents (57% versus 54%). Slightly more people felt 
help support improvements in the skills of local people to help them get local jobs was “not 
important” or “not at all important” (two percent versus less than one percent). 
 
Ensure that business locations and centres are accessible by public transport was rated as “very 
important” by 69% of respondents in Brereton and Ravenhill, compared with 37% in Norton Canes. 
Help support improvements in the skills of local people to help them get local jobs received fairly 
equal support across the district. 
 
Provide training opportunities to help local people to get local jobs was rated “important” or “very 
important” by nearly nine in ten of respondents (88%), and as “very important” by more than half 
(53%). It was rated as “not important” or “not at all important” by one percent. In Rugeley, 56% felt 
this was “very important”, compared with 42% in Norton Canes. 
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Promote a broader economic base:  a wide variety of types of employment was rated “important” or 
“very important” by more than four in five of respondents (85%), and as “very important” by more 
than two fifths (43%). It was rated as “not important” or “not at all important” by two percent. This 
objective was most highly rated in Rugeley, with 49% of respondents saying it was “very 
important”, compared with 21% in Norton Canes. 
 
Maximise the strategic location of the district by encouraging development along major transport 
routes was rated “important” or “very important” by three quarters of respondents (75%), and as 
“very important” by three in ten (30%). It was rated as “not important” or “not at all important” by 
five percent. This was regarded as “very important” by 38% of respondents in Brereton and 
Ravenhill, compared with 16% in Norton Canes. 
 
Provide a continuous supply of good quality accessible employment land to attract more new 
businesses was the lowest rated item in this section, rated “important” or “very important” by just 
over two thirds (68%), and as “very important” by less than a third (30%). It was rated as “not 
important” or “not at all important” by eight percent. This was rated as “very important” by 45% in 
Brereton and Ravenhill, and by 16% in Norton Canes, 
 
There is a significant difference in support for the top five and lowest rated items. There was 
emphasis in the focus groups on the importance of concentrating on using “brownfield” sites for 
development, which may be reflected in the lower rating for the lowest rated item. 
 
Summary of detailed representations: 32 in total. Aberdeen Property Investors, Advantage West 
Midlands,  Brereton and Ravenhill Parish Council,  Mr JS Bridgen, British Waterways, Cannock 
Chase AONB unit, Campaign to Protect Rural England, Centro, Mr J Ellis, English Heritage West 
Midlands, Friel Homes Ltd, Hawksmoor, Hednesford Town Council, Highways Agency, the 
Inglewood Investment Company Ltd., Inland Waterways Association Lichfield Branch, JG Land and 
Estates, Landor Society, Lichfield District Council, Lichfield and Hatherton Canals Restoration 
Trust, National Farmers Union west Midlands region,Natural England, Newlands Consortium, 
Pritchard Holdings Plc.,Sport England (West Midlands), Staffordshire County Council, St Modwen 
Developments Ltd,  Walsall Council, West Midlands Regional Assembly, Whitbread Group plc, WM 
Morrison Supermarkets plc., Wyrley estate,  
 
Issue 12: where are the most sustainable locations for employment? 
 
Two options cover the north of the District. 
 
Option 41: Work with Lichfield District to provide further employment land for Rugeley 
Option 42: No further significant employment land need for Rugeley in the plan period and only 
consider options in the south of the District 
 
Four options cover the south of the District: 
 
Option 43: Close to the A5/M6 Toll corridor, take advantage of exiting infrastructure at Kingswood 
Lakes and expand the business park North and / or East. 
Option 44: Develop the land between the A5 and M6 Toll north of great Wyrley 
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Option 45: Develop the safeguarded (local plan) land south west of Norton canes to include some 
employment uses 
Option 46: Combine and develop the existing employment sites at Watling Street and Lime Lane 
also taking forward the Local plan proposals at Grove Colliery. 
 
 
Option 41 receives support, particularly in terms of the land in proximity to the new bypass and in 
terms of providing local employment opportunities. Concern is expressed however that new sites 
should not expand into the open countryside towards Armitage. The need to work with Lichfield 
District Council is stressed. 
 
Option 42 is also supported: these respondents feel that there has already been significant 
employment growth in Rugeley and that growth should now be focused upon the south of the 
District. 
 
There is broad support for all options with the exception of Option 44 due to its Green Belt status 
and reference is also made to its impact upon a protected route for the reinstated Hatherton canal. 
Option 45 is particularly well supported due to its proximity to existing employment land. The 
comment is also made that employment land and housing land should be developed in tandem. 
 
More general comments in respect of Issue 12 are as follows: Green belt should not be developed; 
Green Belt should be reviewed;  settlements should not merge; growth along the M6 Toll should be 
supported; a combination of the options is best; employment should also include retail use; other 
options should be considered (suggestions include land to the south and east of Heath Hayes, the 
former Greyhound Stadium off the A5, Junction 11 of the M6); sports sites should not be used 
unless sports provision meets specific criteria; employment should be located along public 
transport routes; the canal network could be used for public transport; all options need testing in 
terms of the Strategic Road network; there are not enough high quality employment sites in the 
district at present; the proposals are piecemeal rather than strategic. 
 
In addition the West Midlands Regional Assembly points out that the proposed options do not 
account for redeveloped employment land and that a strong justification will be needed to take 
forward additional employment land into Preferred Options. 
 
Issue 13: where should we be providing space for offices? 
 
The following five options were suggested: 
 
Option 48: Small scale office development in town centre opportunity sites 
Option 49: Larger scale office development within expanded Cannock and Rugeley Town Centres 
(subject to area Action Plan) 
Option 50: Edge of centre / edge of town office developments up to 5,000 square metres (as part of 
broader employment options above) 
Option 51: Regeneration of underutilized and outdated employment land for offices 
Option 52: Combination of above. 
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Representations point out that the Draft Regional Spatial Strategy 2 does not promote out of town 
centre office developments: in – centre developments should be promoted first then the sequential 
test should be applied to sites further afield. This view is not shared by all: another respondent 
expresses concern that town centre office developments have the potential to cause traffic 
congestion. 
There are objections to the figure cited in paragraph 7.82 that 40,000 square metres of office space 
will be required if Cannock is to compete with nearby centres. 
There are objections to Option 49 as it is contrary to regional policy in that Rugeley is not a 
strategic centre: Cannock should be preferred in this respect.  
Other concerns / objections with regard to the options are: out of town centre locations are 
unsustainable; there is no consideration of the impacts of out of town developments on other 
established centres such as Walsall; out of town centre offices conflict with PPS6.   
Two respondents support all options. Other observations include: growth should be considered 
along the M6 Toll; the area to the south and east of Heath Hayes should be considered; waterside 
locations are often suitable for office development. 
 
Issue 14: how can we make the most of the District’s strategic location? 
 
Two options were suggested: 
 
Option 53: Encourage further development which responds to the District’s strategic position in 
relation to the M6 Toll and A5 
Option 54: Encourage other sectors which are less reliant on the strategic road network location 
but which positively benefit the local economy and workforce 
 
 
There is  one objection to Option 53 on the basis that development in this area would impact on the 
primary route network, causing knock – on congestion in other areas such as Walsall. This would 
also create increased dependency upon the car. 
 
There is also support for Option 53  in terms of maximising the District’s strategic potential. 
Likewise there is support for Option 54 in terms of its potential for sustainability and reduced 
reliance upon the car. Support is also registered for a combination of both options. 
One respondent also asks that the importance of rural enterprise is considered. 
 
Issue 15: how far should we aim to balance the number of jobs in the district with the size of its 
potential workforce? 
 
Three options were proposed 
 
Option 55: Seek to provide sufficient employment to ensure that job density achieves a ratio of 0.75 
in 2026 etc 
Option 56: Accept that if RSS employment land allocations are not to be overstretched that the job 
density ratio of 0.75 may not be achievable in the plan period 
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Option 57: Aim to ensure that local residents have a fair opportunity to access local jobs by 
ensuring that new developments contribute towards local training schemes and initiatives designed 
to upskill the local workforce. 
 
 
A range of views have been received. The West Midlands Regional assembly challenges the 
context (paragraphs 7.87 – 7.91) to the options: ‘the local justification for employment land has to 
be set against the overarching regional objective of directing economic growth to the Major Urban 
Areas’. 
Responses received are summarised as follows: new housing and new employment should be 
balanced; an increase in job density is supported even if it means the loss of Greenfield land; the 
Council should look to increase employment density per site rather than expanding on to 
Greenfield land. One respondent expresses strong support for Option 57; another feels Option 56 
to be the most realistic stating that it is important to bring inward investment into the area to 
achieve long term benefits locally. Another respondent feels that 84 hectares is insufficient. 
 
Issue 16: to what extent should rural business be encouraged? 
 
Five options were put forward for consideration: 
 
Option 58: Encourage a diversification of rural business in the Green Belt 
Option 59: Allow appropriate industrial uses in place of redundant farm buildings 
Option 60: Focus on live / work units as the most sustainable form of new business in the rural 
areas 
Option 61: Restrict rural business opportunities in the Green belt to traditional countryside uses 
Option 62: Combination of above 
 
 
All options are supported (including a combination of these) except for option 61 which is more 
controversial. Some respondents query what is meant by ‘traditional countryside uses’. For 
example food production is such a use, but allowances need to be made for changing production 
methods. Others feel this option is too restrictive, hampering rural job creation. The CPRE however 
feels that the countryside in the District is so close to areas of employment and that travel 
distances are short so there is no need for specific rural policy in this area for local employment 
and therefore support option 61. 
Other comments received are: the canal infrastructure can benefit rural business; business should 
only be located in areas served by public transport; the Green belt needs reviewing; there is limited 
potential to support rural business in connection with the AONB. 
One respondent queries the terminology in Option 59: historic redundant farm buildings should not 
be replaced. 
There is a call for a specific policy which supports mainstream agriculture. 
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Issue 17: What’s the best way to regenerate or reuse ageing or underused employment sites? 
 
