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 CANNOCK CHASE COUNCIL 
 

MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE 
 

PLANNING CONTROL COMMITTEE 
 

WEDNESDAY, 7 MAY APRIL, 2014 AT 3.00 P.M. 
 

IN THE CIVIC CENTRE, BEECROFT ROAD, CANNOCK 
 

PART 1 
 

PRESENT: Councillors  
               Cartwright, Mrs. S.M. (Chairman) 
                 Kraujalis, J.T. (Vice-Chairman) 

 
Allen, F.W.C. 
Anslow, C. 
Ball, G.D. 
Fisher, P.A. 
Freeman, Miss M. 
 

Grocott, M.R. 
Pearson, A. 
Rowley, J. 
Snape, P. (substituting for Sutherland, M) 
Whitehouse, Mrs. L.M. 

129. Apologies 
 

 Apologies for absence were received from Councillor M. Sutherland, Mrs. 
D.M. Todd and R. Todd. 
 
Councillor P. Snape was in attendance as Councillor M. Sutherland’s 
nominated substitute. 
 

130. Declarations of Interests of Members and Officers in Contracts and 
Other Matters and Restriction on Voting by Members  
 
No further declarations were made in addition to those already confirmed 
by Members in the Register of Members Interests. 
 

131. Disclosure of lobbying of Members 
 
Councillors J.T. Kraujalis and Miss M. Freeman declared they had been 
lobbied in respect of Application CH/13/0430, Residential development – 
demolition of Ivy House and erection of six 2 bedroom houses, six 3 
bedroom houses and four 1 bedroom flats; with access from 
Wolverhampton Road and Oakwoods, amended layout and design – Ivy 
House at junction of Wolverhampton Road and Oakwoods, Cannock 

  
132. Minutes 

 
RESOLVED: 
 
That the Minutes of the Meeting held on 16 April, 2014 be approved as a 
correct record. 
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133. Members’ requests for site visits 
 
RESOLVED: 
 
That a site visit be undertaken in respect of **Application CH/14/0132 – 
Resubmission of planning application CH/13/0270: Change of use 
from paddock to touring caravan site.  The smallholding, Kingsley 
Wood Road, Rugeley in order to assess the access and egress to the site. 

  
134. Application CH/13/0430, Residential development – demolition of Ivy 

House and erection of six 2 bedroom houses, six 3 bedroom houses 
and four 1 bedroom flats; with access from Wolverhampton Road and 
Oakwoods, amended layout and design – Ivy House at junction of 
Wolverhampton Road and Oakwoods, Cannock 

  
 Consideration was given to the Report of the Development Control 

Manager (Item 6.1 – 6.17 of the Official Minutes of the Council). 
  
 The Development Control Manager made reference to Enclosure 6.7 – 

Emerging Development Plan and advised that CP3 (Chase Shaping and 
Design) would be added should permission be granted.  He then read out a 
letter of objection that had been received from Councillor Janos Toth. 

  
 Prior to consideration of the application representations were made by Mrs. 

Price (an objector), Staffordshire County Councillor Mrs. Alison Spicer 
(objector) and Heather Sutton (Applicant’s agent in support of the 
application). 

  
 RESOLVED: 
  
 That the application be refused for the following reasons: 

 
1.  The proposed development would result in the loss of a non-designated 
heritage asset (Ivy House) to provide a new residential development.  On 
balance, it is considered that the benefits of the new development do not 
outweigh the harm, which would result as a consequence of the total loss 
of a non-designated heritage asset, which is of significant local 
architectural and historic value. As such, the proposal is contrary to the 
aims of the NPPF and CP15 of the Emerging Cannock Chase Local Plan 
(Part 1), which seek to safeguard and conserve the historic environment. 

 
2.  The proposed development results in an ‘over-developed’ site, which, 
as a consequence of its layout fails to meet minimum amenity standards, 
results in the loss of mature landscaping and provides limited open space.  
Consequently, the proposed development would result in a poor quality 
development and would have an adverse impact on the character and 
appearance of the street scene and visual amenity of the wider area.  As 
such, the proposal conflicts with saved Cannock Chase Local Plan Policies 
B8, H3, H4, DCP6; Residential Extensions Design Guide (SPG); Policy 
CP3 of the Emerging Cannock Chase Local Plan (Part 1) and the NPPF. 
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135. Application CH/13/0132, Residential development – 5 pairs of 2 storey 
3 bedroom houses (with rooms in roof space), 3 detached 2 storey 4 
bedroom houses and 1 detached 3 bedroom bungalow – amended 
plans – Hednesford Court Office, Anglesey Street, Hednesford 

   
Consideration was given to the Report of the Development Control 
Manager (Item 6.18 – 6.20 of the Official Minutes of the Council). 

