
ENCLOSURE  7.1 

 
CANNOCK CHASE COUNCIL 

 
CABINET 

 
16 DECEMBER 2010 

 
REPORT OF THE DIRECTOR OF CULTURE AND REGENERATION 

 
RESPONSIBLE PORTFOLIO LEADER – ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING 

 
CANNOCK CHASE LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK 

 
RUGELEY TOWN CENTRE AREA ACTION PLAN, PRE–PUBLICATION DRAFT 

DEVELOPMENT PLAN DOCUMENT, JULY 2010 – RESPONSES TO CONSULTATION 
 

KEY DECISION - YES 
 
1.         Purpose of Report 
 
1.1 To consider the responses received on the Rugeley Town Centre Area Action Plan (AAP), 
 Pre-Publication Draft DPD consultation, July 2010. 
 

 
2.         Recommendation(s)   
 
2.1      That the responses to the Rugeley Town Centre Area Action Plan, Pre-Publication Draft     
 consultation be noted and draft responses approved for use in the preparation of the            
 Publication version of the document. 
 
2.2    That a report be submitted to a future Cabinet meeting and Council to approve the              
 Publication version of the Rugeley Town Centre Area Action Plan for consultation. 
 
2.3       That the Director of Culture and Regeneration, in consultation with the Cabinet Portfolio 
             Leader for Economic Development and Planning, be authorised to make any minor  
             amendments to the Rugeley Town Centre Area Action Plan, Pre-Publication Draft,  
             Summary of Consultation Responses, as a result of any changes required to the Council’s  
             agreed response or further late responses. 
 

 
3. Summary (inc. brief overview of relevant background history) 
 
3.1 The Rugeley Town Centre Area Action Plan will provide the central planning policy for the 
 future development of Rugeley Town Centre over the next ten years.  The Plan has now          
 completed the third round of consultation, in order to obtain opinions on the Pre-
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 Publication Draft for shaping the future of the town centre.  It is anticipated that the 
 fourth and final stage of consultation, Publication, will be carried out in 2011. 
 
3.2     The 2010 Pre-Publication consultation follows the Issues and Options and Preferred 
 Options consultations in 2008 and 2009.  Comments made during these earlier 
 consultations have been assessed and used to guide preparation of the latest version of 
 the Plan. 
 
3.3      The Pre-Publication Draft was an additional non-statutory consultation and not included in 
 the Local Development Scheme. Members will be aware that a similar consultation was 
 also carried out on the Core Strategy in the summer, as significant concerns have been 
 raised in connection with Cannock Chase Special Area of Conservation (SAC) which is of 
 European ecological importance. This has led to additional studies being commissioned 
 which will report in 2011. The same issues also have to be addressed by the Rugeley 
 Town Centre AAP, although the Core Strategy as the key Development Plan Document, 
 has to run ahead of the Rugeley TC AAP. 
 
3.4    Overall there was broad support for the strategy. Reservations have expressed by some 
 on the need to focus on the town centre sites first before looking at edge of centre sites 
 and in particular Opportunity Site 8, former Celcon site and the proposed retail food store. 
 
4.         Key Issues and Implications 
 
4.1       Consultation on the Rugeley Town Centre Area Action Plan – Pre-Publication Draft, was 
 carried out from 6 August to 17 September 2010. 
 
4. 2     Exhibitions were held over 12 days, at Rugeley Library, Rugeley Leisure Centre and            

Rugeley Market Hall, while a separate presentation was given to Rugeley and Brereton            
Community Forum on 7 September.  Approximately 145 people were spoken to at these           
events. To date 24 people or organisations have submitted a total of 96 responses. As this            
is a non-statutory stage, representations can still be submitted. 

 
4.3       The breakdown of responses received in Plan order is as follows:-  
 

  Support Support with 
conditions 

Observations Objections Total  (96) 

General      3          1        5        1 10 

Executive Summary           1   1 

Background           1        3  4 

2. Town Centre 
Profile 

    3         1  4 

3. Vision & Objectives     2           1         1        1 5 

RTC1 – Regeneration 
Strategy 

    2           1         2  5 

RTC 2 – Town Centre 
Land Uses 

    1           5  6 
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  Support Support with 
conditions 

Observations Objections Total  (96) 

RTC3 Urban Design 
Principles 

    5           1         3         1 10 

Site Policies 
(General) 

           1   1 

RTC4  Aelfgar Centre     1          2  3 

RTC5 Market St. 
Garages 

          2         1 3 

RTC6 Market 
Hall/Bus Station 

          3  3 

RTC7 Wellington 
Drive 

    0 

RTC8 Celcon & adj 
land 

     1             2         3          5 11 

RTC9 - Public Realm      2             2         3          2 9 

RTC10 - Transport      2             1         6          1 10 

RTC11  Flood 
Alleviation 

             1        2          1 4 

Implementation 
Framework 

             1        1          1 3 

Monitoring 
Framework 

     1             1         1  3 

Appendix C HUCAs      1    1 

 
4.4    The largest number of responses were on Policy RTC8, former Celcon site (11), Policy 

RTC3 Urban Design Principles (10), RTC10 Transport (10), and RTC9 Public Realm (9).  
 