Four options were suggested: 
 
Option 63: Give priority to retaining employment uses, in particular sectors highlighted in the 
economic strategy 
Option 64: Give priority to regeneration for office uses 
Option 65: Consider such sites for housing 
Option 66: Consider on a site by site basis 
 
Option 66 is favoured by the majority of respondents. There is an objection to option 64 in terms of 
out of town locations for offices. Option 63 is specifically supported in one case, the respondent 
feeling that the M6 Toll corridor is suited to employment not housing. One respondent believes that 
alternative sites for housing should be sought rather than just looking at ageing or underused 
employment sites. Concern is also registered by one respondent that developments must not harm 
the setting of listed buildings or conservation areas. 
 
Issue 18: how can planning best facilitate sustainable tourism development in the District. 
 
Two options were suggested: 
 
Option 67: Facilitate increase tourism in the rural parts of the District but balanced against 
landscape and conservation needs 
Option 68: Focus tourism growth on regeneration objectives particularly where these link to the 
districts built heritage. 
 
 
Both options – including a combination of both, are supported. Comments include: the canal 
network should be integrated and restored; the natural and built environment should be maintained 
and improved; the AONB needs careful management; new overnight accommodation near the 
AONB should be supported; tourism should be low key and should focus on rural diversification; 
the heritage of Hednesford should be promoted; Green belt boundaries should be reviewed. 
 
Summary of focus group responses. 
 
The focus groups were asked the following questions in relation to employment: 
 
One thing which has been apparent from the analysis of the early questionnaires received is to 
encourage a vibrant local economy and workforce. Why do you think people are saying this? 

What sort of employment should the district be catering for?  
How important is it for the district to provide employment for its own residents rather than 
them commuting to larger centres nearby? 

 
There was a desire from several groups to see more emphasis on light industrial manufacturing 
and town centre retail. Town centre retail was identified as a priority because of the perceived poor 
quality of existing provision, and poor quality town centres, particularly outside Cannock. There 
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was not necessarily felt to be a need for new shop units, but for better use to be made of existing 
units, encouraging other businesses (for example, local food retail outlets) into shop units currently 
occupied by charity shops, card shops, phone shops, pubs/ clubs and estate agents. It was felt that 
these could provide both additional employment for local people and help to arrest a downward 
spiral of the district’s town centres. Local employment for local people was a priority for all the 
groups. 
 
Building business units close to housing was seen as a good idea to avoid people having to 
commute to work, although concerns were expressed in two groups (Norton Canes and Cannock) 
about existing issues with pollution / smells from existing factory units. 
 
There was felt to be a surplus of office provision (most said currently to be empty) in the district, 
and little enthusiasm for warehousing jobs. Although Rugeley’s location “in the centre of the 
country” was mentioned as a positive marketing message, the town was also felt to be too far from 
“arterial” traffics routes apart from the A5 to be attractive. There were also significant levels of 
concern in all the groups about traffic levels, road infrastructure and problems with lorries driving 
through town centres instead of taking less damaging routes. 
 
There was scepticism about whether local jobs for local people would really be created as part of 
any new development, however, and suggestions in three of the groups that local jobs promised as 
part of recent developments (Norton Canes motorway services was cited as one example) had not, 
in fact, materialised. 
 
Summary of hard to reach group comments 
 
From consultation with young people it was very clear that most did not see their future 
employment (or further education / training opportunities) as being within the district: this was 
particularly evident when working with the young residents of Rugeley and Brereton. Others 
queried what the point was in building a lot of new houses if there were no jobs to go with it. The 
young people were also very aware of the attractiveness of the area in which they lived – 
particularly in relation to Cannock Chase – and wanted to see it benefit from more tourism, with 
hotels and campsites included as part of this. 
 
The need to encourage social enterprise as part of the work on the local economy was raised as a 
way of employing a wider diversity of local people. 
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4.11. Objective 5: Encourage Sustainable Transport Infrastructure 
 
Summary of questionnaire responses to Chase Matters 
 
The following chart illustrates the rating of these Objectives. Each response has been given a 
score – a 5 for very important and 1 for not at all important and the average score for each 
Objective is shown below. The Objectives have been ranked from highest rating to lowest rating. 
 
 
 

1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 4 4.5 5

Average score 5 = Very important

Reduce reliance on private cars

Encourage increased cycling

Make journeys unnesessary where possible through
careful location of development

Encourage increased walking

Enhance and ensure sustainable access for all to
environments that are valued, protected and enjoyed

Achieve improvements to public transport

Sustainable transport infrastructure 

 
 
Achieve improvements to public transport was the most highly rated item, rated “important” or “very 
important” by nearly nine in ten of respondents (87%), and as “very important” by nearly two-thirds 
(62%). It was rated as “not important” or “not at all important” by less than one percent. This 
objective received almost equal support across the district. 
 
Enhance and ensure sustainable access for all to environments that are valued, protected and 
enjoyed was a very close second, also rated “important” or “very important” by nearly nine in ten of 
respondents (86%), and but as “very important” by over two-fifths (45%). It was rated as “not 
important” or “not at all important” by two percent. Respondents in Hednesford were more likely to 
say this was “very important” than those in Brereton and Ravenhill (51% and 29% respectively). 
 
Encourage increased walking was rated “important” or “very important” by over four-fifths of 
respondents (82%), and as “very important” by just over two-fifths (42%). It was rated as “not 
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important” or “not at all important” by two percent. Respondents in Hednesford were more likely to 
say this was “very important” than in Norton Canes (48% and 378% respectively). 
 
Make journeys unnecessary where possible through careful location of development was rated 
“important” or “very important” by over three-quarters of respondents (78%), and as “very 
important” by two-fifths (40%). It was rated as “not important” or “not at all important” by three 
percent. Respondents in Brereton and Ravenhill were more likely to feel this was “very important” 
(43%) than those in Heath Hayes (25%). 
 
Encourage increased cycling was rated “important” or “very important” by three-quarters of 
respondents (75%), and as “very important” by just over a third (36%). It was rated as “not 
important” or “not at all important” by four percent.  
 
Reduce reliance on private cars was the lowest rated item in this section, rated “important” or “very 
important” by just over three-fifths (62%), and as “very important” by just over a quarter (26%). It 
was rated as “not important” or “not at all important” by seven percent. This objective was rated 
“very important” by 33% in Rugeley, compared with 17% in Brereton and Ravenhill. 
 
All the other options received significantly more support than reduce reliance on private cars. Most 
of the focus groups were positive about current public transport provision in the district. However, 
road congestion was a significant concern, and road improvements were frequently seen as critical 
to allowing future development.  
 
Summary of detailed representations: 19 in total. Aberdeen Property Investors,  British 
Waterways, Campaign to Protect Rural England, Cannock Chase AONB Unit, Centro, Hawksmoor, 
the Hightown Estates Company Ltd, Highways Agency; The Inglewood Investment Company Ltd., 
Landor Society, Lichfield District Council, Lichfield and Hatherton Canals Restoration Trust, 
Newlands Consortium, Pritchard Holdings Plc.’ Southern Staffordshire Chamber of Commerce, 
Sport England West Midlands Region,  Staffordshire County Council, St Modwen Developments 
Ltd, , Wyrley estate 
 
Issue 19: how can the need to travel be reduced? 
 
The following options were put forward:  
 
Option 69: Encourage more mixed communities where residential and employment uses combine. 
This can include more live / work units 
Option 70: Encourage more employment uses with the potential to allow for more remote working. 
 
 
Some respondents support both options. Option 69 is supported by one respondent who suggests 
that land at Brindley Bank might be suitable for live / work units. 
Other responses are more general and include the following: development contributions from 
waterside developments could help fund sustainable transport; employment and residential land 
needs to located close together; there needs to be a range of employment to cater for the mixed 
skills of local people; development should also include retail, leisure etc; everyday needs should be 

 41



met locally (shopping); the Local Transport Plan should be referred to; development should be 
located close to existing services (land west of Pye Green Road is suggested). The Chamber of 
Commerce also asks if any work has been done to assess the impact of the internet on travel and 
the demand for retail space locally. 
 
 
Issue 20: how should public transport be improved at the local and sub regional levels? 
 
Six options were proposed: 
 
Option 71: Improve inter modal links especially at town centres 
Option 72: Increase frequency and quality of rail services 
Option 73: Increase frequency and quality of bus services 
Option 74: Seek provision of more bus service routes across the district 
Option 75: Improve east west bus service links in the south of the district 
Option 76: Develop a community transport scheme 
 
 
The options are supported: one respondent calls for an option addressing alternative means to 
fossil – fuelled transport. Other comments are: water taxis could be part of a community transport 
scheme; sustainable transport for recreational uses should be considered; the infrastructure at 
Rugeley power station needs improving. 
 
Issue 21: what are the key missing pieces of local transport infrastructure? 
 
Two options were put forward: 
 
Option 77: Actively seek new road infrastructure provision to serve Pye Green and heath Hayes 
Option 78: Rather than new road provision focus new transport infrastructure on public transport 
and improved cycle routes and footpaths. 
 