  
 The Development Control Manager advised that part of the Officers report 

was missing from the agenda and this was circulated to Members at the 
meeting.  He explained that this was the same report as was considered at 
the last meeting; however, any updates had been highlighted in yellow.  He 
led Members through the report outlining the highlighted points, as follows: 
 
“The application was presented previously at Planning Control Committee 
(16/4/14, 5/3/14, 4/12/13 and 13/11/13) where consent was granted subject 
to a section 106 obligation.  The s106 was to include a £33,093 education 
contribution, £29,405.25 towards open space and £6300 SAC mitigation 
payment. 
 
The applicant had subsequently commissioned and submitted a viability 
assessment indicating that the development as it stands would be unviable.  
The applicant had stated that they were willing to contribute £11,031 for a 
single education placed and the compulsory £6300 for the SAC.  At the last 
Committee the proposed reduced s106 contribution was considered 
unacceptable.  Members requested that Officers liaise with the applicant to 
further investigate the viability assessment in the aim of renegotiating the 
s106 contribution.  
 
The proposed s106 contribution has been considered and outlined in 
paragraphs 5.13 to 5.25 of the report.  
 
The planning obligations for developers are set out within the SPD.  It 
outlines the thresholds and contributions required in respect of various 
contributions that can be applied where triggered by a proposal. 
 
The SPD also recognises the impact obligations can have on the viability of 
schemes.  It states that in cases where there are concerns over viability 
“Negotiations will be undertaken between the Council and the developer in 
order to establish what level of contributions are feasible and if the scheme 
can still be considered acceptable”. 
 
The developer is keen to carry out the development as they already own 
the land and would rather make a small profit on the build than none 
whatsoever.  Their intention is to build the site over a period of 
approximately 18 months.  The developer has stated to the Council that 
they have no intention of selling the site on as it is opposite his home and 
therefore has a personal interest in seeing the site developed.  
Furthermore the developer will use a local building firm and local suppliers 
ensuring that there is an immediate economic benefit to the local area 
through the construction phase.  On top of this there will be additional 
economic benefits to the Council as a result of New Homes Bonus and the 
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ongoing Council Tax contributions upon occupation. 
 
The majority of the outstanding contribution is for open space 
improvements.  In this instance given the large sums of money recently 
allotted to the Council through the Heritage Lottery Fund for works to 
Hednesford Park, and planning obligations from the Tesco development, 
there is sufficient funding available for local open space improvements and 
provision in the immediate vicinity of the application site”. 

  
 Prior to consideration of the application representations were made by 

Andy Wilkes (Applicant) and Philip McChonnachie (Chartered Surveyor) 
who were in attendance to answer Members concerns regarding the 
reduced s106 contributions and the viability assessment.  

  
 RESOLVED: 

 
(A) That the applicant be requested to enter into an Agreement under 

Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act, 1990 to secure a 
contribution of £11,031 to provide 1 primary school place and £6,300 
for Cannock Chase SAC mitigation. 

 
(B) That on completion of the Agreement the application be approved 

subject to the conditions contained in the report for the reasons stated 
therein. 

 
136. Application CH/14/0078, Two externally illuminated free standing 

signs, White Hart, 57 Wolverhampton Road, Cannock 
  
 Consideration was given to the Report of the Development Control 

Manager (Item 6.21 – 6.24 of the Official Minutes of the Council). 
  
 Prior to consideration of the application representations were made by Mr. 

Punter (an objector). 
  
 RESOLVED: 

 
(A) That sign 1 be approved subject to the conditions contained in the  
      report for the reasons stated therein. 
 
(B)  That sign 2 be refused for the following reason: 

The siting, scale and design of sign 2 in front of the flank wall of the 
adjacent club results in visual clutter of signage to the detriment of the 
visual amenity of the area. Consequently, the sign conflicts with Local 
Plan Policy DCP2: Poster Displays and Hoardings, and the National 
Planning Policy Framework. 

  
 

 The meeting finished at 4:35pm 
                                      

                                     ___________________ 
                                               CHAIRMAN 

 