4.5      The largest number of objections, received related to the former Celcon site and           
adjacent land, largely expressing concern on the proposed Tesco retail store and its 
impact on the core town centre. 

 
4.6     The Environment Agency submitted various responses concerning flood risk within the 

town centre. They identified the Market/Hall and Bus Station site (Policy RTC6), as being 
at the highest risk of flooding, being within flood Zone 3B and are likely to object to any 
new retail or residential land uses on this site. They have raised concerns on the potential 
flooding of roads surrounding the redevelopment sites and could result in future Highway 
Agency objections. They highlight the need for a full maintenance survey, replacement and 
repair of culverts within the town centre be carried out. They also seek a formal flood risk 
management scheme on land at Western Springs Road, as any town centre development 
in the functional floodplain could not be developed without such a scheme. Such a flood 
alleviation scheme would therefore need to be brought forward before several of the town 
centre sites could be developed. 

 
4.7      The Environment Agency were consulted on the draft Pre-Publication Plan and a separate            

meeting was held to discuss the wording in Policy RTC11: Flood Alleviation Measures. 
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Two separate meetings have also been held in 2010 with the Environment Agency and            
Staffordshire County in the context of flood alleviation measures required on land north of           
Western Springs  Road within the proposed Rugeley education learning campus site and            
the AAP town centre development proposals. Further meetings will be held with all 
interested parties to achieve acceptable flood alleviation solution to allow sustainable town 
centre development proposals to proceed. 

 
4.8      English Heritage were especially supportive of the Plan and considered that it was clear 

and succinct in its presentation and provided a comprehensive explanation of the 
proposals and policy framework. The proposals were considered to be well-considered 
and grounded in an understanding of the historic environment of the town. The Council 
was commended for its proactive use of evidence gathered through the Extensive Urban 
Survey. The Council has more recently submitted an application for grant funding from 
English under its Partnership Scheme in Conservation Areas to improve selected buildings 
within Rugeley Town Centre Conservation Area and on Horsefair together with a disused 
canal warehouse. 

 
4.9      No responses were received from Government Office for the West Midlands or Advantage           

West Midlands, both organisations being planned for closure in 2011. 
 
5.       Conclusions and Reason(s) for the Recommendations 
 
5.1     The Council has now completed the necessary non-statutory consultation stages on the 

Rugeley Town Centre Area Action Plan. Subject to the outcome of the pending work on 
the Cannock Chase SAC and detailed in paragraph 3.3, there is no reason why the AAP 
should not proceed to the statutory stage, Publication next year, which following the final           
consultation, would then be submitted to the Government for an Examination to proceed,          
should this be necessary. 

 
6.      Other Options Considered 
 
6.1     The preparation of the Rugeley Town Centre Area Action Plan has to be prepared in          

accordance with the necessary Planning legislation and Regulations. At this stage there 
are alternative options, is the AAP if to formally adopted as a Development Plan 
Document. 

 
7.     Report Author Details 
 
7.    Mr J Morgan, Principal Planning Officer, Planning Policy, x4308. 
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                                                                                                                                 ENCLOSURE    .          
 

SCHEDULE OF ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

INDEX 

Contribution to Council Priorities (i.e. CHASE, Corporate Priorities) Section 1 

Contribution to Promoting Community Engagement Section 2 

Financial Implications  Section 3 

Legal Implications  Section 4 

Human Resource Implications Section 5 

Section 17 (Crime Prevention)  Section 6 

Human Rights Act Implications  Section 7 

Data Protection Act Implications Section 8 

Risk Management Implications Section 9 

Equality and Diversity Implications Section 10 

List of Background Papers Section 11 

Report History Section 12 

Annexes to the Report i.e. copies of correspondence, plans etc. Annex 1, 2, 3 
etc 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



ENCLOSURE  7.6 

                                                                                                                                  ENCLOSURE    . 
 
                                                                                                                                             Section 1 
Contribution to Council Priorities (i.e. CHASE, Corporate Priorities) 
 
The Council has a statutory duty to prepare the Local Development Framework, the various 
components of which including the Rugeley Town Centre AAP, will contribute towards achieving all 
of the CHASE objectives. 
 