 
Responses are mixed. Option 77 receives support in terms of the site west of Pye Green Road: it is 
felt that policies should ensure that the infrastructure is paid for as apart of the development; 
however, there is also an objection to this option in relation to the same site where the Winchester 
Road Extension scheme is opposed. 
Other responses are more general and support a combination of the options; it is suggested that 
employers should provide showers for cyclists; another respondent suggests that canal towpaths 
can help integrate cycleways and pedestrian routes. 
 
Summary of focus group responses. 
 
The focus groups were asked the following questions: 
 
What improvements do you think are needed in public transport? 
 How can planning help us all access more services without needing a car? 
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Most groups were quite complimentary about existing public transport, with both buses and trains 
rated “very good”. However, the Hednesford/ rural group felt local transport services were poor, 
didn’t serve some areas well, and failed to connect properly with each other. Transport information 
was felt to be a problem. Timetables were felt to be inaccurate, and there was a need for more 
comprehensive information at bus stops – possibly including electronic journey information boards. 
 
The lack of a direct bus service to Birmingham was mentioned in two groups (Rugeley and Norton 
Canes). The need to change buses, or from rail to bus was mentioned as an obstacle to travel, and 
there were suggestions that services needed to be reviewed to reflect recent commercial 
development in Rugeley. A need for a better mix of train services, with some “fast trains” to 
Birmingham was mentioned in one group (Rugeley). 
 
Improving local town centres was seen as a positive way to limit people’s need to travel 
 
Summary of hard to reach group comments 
 
The young people consulted felt that if town centres and related activities were improved then 
people would not have to travel to other areas. More cycle routes and lanes were requested. 
Concern was repeatedly raised – especially via the children’s competition – about the speed of 
traffic. 
 
The voluntary and community forums were particularly concerned about car parking charges in the 
town centres as these were felt to put local people off shopping in the district: people park on 
verges rather than pay the parking fees. 
 
4.12. Objective 6 Create attractive town centres 
 
Summary of questionnaire responses to Chase Matters:   
 
The following chart illustrates the rating of these Objectives. Each response has been given a 
score – a 5 for very important and 1 for not at all important and the average score for each 
Objective is shown below. The Objectives have been ranked from highest rating to lowest rating. 
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1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 4 4.5 5

Average score 5 = Very important

Improve access to
employment

Support mixed growth of
shops, offices, business

and leisure n town
centres

Achieve town centres
which are thriving and

interesting to visit

Town Centres 

  
 
 
 
 
All three options received similar levels of support, with Achieve town centres which are thriving 
and interesting to visit slightly ahead, rated “important” or “very important” by nine in ten of 
respondents (90%), and as “very important” by two-thirds (66%). It was rated as “not important” or 
“not at all important” by one percent. It was rated as “very important” by 76% of respondents in 
Rugeley, and 71% in Hednesford, compared with 56% in Norton Canes. 
 
Support mixed growth of shops, offices, business and leisure in town centres was rated “important” 
or “very important” by nearly nine in ten respondents (88%), and as “very important” by almost 
three-fifths (57%). It was rated as “not important” or “not at all important” by one percent. 
Respondents in Rugeley were more likely to rate this item “very important” than those in Heath 
Hayes (73% compared with 47%). 
 
Improve access to employment was the lowest rated item, rated “important” or “very important” by 
more than four-fifths of respondents (83%), and as “very important” by over two-fifths (44%). It was 
rated as “not important” or “not at all important” by two percent. In Rugeley, 55% of respondents 
rated this “very important” compared with 11% in Norton Canes. 
 
There is no significant difference in the overall levels of support for these three proposals, although 
more people feel the two slightly higher scoring propositions are “very important”. The quality and 
character of all the districts town centres was a source of concern for all the focus groups, 
particularly in Rugeley and Hednesford 
 
Summary of representations to full document: 16 in total- Aberdeen Property Investors; Burntwood 
Town Council; Campaign to Protect Rural England; Centro; Development Planning Partnership; 
Hednesford Town Council; Lichfield and Hatherton Canals Restoration Trust; Newlands 
Consortium; Richborough Estates; Somerfield; St Modwen; Stockland; Southern Staffordshire 
Chamber of Commerce; Tesco; Walsall Metropolitan Council; West Midlands Regional Assembly 
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Issue 22: What should be the respective roles of the Districts town centres in the future retail 
hierarchy and what elements must they include? 
 
Three options were proposed 
 
Option 79: Ensure more people choose to shop in Cannock rather than further afield by offering a 
more vibrant mix of development including stronger retail attractions / department store (s), more 
cultural attractions and more town centre office employment 
Option 80: Retain Cannock town centre’s current status and focus growth mainly on new retail and 
office provision 
Option 81: Retain Cannock town centre’s current status and focus growth primarily on improved 
retail attractions 
 
 
It was noted that public transport can assist greatly in improving accessibility to local shops. 
 
There was support for the regeneration of Cannock town centre, improvements in its retail offer 
and increasing the market share of Cannock’s facilities.  This was advocated both in terms of 
meeting local needs but also because developments anywhere else may have a negative impact 
upon proposed developments in Burntwood.  However, it was highlighted that the specific 
reference made to Cannock needs to be complemented by reference to the importance of Rugeley 
and Hednesford as well.  It was suggested that Rugeley is not fulfilling its role as a town centre to 
meet local needs and it needs increases in floorspace to trade effectively alongside other local 
centres such as Lichfield, but on central town centre sites.   
 
It was argued that out of Cannock town centre developments should not be discounted 
automatically- they will still help to achieve meeting local shopping needs.   
 
Issue 23: How widely should town centres expand? 
 
Options for Cannock and Hednesford were put forward: Rugeley is subject to separate analysis via 
the area Action Plan 
 
Two options were proposed for Cannock: 
 
Option 82: Limit the extension of the town centre boundary only where essential to deliver the retail 
scheme. Support smaller scale office developments on new out of town centre employment sites 
Option 83: Extend the centre more widely e.g. towards Cannock railway station to encourage this 
as a redevelopment location for offices 
 
Two options were put forward for Hednesford: 
 
Option 84: Retain Hednesford as a small scale town centre serving local needs 
Option 85: Allow some limited expansion of town centre facilities in Hednesford 
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In terms of objections there was concern that the whole Regional Spatial Strategy retail floorspace 
requirement would be delivered by one development in Cannock, which would be contrary to the 
requirement being delivered in phases; that Regional Spatial Strategy retail floorspace targets 
would be exceeded; that supporting small scale out of centre office developments would be 
contrary to national and regional policy objectives- the town centre boundary should be extended if 
there are capacity issues; and concern regarding the omission of convenience goods requirements 
in Cannock and other District centres-an assessment of this should form of the evidence base and 
in line with Planning Policy Statement 6 limits should be set on appropriate scales for different 
types of centres.   
 
It was advised that the conformity of major town centre schemes with the Regional Spatial Strategy 
would be assessed in terms of impact on other strategic centres and assumptions used to 
demonstrate support for new retail capacity. 
 
Caution was urged in relation to attempting to reclaim retail expenditure from other nearby centres, 
which themselves are expanding, by increasing the floorspace- Rugeley in particular is subject to 
the influences of various nearby centres.  There was support for additional convenience floorspace 
in Rugeley but this should not require extension of the town centre boundary as there is capacity in 
the town centre.  It was highlighted that the Council should not risk over-provision of floorspace as 
occupier demand could falter and there is a need to ensure deliverability if the floorspace is to be 
increased.   
 
However, there was also support for the extension of the Cannock town centre boundary and for 
strengthening Cannock’s role.  It was also suggested that edge and out of centre locations should 
not be automatically discounted.  There was also support for Hednesford options as only realistic 
ones available.  It was suggested that Hednesford does require investment to increase its retail 
and commercial attractiveness, in line with the Cannock Chase Town Centre Health Check findings 
(Option 85) as well as retaining its unique character.  However, Hednesford must continue to be 
developed at a scale appropriate to its role of serving local need (Option 84) and expansions to its 
offer should be supported by assessments of need.   
 
An objection to the omission of Rugeley from the options was made: although it is acknowledged 
that the Area Action Plan deals with Rugeley separately the respondent emphasises that Rugeley 
should remain a local centre, it should not have a strategic role. 
 
Issue 24: What role should smaller local centres perform? 
 
Three options were suggested: 
 
Option 86: Continue to support the exiting level of provision in local centres 
Option 87: Seek to increase the amount and range of convenience provision in all local centres 
Option 88: Seek to increase the amount and range of convenience provision only in those local 
centres where significant growth is identified as a preferred option 
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There was support for local centres to receive some form of investment to remain viable, increase 
their range of outlets, to support local needs and to help minimise journey times for retail trips.  
There was specific support for the function and growth of Norton Canes as a local centre; support 
for allocation of Hawks Green as a district centre but in absence of it being identified for specific 
growth under Option 88 support for Option 87 for growth in all local centres.  However it was also 
argued that any growth of local centres should be of a strictly limited scale to reflect the retail 
hierarchy and there was an objection to growth at Hawks Green given the potential impact on 
Burntwood.  It was suggested that the intensification of development to increase catchment 
populations and environmental improvements could help improve the use of local centres.   
 
It was suggested that the evidence base for retail should be updated to reflect longer timescales 
and it was queried if any assessment of the impact of internet shopping on demand for retail space 
locally had been carried out. 
 
Summary of Focus Group Comments: There was a desire from several groups to see more 
emphasis on light industrial manufacturing and town centre retail. Town centre retail was identified 
as a priority because of the perceived poor quality of existing provision, and poor quality town 
centres, particularly outside Cannock. There was not necessarily felt to be a need for new shop 
units, but for better use to be made of existing units, encouraging other businesses (for example, 
local food retail outlets) into shop units currently occupied by charity shops, card shops, phone 
shops, pubs/ clubs and estate agents. It was felt that these could provide both additional 
employment for local people and help to arrest a downward spiral of the district’s town centres. 
 
The quality and quantity of retail provision was seen as a concern by all the groups, but especially 
by those outside Cannock. All of the smaller communities commented on a reduction in the number 
of “real” shops, with a proliferation of estate agents, card, charity and phone shops all mentioned 
as undesirable. There was felt to be a lack of shops selling local produce, and in Cannock itself, a 
need for a “core” retailer such as Marks and Spencer to draw people in and to help provide local 
jobs. Poor maintenance of town centres, litter and chewing gum were all mentioned repeatedly, 
and all town centres (including Cannock) were felt to be run down and unattractive. Out of town 
retail was also identified as a significant problem, both diverting people from town centre retail and 
encouraging car use. 
 
Rugeley’s indoor Market Place was strongly criticised in the local group as being only “half used” 
and “past its sell-by date”. Hednesford town centre was criticised severely by its local group as 
being in decline, and it was suggested that there was too much commuter parking allowed at the 
Co-op, effectively preventing access during the day. 
 
Good quality, looked-after public lavatories were a priority for one group (Cannock). 
 
Although swimming facilities in Cannock were praised as “beautiful”, there was also concern over 
whether the new swimming pool at Rugeley would result in either their closure or restriction. As 
mentioned above, other facilities mentioned included provision for youth activities, a cinema and 
bowling alley, possibly in a new central facility. The loss of the stadium was regretted and the 
reasons for it questioned. Existing bus stations were criticised, with the Hednesford/ rural group 
branding the bus station as “appalling”. 
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Summary of Hard to Reach Group Comments: At Chase High School themes which consistently 
came out were that Cannock town centre needs expanding in terms of the amount of shops and 
variety of shops on offer.  Many students highlighted the need for brand stores such as TK Maxx.  
For the whole of the District there was a need for a better range of things to do for young people 
(not just teens but younger age groups).  Some comments also highlighted the need for some 
‘wow’ factor businesses, perhaps highlighting the need for some bold, ‘flagship’ schemes.  Similar 
views were expressed by the Rugeley Scouts Group, but in relation to Rugeley town centre. 
 
The Cannock Voluntary Forum focused upon both the level of retail provision and the 
environmental improvements/design aspects of Cannock town centre.  The issue of a lack of 
seating in Cannock town centre for the elderly and the general untidy appearance of the town was 
raised, particularly the unattractive underpass.  Particular concerns were registered in that seating 
should be placed in covered / sheltered areas, and different heights of seating should be provided: 
many elderly people struggle with the low height of benches.  It was suggested that the Districts 
town centres seems to lack a ‘sense of place,’ when compared with other nearby centres such as 
Lichfield, as there appears to be no coherent architectural style, and little high quality design.  
Cannock in particular has a sense of an ‘abandoned’ town which puts off potential visitors and 
Norton Canes feels like a disjointed shopping centre, with no banking facilities.  It was suggested 
that a design plan for the town centres be useful in guiding future developments.  It was queried if 
the indoor market would form part of any plans for redevelopment of the town centre.  There was 
concern that the office space targets would turn Cannock town centre an ‘office block’.  Participants 
were keen to see larger stores such as Marks and Spencer’s enticed into Cannock town centre to 
improve the retail choice. 
 
At the Rugeley Voluntary Forum the issue of town centre car parking in Rugeley was a key concern 
to all. It was considered that the new approach to car parking charges and enforcement set out in 
recent community forums wasn’t the way forward. Experienced showed that free car parks were 
filled and then parking would occur on verges etc before pay car parks got used. Charging was 
also diverting shoppers to Stafford and Lichfield where some supermarkets offered free parking.  
The prospect of a new Tesco at the former Celcon blockworks site was discussed and it was not 
considered a problem if new town centre shops (e.g. clothes shops) could also be introduced.  The 
importance of wheelchair/shop mobility links to the site was also highlighted. It was considered 
important that new development around Leathermill Lane made reference to the historical leather 
industry and glassmaking legacy.  A cinema and bowling centre were identified as important new 
additions needed by the town and a youth centre to include those with learning disabilities.  There 
was reference to the market hall being vibrant about five years ago but having gone down since 
then. Also it was considered that premises in the Brewery Street arcade were closing due to high 
rents or poor parking. Reduced rents were suggested as a useful tool for giving new businesses a 
leg up.  
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4.13. Objective 7 Provide well managed and appreciated environments 
 
Summary of questionnaire responses to Chase Matters: 
 
The following chart illustrates the rating of these Objectives. Each response has been given a 
score – a 5 for very important and 1 for not at all important and the average score for each 
Objective is shown below. The Objectives have been ranked from highest rating to lowest rating. 
 

1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 4 4.5 5

Average score 5 = Very important

Ensure new
development is

designed to a high
quality

Protect and enhance
the Districts natural

and historic built
environmental assets

Environments

 
 
Protect and enhance the Districts natural and historic built environmental assets was the most 
highly rated item, rated “important” or “very important” by nine in ten respondents (91%), and as 
“very important” by three-fifths (61%). It was rated as “not important” or “not at all important” by one 
percent. This was rated “very important” by 67% of respondents in Heath Hayes and by 52% in 
Brereton and Ravenhill. 
 
Ensure new development is designed to a high quality was rated “important” or “very important” by 
more than four-fifths of respondents (84%), and as “very important” by more than two-fifths (47%). 
It was rated as “not important” or “not at all important” by less than one percent. In Heath Hayes, 
61% of respondents rated this “very important” compared with 37% in Norton Canes 
 
There is no significant difference between the overall ratings for these two propositions, but 
significantly more people felt Protect and enhance the Districts natural and historic built 
environmental assets to be “very important”. 
 
 
Summary of representations to full document: 28 in total- Advantage West Midlands, Brereton and 
Ravenhill Heritage Committee, Brereton and Ravenhill Parish Council, British Waterways, 
Campaign to Protect Rural England, Cannock Chase AONB Unit, Mr and Mrs Dale, English 
Heritage, Environment Agency, Hawksmoor, Inglewood Investment Company, Inland Waterways 
Association, Mr Timothy Jones, Landor Society, Lichfield District Council, Lichfield and Hatherton 
Canals Restoration Trust, National Farmers Union, Natural England, Newlands Consortium, Royal 
Society for the Protection of Birds,  Sport England,  St Modwen Developments, Staffordshire 
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County Council, Staffordshire Wildlife Trust, West Midlands Regional Assembly, Whitbread Group, 
Wilton (Friel Homes), Wyrley Estate. 
 
Issue 25: How can trends in biodiversity and landscape character degradation be reversed? 
 
Five options were suggested 
 
Option 89: The continued application of existing Green belt boundaries OR the limited release of 
‘derelict’ Green Belt land for development 
Option 90: The continued protection of and support for the green space network (particularly sites 
of ecological value), as a fundamental part of the District’s green infrastructure 
Option 91: Continuing to promote the inclusion of Hednesford Hills Common within the AONB and 
as an SSSI 
Option 92: Applying protected setting policies to developments that have the potential to impact 
upon the AONB 
Option 93: Continuing to designate and protect local wildlife sites including the potential creation of 
a wildlife corridor across a central area of the District 
 
 
 
Not all respondents indicated support or objections to the proposed options.  Comments were 
made in relation to how the issues and subsequent options could be expanded upon.  These 
included the need to pay regard to the role of Chasewater in alleviating pressure from the AONB; 
the need to include the canal network as part of the green infrastructure that contributes to 
biodiversity and character of the District; further incorporation of Planning Policy Statement 7 
principles and landscape character assessment;  support for realignment of Hatherton Canal 
Branch; the need for farming communities to be consulted on any wildlife designations; objections 
to development in the AONB, Green Belt or River Trent floodplain; the need to recognise the 
recreational role of the green network; the use of Section 106 contributions towards the regional 
biodiversity initiatives; the need for enhancement of sites, not just protection; greater recognition of 
the need to adapt to climate change; greater control of recreational pursuits particularly mountain 
biking by a body of individuals; and the need to reduce car commuting of visitors.   One respondent 
advised that a nature conservation strategy and biodiversity strategy would help in delivering this 
objective.   
 
Option 89: three respondents were against the review of Green Belt boundaries whilst 6 
respondents were in favour of a review.   
Option 90: seven respondents supported. 
Option 91: four respondents supported.  1 questioned if the option was justified 
Option 92: five respondents supported. 
Option 93: five respondents supported. 
 
Four respondents indicated broad support for the overall approach of options.  One respondent 
objected to the options on the basis that the policies were not strong enough.  In terms of the most 
appropriate strategic option that would help address these issues, four respondents favoured 
Option 2 (one respondent stated Green Belt review would also be required as part of this option), 
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one respondent supported a combination of the options, one respondent favoured concentrated 
development, and one respondent favoured Option 3.   
 
Issue 26: Where can increased use or development within the natural environment enhance its 
value and help contribute to the District’s overall regeneration? 
 