                                                                                                                                            Section 2 
 
Contribution to Promoting Community Engagement 
 
A key requirement of the Development Plan system is community involvement as a fundamental 
part of preparation of the Rugeley Town Centre AAP. 
                                                                                                                                             Section 3   
 
Financial Implications 
 
The management of the Rugeley Town Centre Area Action Plan process is controlled within the 
existing resources of the Local Plans and Policy Section. 

There are no additional financial implications for the Council as a result of this report.  

Future reports will be submitted which relate to specific areas / developments referred to within this 
report eg the “Redevelopment of the Former Celcon Site”, and will contain detailed financial 
implications as appropriate. 

                                                                                                                                             Section 4 
Legal Implications 
 
The Council is required by Section 15 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 to 
prepare and maintain a Local Development Scheme. The Rugeley Town Centre Area Action Plan 
is identified in this Scheme. The Council is required by the Town and Country Planning (Local 
Development ) ( England) Regulations 2004, as amended, to consult upon the document as set out 
in the Regulations before submitting it to the Secretary of State. 
 
                                                                                                                                             Section 5 
 
Human Resource Implications 
 
There are no human resource implications in the report. 
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Section 6 
 
Section 17 (Crime Prevention) 
 
There are no identified implications in respect of Section 17 (Crime Prevention) arising from this 
report.    
 
                                                                                                                                             Section 7 
 
Human Rights Act Implications 
 
The process of preparing Development Plan Documents is set out in Government Planning 
Regulations.  It provides the opportunity for third parties to be consulted in the development of draft 
policies and proposals and to make representations on submitted documents.  In the case of 
Development Plan Documents, those representations must be considered by the Council and 
unresolved representations are considered in public, by an independent Planning Inspector, 
through an Examination into the soundness of the plan.  The Inspector’s report following the 
Examination is binding on the Council. 
 
The process of formulating and adopting the policies of Development Plan Documents is likely to 
have implications which affect individuals’ rights and possessions and due account must be taken 
of the need to adopt procedures which take account of the right of individuals to make 
representations in respect of the policies and to adopt policies which, as far as possible, enable in 
the public interest to be balanced against individual rights 
 
The proposals set out in the Rugeley Town Centre Area Action Plan, Pre-Publication Draft are 
considered to be compatible with the Human Rights Act 1998. 
 
                                                                                                                                             Section 8 
Data Protection Act Implications 
 
There are no identified implications in respect of the Data Protection Act arising from this report. 
 
 
                                                                                                                                            Section 9 
 
Risk Management Implications 
 
A failure to produce a sound Development Plan Document could have implications for the Council.  
In particular this would prevent achievement of milestones detailed in the Local Development 
Scheme. 
                                                                                                                                           Section 10 
 
Equality and Diversity Implications 
 
There are no implications in the report. 
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                                                                                                                                           Section 11 
 
List of Background Papers 
 
Rugeley Town Centre, Pre-Publication Draft, July 2010. 
 
                                                                                                                                          Section 12 
 
Other Options Considered 
 
The decision to prepare the AAP was originally detailed in the Local Development Scheme (LDS) 
and is included in the current version, March 2009. The Council is therefore committed to prepare 
the document in accordance with the relevant legislation and regulations. No other options have 
therefore been considered. 
                                               
 
Report History  
 
 

Council Meeting Date 

Cabinet – Rugeley Town Centre AAP,  
Pre-Publication Draft, July 2010 

24 June 2010 

Cabinet – Rugeley Town Centre AAP, Preferred 
Options – Response to Consultation 

17 December 2009 

Cabinet – Rugeley Town Centre AAP, Preferred  
Options 

14 May 2009 

Cabinet – Rugeley Town Centre AAP, Issues & 
Options - Response to Consultation 

12 February 2009 

Cabinet – Rugeley Town Centre AAP, Issues & 
Options 

15 November 2007 

 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                 
Annexes to the Report 
 
Annex 1 Representations and suggested officer response to the Pre-Publication Draft. 
 