Two options were put forward: 
 
Option 94: Focusing increased use within the Forest of Mercia, the Green network and along the 
canal environment (where appropriate) in order to relieve pressure upon the most sensitive sites 
around the District 
Option 95: Restriction of uses within these areas to recreational, educational and sustainable 
tourism – related developments 
 
 
  
There was broad support for the approach set out in the options however recommendations for 
changes were made to expand upon the proposed strategy. There was support for 
acknowledgement of the role of the canal network but a need to acknowledge cultural and natural 
resource value of the canal network; a need to recognise the required management of the Cannock 
Chase Extension Canal SAC in order to protect it’s ecological and tourism value; a need to 
acknowledge the role of agriculture as a sustainable activity that can benefit biodiversity; support 
for cross-boundary working in regard to Chasewater; a need to recognise that development and 
urban extensions can provide natural environment enhancement benefits; the need to direct 
tourism pressures away from the AONB by cross-boundary working on tourism policies; the 
production of a biodiversity strategy to support the options; the need to carefully define 
‘recreational’ uses so that they are in keeping with landscape and biodiversity aims; and a need to 
recognise that sympathetic infill developments in the AONB and Green Belt can make a positive 
contribution.     
 
Issue 27: How can brownfield sites and urban development contribute to biodiversity and the 
natural environment as a whole? 
 
Two options were suggested: 
 
Option 96: Policy recognition that brownfield sites may be more suitable for conservation 
restoration than development 
Option 97: Require all developments to achieve the sustainability standards that are either in line 
with OR above the standards set in draft RSS Policy SR3 
 
 
There was broad support for Option 96, the principles of Option 97 and the restoration of degraded 
sites.  However this support was with certain caveats such as the need to ensure Brownfield sites 
are still considered before Greenfield; the recognition that development can still proceed on sites 
alongside biodiversity conservation; and the need to identify degraded sites which could be 
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restored.  Additional comments included a need to recognise role of canal network for heat 
exchange and cooling and the highlighting of rising mine water as an issue.   
 
Issue 28: What role can the District’s built heritage play in delivering regeneration and 
sustainability? 
 
Three options were proposed: 
 
Option 98: Continued protection of the existing Conservation Areas 
Option 99: Policies for design to take into account local historic features and encouraging the reuse 
of historic buildings 
Option 100: The redevelopment or alteration of unsympathetic, modern developments within 
Rugeley and Cannock own Centres to enhance their respective statuses and focusing heritage – 
led regeneration efforts along the canal environment across the District 
 
 
There was broad support for heritage-led regeneration particularly along the canal network.  The 
options were broadly supported however additional policy options and suggestions were put 
forward.  These included use of Regional Spatial Strategy Policies QE2, QE5A, B and D to inform 
strategies; the use Section 215 powers and Section 106 contributions by the Council to improve 
the Trent and Mersey Canal Conservation Area; the need for recognition of AONB heritage in 
relation to its military and historic landscape; additional policy coverage to include the recognition 
of historic farm buildings, industrial heritage appreciation, historic street furniture as well as tools to 
implement policy such as local lists, public involvement tools and conservation area appraisals; 
and the use of Compulsory Purchase Order powers to aid the restoration of the ‘steam mill’ on Mill 
Lane in Rugeley.     
 
 
Issue 29: To what extent should development be controlled to protect and enhance the character of 
the historic built environment? 
 
Two options were put forward: 
 
Option 101: Continued protection of the existing Conservation Areas 
Option 102: Policies for design to take into account local historic features, particularly for 
developments within and nearby the Conservation Areas. 
 
 
 
There was broad support for the options on protection but additional options were put forward for 
consideration including the use of Compulsory Purchase Order powers to prevent the decay of 
buildings such as the former Methodist Church in Brereton; use of Section 215 powers in relation to 
derelict land in and around the Trent and Mersey Canal area; the application of Option 102 district-
wide; the development of Management Plans for the Conservation Areas; the development of a 
local list of historic buildings to strengthen protection measures; a proper balance  between 
retaining heritage and promoting re-use; and policy should cover the whole range of historic assets 
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to be used in a sustainable way.  Regional Spatial Strategy policies QE1, QE5 and Structure Plan 
policies NC18, NC19 were noted as reference points which include a range of areas to be 
protected.  Sections of the Lichfield/Talbot Street, the Trent and Mersey Canal and the Brereton 
Conservation Areas were identified as areas that have deteriorated. 
 
Issue 30: How can new development deliver high quality places? 
 
Three options were proposed: 
 
Option 103: Creating a locally tailored version of the West Midlands Sustainability Checklist to 
ensure design contributes towards the District’s vision and objectives 
Option 104: Incorporating a Building for Life and Lifetime Homes standards in a District – wide 
policy for high quality, sustainable design of new homes 
Option 105: Setting policies for promoting high quality, sustainable design of new commercial 
buildings  
 
 
Two respondents supported the use of the West Midlands Sustainability Checklist (Option 103) 
however another two respondents felt that a checklist would not respond to requirements of 
individual developments or necessarily provide high quality design.  There was support for 
reference to Active Design, Building for Life standards, sustainable construction methods and 
energy efficiency measures.  However, there were concerns that the proposed options would not 
deliver high quality places as this required good urban design principles and good design also 
includes operational, functional and affordable delivery considerations.  There were also concerns 
regarding the Lifetime Homes Standards application as these will apply from 2013 anyway and the 
Code for Sustainable Homes application as this may be subject to review.  Additional options 
suggested were to prepare local guidance on the content of Design and Access Statements and 
those District-wide design standards should be clearly locally interpreted.   
 
Summary of Focus Group Comments 
 
It was generally felt to be important to focus development on Brownfield sites, and to protect the 
countryside and green spaces from further erosion. For all the groups, erosion of the countryside 
and green spaces was their greatest fear. 
 
The possibilities / amenity value of Cannock Chase were widely recognised, but there were 
feelings that cycling and dog walking were getting out of hand, with many users coming from 
outside the area – particularly Birmingham. It was nonetheless felt by some groups that more could 
be made of Cannock Chase, especially by schools encouraging young people to visit and by 
programmes of (for example) guided walks.  
 
The canal in Rugeley was also identified as an opportunity for outdoor recreation. Marina style 
development was said to have been mentioned as a possibility and was welcomed on the basis 
that local people would use facilities if they were of a high enough standard. 
 
Summary of Hard to Reach Group Comments 
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At the Rugeley Scouts Group there were a lot of references to tourism.  They all thought the area 
was worth visiting (a lot of mention was made of the Chase) and thought there should be hotels 
and campsites to encourage this. 
 
At Chase High School, the Chase and green surroundings of the District were a clearly seen as a 
positive feature of the District and the need for protection of this and other wildlife areas featured in 
the students responses.  The surrounding natural environment appeared to be a key reason for 
those students who indicated they would like to live and work in Cannock Chase in the future.  As 
part of the strategic spatial options students identified those areas to protect (primarily the AONB) 
however in the responses there was also some support for the use of Greenfield sites, particularly 
along the M6 Toll/A5 corridor and at Pye Green Road.   
 
Through the children’s competition the overwhelming importance of the natural environment to the 
children also became clear.  Cannock Chase was a common theme with children wherever they 
lived in the District, for its wildlife and woodland, and for the leisure and recreational opportunities it 
provides. 
 
4.14. Objective 8 Support a greener future 
 
Summary of questionnaire responses to Chase Matters 
 
The following chart illustrates the rating of these Objectives. Each response has been given a 
score – a 5 for very important and 1 for not at all important and the average score for each 
Objective is shown below. The Objectives have been ranked from highest rating to lowest rating. 

1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 4 4.5 5

Average score 5 = Very important

Promote appropriate renewable energy and green
technologies

Maximise flood protection and adaptation to climate change

Promote sustainable construction methods/materials

Reduce carbon emissions

Encourage water conservation/recycling

Recycle construction waste

Increase recycling

Reduce waste

Greener future
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All the options received similar levels of support, with Reduce waste receiving somewhat higher 
ratings overall. It was rated “important” or “very important” by almost nine in ten of respondents 
(89%), and as “very important” by almost three-fifths (59%). It was rated as “not important” or “not 
at all important” by one percent. In Hednesford, this was rated “very important” by 70% of 
respondents, compared with 55% in Brereton and Ravenhill. 
 
Recycle construction waste was rated “important” or “very important” by nearly nine in ten 
respondents (88%), and as “very important” by over half (51%). It was rated as “not important” or 
“not at all important” by two percent. This was rated as “very important” by 63% of respondents in 
Hednesford, compared with 44% in Rugeley. Fly-tipping, particularly of construction and building 
waste was identified as a particular problem by the Hednesford / Rural focus group. 
 
Increase recycling was rated “important” or “very important” by nearly nine in ten respondents 
(87%), and as “very important” by over half (56%). It was rated as “not important” or “not at all 
important” by two percent. Respondents in Hednesford were more likely to rate this “very 
important” than those in Rugeley (64% compared with 47%). A number of focus groups expressed 
concern over the collection of recyclable waste, and clearly regarded recycling as an important 
issue. Improved performance by Cannock district in recycling waste was mentioned by several 
groups. 
 
Encourage water conservation/recycling was rated “important” or “very important” by more than 
four-fifths of respondents (85%), and as “very important” by over half (55%). It was rated as “not 
important” or “not at all important” by two percent. Respondents in Hednesford were more likely to 
rate this “very important” than those in Cannock (63% and 45% respectively). 
 
Promote appropriate renewable energy and green technologies was rated “important” or “very 
important” by more than four-fifths of respondents (83%), and as “very important” by over half 
(52%). It was rated as “not important” or “not at all important” by 11%. Respondents in Hednesford 
were more likely to say this was “very important” than those in Cannock (59% and 45% 
respectively). 
 
Promote sustainable construction methods/materials was rated “important” or “very important” by 
more than four-fifths of respondents (84%), and as “very important” by over two-fifths (42%). It was 
rated as “not important” or “not at all important” by two percent. This item was rated “very 
important” by 53% in Hednesford, compared with 26% in Norton Canes. 
 
Reduce carbon emissions was rated “important” or “very important” by more than four-fifths of 
respondents (82%), and as “very important” by just under half (49%). It was rated as “not 
important” or “not at all important” by three percent. Respondents in Heath Hayes were more likely 
to say this was “very important” than those in Rugeley (53% compared with 40%). 
 
Maximise flood protection and adaptation to climate change was marginally the lowest rated item, 
rated “important” or “very important” by four-fifths of respondents (80%), and as “very important” by 
just under half (46%). It was rated as “not important” or “not at all important” by four percent. 
Respondents in Hednesford were more likely to say this was “very important” than those in Heath 
Hayes (51% compared with 36%). 
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There is no significant difference in the overall scores in the section, suggesting a fairly even level 
of concern for “green” issues among respondents, although the higher levels of “very important” 
scores from Hednesford on almost all the topics should be noted. Slightly more people regard 
Reduce waste and Increase recycling as being “very important” compared to Maximise flood 
protection and adaptation to climate change and Promote sustainable construction 
methods/materials, but the difference is small. 
 
Summary of representations to full document: 19 in total- Advantage West Midlands, Cannock 
Chase AONB Unit, Brereton and Ravenhill Parish Council, British Waterways, Campaign to Protect 
Rural England, English Heritage, Hawksmoor, Highways Agency, Inglewood Investments, Mr 
Timothy Arthur Jones, Lichfield and Hatherton Canals Restoration Trust, Natural England, 
Newlands Consortium, Richborough Estates, Staffordshire County Council, Staffordshire Wildlife 
Trust, Tesco, WM Morrisons, Wyrley Estates.   
 
 
Issue 31: To what extent can zero carbon or carbon neutral development be achieved during the 
plan period and how should this be addressed? 
 
Four options were proposed: 
 
Option 106: Require all developments to demonstrate a reduction in carbon emissions that is either 
in line with OR alternative to the standards set in draft RSS Policy SR3 
Option 107: Sustainable construction standards to be encourage District – wide but specific targets 
set according to location i.e. higher standards for the urban, town centre areas. 
Option 108: Seeking to identify site – specific opportunities for delivering higher standards in zero – 
carbon development i.e. identifying ‘action areas’ to encourage retrofitting 
Option 109: Adopting minimum density standards and a tiered approach to the location of 
development within the District, with major growth focussed on the main centres of Cannock and 
Rugeley OR across all of the urban areas (spatial options 1 to 4) 
 
 
There was a mixture of views in relation to construction standards.  Some respondents objected to 
any measures that go beyond national or regional requirements for building regulations or planning 
policy as it would prejudice investment opportunities in the District and national standards may be 
subject to review.  However other respondents suggested that taking forward national legal minima 
was inadequate and there was support for going beyond national minimum building regulation 
standards by adopting Code for Sustainable Homes Level 4 immediately.  Whilst there was support 
for the range of options it was noted that other options are also required to achieve zero carbon 
development (implied in the supporting text to the options).  The initial assessment of Strategic 
Spatial Options 1 and 2 as most appropriate to meet the objective was contested and it was 
suggested that urban extensions provide opportunities for building in lower carbon generation and 
that more evidence was required to demonstrate Options 1 and 2 are able to meet a ‘zero carbon’ 
objective.  There was support for the integration of the objective with Local Area Agreement 
targets.   
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There was also support for those options that place requirements on developments, rather than 
encouragement and support for principle of flagship communities (although this phrase needs 
defining in line with Local Area Agreement plans).  Observations included the need to recognise 
that different approaches will be needed for different circumstances; the highlighting of national 
policy on site-specific targets for renewable energy opportunities; the need for more evidence 
especially to justify why urban town centre locations may be able to meet higher targets for 
sustainable construction; the need to cross reference to implications for the historic environment; 
support for the use of canals as part of sustainable energy initiatives; and recognition that none of 
the options will achieve zero carbon development automatically. 
 
 
Issue 32: What level of encouragement should be given to renewable energy? 
 
Four options were proposed: 
 
Option 110: Setting a policy that requires a certain level of energy demands to be met on – site or 
near – site, decentralised renewable energy supplies (either in line with OR alternative to draft RSS 
Policy SR3) 
Option 111: Setting a District – wide target OR differentiating targets according to locations and 
potentially designation ‘action areas’ where appropriate 
Option 112: Not setting an on site / near site decentralised renewable energy target but an overall 
carbon reduction target in line with national indicators set out in the current Building Regulations, 
Code for Sustainable Homes and BREEAM standards (to include off site renewable energy 
supplies) 
Option 113: Promoting the development of large scale (macro) renewable energy technologies on 
a District – wide basis OR with local restrictions for certain areas eg the AONB 
 
 
There was overall support for carbon reduction policies however these needed to have regard to 
site specific assessments of viability and suitability, in line with national policy.  However the way in 
which to deliver these reductions was contested (see Options summary below).  There was some 
support for energy conservation measures as opposed to large-scale renewable energy provision, 
which can have a damaging impact upon the countryside and a need to consider the most 
appropriate technologies for the area with regard to other criteria such as environmental impact.  
 
In terms of general objections it was noted that clarification of Merton rule was required and more 
emphasis upon the draft RSS Policy SR3 which encourages the use of lower thresholds for on-site 
renewable energy generation.  1 respondent noted that not all options had been considered such 
as the use of canal water as a renewable energy source.   
 
Option 110: two respondents supported based on conformity with PPS1 Supplement and draft RSS 
Policy SR3 but there were concerns regarding impact of costs on other elements such as 
affordable housing.  Three respondents objected on the basis that a Merton Rule style policy would 
stifle development and it assumes renewable energies are the most effective way of achieving 
carbon reductions, as opposed to energy conservation measures. 
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Option 111: two respondents supported ‘Action Areas’ principle where there is potential to deliver 
renewable energy to serve developments.   
 
Option 112: three respondents supported on the basis it incorporates other measures such as 
energy conservation.  1 respondent objected on basis it is in conflict with PPS1 Supplement. 
 
Option 113: one respondent supported based on need for some restrictions in relation to the 
AONB, whilst 1 respondent noted the need for an evidence base to support any local restrictions.   

Issue 33: How can we plan for the potential impacts of climate change end ensure developments 
are ‘built to last’? 

Two options were proposed: 

Option 114: Setting a District – wide policy for sustainable construction that requires adaptation to 
climate change to be incorporated in all new developments. 

Option 115: Setting higher flood mitigation requirements for those areas most at risk ie mandatory 
Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems in the Ridings Brook area   

 

There is overall support for the options but comments included the need for District policy  to not go 
beyond national policy; for all developments to incorporate SUDs; and for other drainage 
management policies to be incorporated, such as farming management. 
 
Summary of Focus Group Comments:  All the groups commented adversely on current recycling, 
saying the system was too complex and confusing, and expressing anger at instances of sorted 
recyclables being tipped into a single lorry. However, all the groups felt recycling was a good idea 
in principle, and several mentioned that Cannock had improved its performance significantly in 
recent years. 
 
One group (Cannock) mentioned concerns over the construction of an incinerator to the south of 
the district, and the possibility of pollution from it falling on the district. Local pollution from factories 
was a concern in Norton Canes, with concern over fumes, and was said to be the subject of 
ongoing action/ prosecution. 

Summary of Hard to Reach Group Comments:  

The Rugeley Scouts Group supported a range of housing, including eco friendly housing and storm 
resistant buildings. In fact, climate change and the need to lead greener lifestyles naturally came 
through all conversations with reference to more public transport, growing your own food etc. 

At Chase High School there was some awareness of climate change issues in the student’s 
responses i.e. the need to reduce congestion to tackle carbon emissions and the need to use solar 
panels on buildings. 
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At the Rugeley Voluntary Forum development and flood risk was discussed including the building 
of new homes in a flood plain.  Concerns were raised in terms of new developments and how they 
are assessed in terms of flood risk.  It was queried what was meant by a ‘Greener Future’ and it 
was advised that this referred to more user of public transport rather than cars, greater use of the 
Chase linked to healthier lifestyles and what the District might offer locally in terms of greater 
renewable energy. One respondent spoke up in favour of greater recycling and to play up the 
positives of wind farm development rather than nuclear power and its potential dangerous legacy. 
 
At the Cannock Voluntary Forum it was queried how will the ‘zero waste to landfill’ ambition be 
achieved with the additional homes. It was advised that in planning terms policies can be set which 
require re-use of existing building materials in terms of helping achieve these targets.   
 
4.15. What Issues are Important When Dealing with Most Day to Day Applications for 
Development? 
 
Summary of questionnaire responses to Chase Matters: (NB lines may not sum to 100% because 
of rounding) 
 
 Very 

Important 
Important Neutral Not Important Not at all 

Important 
No reply 

CC1 Flood Risk 42% 28% 16% 6% 1% 7% 

CC8 Pollution 48% 35% 8% 1% 1% 8% 

QD1 Design principles 23% 45% 20% 3% 0% 9% 

QD2 Designing out crime 55% 30% 7% 0% 0% 8% 

QD3 Parking and access 43% 38% 12% 1% 0% 6% 

QD4 Access for all 43% 37% 12% 2% 1% 6% 

QD5 Developer Contributions 33% 37% 19% 2% 1% 7% 

QD6 Development Briefs 22% 43% 23% 2% 1% 8% 

QD7 The canal environment 33% 40% 17% 2% 1% 6% 

QD9 Conservation Area Management 
Plans 43% 36% 12% 3% 0% 6% 

QD11 Parish Plans and Village Design 
Statements 34% 39% 17% 4% 1% 6% 

LW4 Low density housing areas 37% 36% 16% 3% 1% 8% 

LW6 Sport and recreation 44% 38% 9% 2% 1% 6% 

LW8 Cultural & Community Facilities 32% 40% 17% 3% 1% 7% 
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LW9 Business Development 28% 44% 19% 1% 2% 7% 

NS3 Hednesford Hills 44% 27% 18% 4% 1% 6% 

NS7 Protecting Trees 48% 34% 10% 2% 1% 6% 

 
 
The following chart illustrates the rating of these potential policy options. Each response has been 
given a score – a 5 for very important and 1 for not at all important and the average score for each 
is shown below. The results have been ranked from highest rating to lowest rating. 

1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 4 4.5 5

Average score 5 = Very important

QD6 Development Briefs

QD1 Design principles

LW9 Business Development

QD7 The canal environment

QD11 Parish Plans and Village Design Statements

CC1 Flood Risk

QD5 Developer Contributions

LW8 Cultural & Community Facilities

LW4 Low density housing areas

NS3 Hednesford Hills

QD9 Conservation Area Management Plans

QD4 Access for all

QD3 Parking and access

LW6 Sport and recreation

NS7 Protecting Trees

CC8 Pollution

QD2 Desiging out crime

Planning applications

 
 
 
 
The most highly rated policy was QD2 Designing out crime, rated “important” or “very important” by 
more than four-fifths of respondents (86%), and as “very important” by over half (56%). No-one 
rated it as “not important” or “not at all important”. 
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The second most highly rated policy was CC8 Pollution, rated “important” or “very important” by 
more than four-fifths of respondents (83%), and as “very important” by nearly half (48%). Two 
percent rated it as “not important” or “not at all important”. 
 
Equal third highest rated policies were NS7 Protecting Trees and LW6 Sport and recreation and 
QD3 Parking and access, all rated “important” or “very important” by more than four-fifths of 
respondents (82%), and as “very important” by nearly half (NS7 - 48% ) and over two-fifths (LW6 – 
44% and QD3 – 42%). All were rated as “not important” or “not at all important” by three percent 
(except QD3 – 2%). 
 
Least highly rated was QD6 Development Briefs, rated “important” or “very important” by just under 
two-thirds of respondents (66%), and as “very important” by nearly a quarter (24%). Four percent 
rated it as “not important” or “not at all important”. This item also has the largest number of people 
saying they feel “neutral” about it (23%). 
 
Interestingly, eight percent (25 responses) rated CC1 Flood Risk as “not important” or “not at all 
important”, and it ranks 14th overall, with just under seven-tenths of responses (69%) rating it 
“important” or “very important”, and as “very important” by just over two-fifths (42%). 
 
Once again, there is a significant difference between the highest and lowest ranked items, although 
the differences between individual policies are relatively small. All are regarded as important by a 
majority of responses. As would be expected, the rankings of the various policies appear to largely 
reflect the concerns and interests of residents expressed through the preceding sections of the 
questionnaire and in the focus groups. 
 
Summary of representations to full document: 21 in total- Brereton and Ravenhill Heritage 
Committee, Brereton and Ravenhill Parish Council, Burntwood Town Council, Cannock Chase 
AONB Unit, Environment Agency, Government Office for West Midlands, Hawksmoor, Hednesford 
Town Council, Inland Waterways Association, JG Land and Estates, Mr Timothy Arthur Jones, 
Mobile Operators Association, Natural England, Richborough Estates, Southern Staffordshire 
Chamber of Commerce, Sport England, St Modwen, Staffordshire County Council, Southern 
Staffordshire Chamber of Commerce, Tesco, Whitbread Group PLC. 
 
General- It was advised that development control policies should be kept to a minimum and any 
that repeat national policy would be found unsound at examination.  It was suggested that strict 
tests for policies that are specific to Cannock Chase should be applied.  In terms of reducing the 
number of policies it was suggested that core strategy policies could cover Sport and Recreation 
(Policy LW6) and Business Development (Policy LW9); Designing out crime (Policy QD2) could be 
incorporated into a generic development control design policy; and policies are not required for 
Development Briefs (Policy QD6), Conservation Area Management Plans (Policy QD9), Parish 
Plans/Village Design Statements (Policy QD11) and Climate Change (Policies CC1-9), in terms of 
any policy requirements that would go beyond national policy.  A composite Natural Surroundings 
(NS) policy could be formulated to avoid repetition and focus upon the Biodiversity Enhancement 
Area, ecological networks, the Biodiversity Action Plan and incorporate the Forest of Mercia.  It 
was also suggested that it was important to make a clear distinction between development control 
policies and building regulations.  
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In terms of specific support and recommendations for policies the following comments were made: 
 
Policy CC1 Flood Risk: It was recommended that the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment should be 
added to chain of conformity and reference to sustainable drainage measures should be included 
e.g. green roofs. 
 
Policy CC5 Waste Minimisation: one respondent supported but considered the County Waste Core 
Strategy should be added to the chain of conformity. 
 
Policy CC6 Green Travel: one respondent suggested wording change to ‘sustainable travel’. 
 
Policy QD5 Developer Contributions: it was recommended that this should refer to Department for 
Transport guidance.  There was support for a strong developer contributions policy that ensures 
monies are spent in local areas such as Hednesford and Rugeley.  It was also recommended that 
contributions should be sought towards open space and habitats (issue 25) and proposed policies 
NS5 Sutton Park/Cannock Chase BEA and NS8 Green Spaces and Ecological Networks. 
 
Policies QD7 The canal environment: two respondents supported.  It was noted that this policy will 
need to consider Cannock Extension Canal. 
 
Policy QD8 The historic environment, and QD9 Conservation Areas Management Plans: one 
respondent supported, particularly the reference to developments around Conservation Areas.   
 
Policy QD13 Telecommunications: one respondent supported and suggested policy wording. 
 
Policy LW6 Sport and Recreation: one respondent objected on basis that it ignores the issues of 
quality, accessibility and good management.   
 
Policy LW7 Town Centres and Retail Development- terminology used does not recognise ‘district 
centres’; need to ensure consistency with PPS6 Annex.    
 
Policy LW11 Tourism: one respondent supported but suggested it should refer to the acceptability 
and benefits of hotel developments 
 
Policy LW14 Cemetery: there was support for policies dealing with contaminated land and pollution 
but PPS23 should be added to the chain of conformity of this policy.   
 
Policy NS1 The Green Belt: two respondents support, but one subject to periodic reviews of 
boundaries. 
 
Policy NS2 The Cannock Chase Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty: one respondent supported 
no further local elaboration was needed but that Supplementary Planning Documents should be 
progressed in relation to the AONB.   
 
Policy NS9 Priority Habitats and Species: two respondents suggested that the policy does not need 
to include international sites given their existing protection but supporting text should refer to them 
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and local circumstances would be reflected by reference to the Staffordshire Biodiversity Action 
Plan.   
 
In terms of suggestions for additional policies respondents suggested that there needs to more 
support to assist town and parish councils to keep up to date parish plans; the River Trent corridor 
requires a local approach; a policy should protect ancient woodland, previously developed sites, 
require development to contribute to biodiversity, and protect habitats of principal species; and a 
policy to address Community Infrastructure Levy should be included.   
 
 
4.16 Additional Comments 
 
Summary of representations to full document: four in total- English Heritage; Government Office for 
West Midlands; Walsall Metropolitan Borough Council; Staffordshire County Council. 
 
In relation to other sections of the Core Strategy Issues and Options document the following 
comments were made: 
 

• Some respondents commented that the summary of consultation for previous Issues and 
Options stages did not fully reflect their representations 

• In relation to the evidence base it was highlighted that all documents will need to be up to 
date and in place before Publication; that evidence in relation to renewable energy is 
lacking; that transport modelling would need to be explored further; and that the County 
Council’s historic environment record should be added to the base 

• Objection to the reference to ‘encouraging development along major transport routes’ 
under Objective 4 in the summary Chase Matters document, if this is a specific reference 
to the A5/M6 Toll. 

 
 
 
5. Summary of Issues and Options 1 and 2 
 
Most responses were from planning consultants. Those responses were largely geared towards 
supporting site specific development proposals, being referred to either directly or indirectly. 
Representations from the public totalled three in 2007 and only two in 2006. This was clearly of 
concern and the aim was to get a much higher level of public participation in 2008. The highest 
number of responses were on Chapter 5 Spatial Strategy; Chapter 6.  Issue 5 – Housing; Chapter 
7. Spatial Options and Chapter 1. Spatial Portrait. The comments made in respect of the 2006 and 
2007 consultations  can be summarised as follows (NB the terminology used reflects that of the 
responses submitted; the meaning of abbreviations and acronyms used can be found in the 
Glossary):  

Spatial Strategy 

• Doubts expressed on the Council approach to office provision.  
• Lack of evidence on sectoral demands to challenge the Regional Spatial Strategy on 

employment land provision.  
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• Both support and opposition to extension of Winchester Road and development of land 
west of Pye Green Road from competing developers. 

Housing 

• Responses were largely dominated by developers seeking to justify development of site 
interests for which they are acting.  

• Concerns form developers about methodology/approach to housing provision. 

We also consulted on Issues and Options for a Development Control Policies DPD during 2007. 
That document has now been integrated into the LDF Core Strategy so it is useful to summarise 
the main areas of feedback:  

General Comments: 

• Increase reference to national and regional guidance and give better definition of terms  
• Develop policies to focus on ecological networks, priority habitats and species and 

Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) priorities and targets and the impact of climate change.  
• Develop policies with more specific emphasis on the critical nature of highway 

infrastructure. 

Sustainable Development Principles 

• Sequential approach in relation to development principles no longer included in PPS3 
although non-Green Belt land should be ahead of Green Belt land.   

• Social impact of development not mentioned.  Failure to acknowledge importance of open 
space/green space.  

• For flood risk the proposed sequential approach should be amended to take account of 
PPS25.  

• Update to take account of climate change and flood risk issues.  
• Insert new principle on reducing the need to travel.  
• Only brownfield sites in sustainable locations should be developed.  
• Adequate parking should be provided to provide off street parking. 

Design & Amenity 

• BRE Eco homes standards are obsolete.  
• Energy efficiency measures need to be maximised.  
• Historic environment should be included.  
• Consideration of historic character of wider rural landscapes needs to be given.  
• Need to include concept of Active Design. Commercial/employment development should 

include ‘active workplaces’.  
• Needs of canal users need to be more explicitly detailed.  
• Need to take landscape character based approach on enhancing local landscapes.  
• Include reference to Grade 1 and II* Registered Parks and Gardens and Registered 

Historic Battlefields and historic landscapes.  
• Climate change should be afforded higher priority.  
• Good quality design/landscaping needed for development adjacent to the Trent and 

Mersey canal.  
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• A Design Principles too aspirational.  B. Design. Infill only acceptable in main settlements.  
H. Public Art – definition. of “appropriate developments” needed. 

Local Economy 

• Conservation and sustainable use of traditional farm buildings should be included.  
• Fails to address other town centre functions, e.g. accessible community facilities.  Active 

workplaces should be promoted.  
• Need to ensure land made available for employment and housing  
• Retail policy should be robust to ensure out-of-centre development occurs in a sustainable 

way.  
• Need a policy that supports need for new food retail development.  
• Rugeley Town Centre uses need to include employments as well as retail.   
• Lack of reference to local centres, e.g. Norton Canes.  
• Need to refer to residential conversions to permit live/work development.  
• Proposed Hatherton Canal restoration and marina/associated developments should be 

given greater encouragement. 

Housing 

• More needed about provision of broad sustainable communities. Should be more specific 
on facilities to be provided in light of PPG17 Audit results.  

• Employment land should be safeguarded in accordance with the WMES objectives.  
• Reference needed to phasing of housing sites.  
• Infill definition should refer to the urban area outside the Green Belt.  
• Need to refer to “aspirational housing.” B. Open Space trigger of 10 dwellings considered 

too low and should be 20. C. Infill only acceptable in main settlements.  
• A. Use Government terminology of gypsy and traveller site provision. Criteria too restrictive 

re AONB, Green Belt, visual amenity, nuisance, etc. “reasonable distance of local facilities” 
needs defining.  Exception policy needed as per Circular 01/06.  

• Travelling show people clause is too restrictive.  
• Concerns over how issues dealt with compared to other housing issues and are too 

restrictive.  An exception policy should be included.  
• Need reference to phasing of housing. 

Infrastructure, Accessibility and Developer Contributions 

• Developer contributions must be backed by support of need.  
• B. Expand to include cycle/pedestrian tracks/ storage.  
• E. Rename ‘Open space, sport & recreation’.  Fails to address other community facilities / 

infrastructure.  
• Need to confirm that existing infrastructure capacity can support new development.  
• Education contributions shouldn’t be sought for affordable housing.  
• Cultural & Community Facilities should be included in the DPD. 

Natural Environment

• Historic environment of the AONB should be reflected in policy.  
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• Needs to refer to a Green Space Strategy.  Concerned at references to schools as these 
 green spaces are protected by government policies.  

• Need to consider geological conservation (PPS9); restoration creation of priority habitats; 
protection/enhancement/expansion habitats important to conservation biodiversity (CROW 
Act);  maintenance/repair/enhancement of networks; protection of important 
species/habitats; Sutton Park/Cannock Chase BEA; UK Biodiversity Action Plans & 
targets;  River Trent strategic river corridor; Staffordshire LAA Block 5 Sustainable 
Development – habitat creation and Local Nature Reserve targets.  

• Reference should be made mitigation measures for ecologically sensitive sites and the 
water based ecological environment.  

• Green Belt boundaries should be considered in A. re. their land adjacent to. Rugeley 
Bypass.  

• C. need to ensure that built development intrusions into Green Space subordinate their 
function.  D. Reference is needed to protect trees in the AONB.  

• New buildings should be permitted if allocated under a specific policy, e.g. Grove Colliery 
marina or Hatherton Canal. 

 
6. Summary of Consultation Process- achievements, areas to improve 
 
Overall it is felt that the consultation process was robust, inclusive and wide reaching. It was the 
largest consultation ever undertaken by Cannock Chase Council and feedback was generally very 
positive. Particular strengths are considered to be the use of Chase Matters which should reach 
every household in the District; the varied methods for taking the exhibition out to communities to 
reach as wide a cross section of the population as possible; the flexibility of the team in responding 
to requests for events / presentations (for example work with the Scouts in Rugeley); the 
attendance and levels of participation in the focus groups; the childrens competition and 
giveaways;  the involvement of ‘hard to reach groups’, and the level of participation in particular 
local communities such as a the Hazelslade residents association who joined up with the 
consultation to promote and recruit new members for their own organisation so both parties 
benefited. 
 
However there are still areas for improvement and from which lessons can be learned for next 
time. In the main this related to the distribution of Chase Matters. 
 
The distribution of Chase Matters was not quite as inclusive regarding every household as the 
distributors had led us to believe although the majority of households did receive it. Where areas 
were found not to have received copies of the document, additional events and leaflet drops were 
arranged). Some areas do not receive the Chase Post so the use of additional newspapers to 
promote events etc such as the Chronicle and the Lichfield Mercury should be considered next 
time. 
 
This consultation process is not to be viewed in isolation. The findings will be made publicly 
available for use by others, and the results of other consultation processes (such as that 
undertaken for the Sustainable Community Strategy) are also being used in conjunction with the 
results of the 2008 consultation exercise to ensure that the fullest and most detailed picture 
possible is available to inform the Core Strategy. This means that the picture is constantly evolving 

 66



and the process will be flexible to enable the findings of new and ongoing consultations to be 
incorporated (two examples being work by the PCT in developing a new health centre for Cannock 
and the 2008 Place Survey. A key element of this process is to ensure the proper integration of the 
Local Development Framework into the work of the Community Partnership theme groups . A good 
start was made through the 2008 Issues and Options consultation exercise and this momentum 
now needs to be expanded upon. 
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7. Glossary 

Abbreviation Term In Full 

AAP Area Action Plan 

AONB Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 

AWM Advantage West Midlands 

BAP Biodiversity Action Plan 

BEA Biodiversity Enhancement Area 

BC Borough Council 

BREEAM Building Research Establishment Environmental 
Assessment Method 

CC County Council 

CCDC Cannock Chase District Council 

CDRP Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnership 

CHP Combined Heat and Power 

CROW Countryside Right of way 

CVS Council for Voluntary Services 

DC District Council 

DCLG Department of Communities and Local Government 

DEFRA Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 

DPD Development Plan Document 

DPH Density Per Hectare 

ERZ Eastern Regeneration Zone 

GOWM Government Office for the West Midlands 

HA Hectare 

IPCC Intergovernmental Panel for Climate Change 

LAA Local Area Agreement 

LDF Local Development Framework 

LNR Local Nature Reserve 

LSP Local Strategic Partnership 

MBC Metropolitan Borough Council 
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NCB National Coal Board 

NEET Not in Education Employment or Training 

PBC Practice Based Commissioning 

PCT Primary Care Trust 

PPG Planning Policy Guidance 

PPS Planning Policy Statement 

RIGS Regionally Important Geological Sites 

RSS Regional Spatial Strategy 

SA Sustainability Appraisal 

SAC Special Area of Conservation 

SBC Stafford Borough Council 

SBI Site of Biological Importance 

SCC Staffordshire County Council 

SCI Statement of Community Involvement 

SCP Staffordshire Community Partnership 

SCS Sustainable Community Plan 

SFRA Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 

SHLAA Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment 

SOA Super Output Area 

SPD Supplementary Planning Document 

SPG Supplementary Planning Guidance 

SSDC South Staffordshire District Council 

SSSI Site of Special Scientific Interest 

WMRA West Midlands Regional Assembly 

WMRSS West Midlands Regional Spatial Strategy 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 69



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 70


	04a-LDF Core Strategy Issues and Options Report.doc
	04b-LDF Core Strategy Annex.doc