 



 

                                                                                                                               Annex 1 
 
Summary of representations received and proposed responses by Plan order. 
S= Support  SC = Support with conditions  O = Observations   OB = Object 
 

GENERAL 
Public – S 
The above document is comprehensive, its 
contents welcome. Its authors are to be 
congratulated! Whilst identifying the vast 
potential for enhancement provided by 
Rugeley's long heritage as a market town and 
industrial centre, together with the canal side 
environment that serviced the commercial 
and industrial needs of the town, it 
acknowledges the deterioration and 
degeneration of many of its "jewels", through 
neglect, sheer ignorance of it's intrinsic value 
as a heritage site and the architectural 
vandalism of the 1960s/70s! Rugeley is 
approached from all points of the compass 
through pleasant verdant countryside, only for 
visitors to be confronted by a town centre 
exemplified by tired old shop frontages, too 
many of which are bedecked with 'closing 
down' signs - those that aren’t already that is! 
– and charity shops striving for dominance 
over opticians through the spine of the town. 
(Five of each in less than 200 metres at the 
last count). Who decides when saturation 
point is reached in the matter of granting 
licence to trade for such enterprises? We 
must give the impression that Rugeley is 
occupied by scores of myopic paupers! The 
town is desperate for an injection of vibrancy 
to raise it to the levels- and beyond - of 
neighboring centres upon which we presently 
depend for anything other than our basic daily 
requirement. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Council’s Response 
 
Support noted. 



 

Inland Waterways Association - O 
 
IWA is concerned that the proposed 
supermarket site is inappropriately located, with 
inadequate road access, and will have adverse 
commercial impacts on the existing town centre. 
However, given that the wider issues we 
addressed in detail have remained largely 
unacknowledged through several stages of 
development of the Plan, there would seem little 
point in reiterating them here. 

 
 
Noted. Following an assessment of the 
responses on the initial Issues and Options 
consultation, the Preferred Options version of 
the Plan supported the development of a large 
retail store on the former Celcon site. The Pre-
Publication version of the Plan does not 
therefore seek to reverse the previously agreed 
decision, but to allow comment on the emerging 
plan's policies.  

Landor (local history) Society  - S 
This Society is entirely supportive of the stated 
visionary aim of the AAP. 

 
Support noted. 

British Waterways – O 
Appendix – Infrastructure Canal Basin - BW 
needs to be consulted officially when a plan for 
the canal basin is submitted.  
 
 
 
 

 
Noted. The canal basin is currently an 
aspiration and will have to be subject to a 
feasibility study, be technically and financially 
sound as well as having the backing of the land 
owner. BW would be involved at any key stage 
should the project achieve support. Any 
proposals for a sanitary station on the land 
concerned would have to have the owners 
consent as well as funding for its initial provision 
and maintenance. The site concerned is remote 
from that originally intended within site RTC8, 
and would therefore need to secure alternative 
developer funding.  
 

British Waterways – O. All quality 
improvements need to be funded by third 
parties and maintained to that level by 
additional contributions from third parties. 

Noted. 

Network Rail – O 
Network Rail has no comments to make. 

 
Noted 

English Heritage - SC 
Overall, English Heritage welcomes the draft 
AAP which is clear and succinct in its 
presentation and provides a comprehensive 
explanation of the proposals and policy 
framework. The proposals appear to us to be 
generally well-considered and grounded in an 
understanding of the historic environment of the 
town and its significance of which the Historic 
Urban Character Areas in Appendix C give a 
very useful overview. We fully support and 

 
Support for the Plan is noted 



 

commend the Council in its proactive use of the 
evidence base generated through the Extensive 
Urban Survey. The draft AAP identifies various 
roles for English Heritage and, subject to our 
staff and financial resources, we shall be happy 
to work with the Council in bringing the AAP 
proposals to fruition. 
 

CPRE – OB 
The legal limitations upon the environmental 
impacts of development upon Cannock Chase 
SAC -how can a consultation be carried out 
when no reference is made at all in the 
document to such a fundamental consideration, 
or to appropriate mitigation measures? 
 

 
Disagree. The respondent states that the issues 
identified in the consultation letter concerning 
the additional evidence needed in relation to the 
Cannock Chase Special Area of Conservation 
(SAC), have not been identified in the Rugeley 
Town Centre AAP. This is incorrect as the 
matter is detailed in the Preface, in which it is 
stated that additional research work is being 
commissioned and may delay the preparation of 
the AAP. The Core Strategy is being prepared 
ahead of the Rugeley Town Centre AAP, and it 
is planned that the necessary information 
relating to visitor pressure, air quality, emissions 
and provision of alternative natural green space, 
will have been assessed prior to the next stage 
of the Town Centre Plan. The Cannock Chase 
SAC Evidence Base report commissioned by 
the five Staffordshire partner authorities is part 
of the LDF evidence base and is publicly 
available on the Council's web site.  

Coal Authority – O  
Having reviewed your document, I confirm that 
we have no specific comments to make on this 
document at this stage. 

 
Noted. 

Public – S 
Just to say, I think the plans for Rugeley are 
fantastic and long overdue. I have lived in 
Rugeley all my life (I am 45 years old) and have 
always been able to see the town's potential. I 
am saddened that many Rugeley residents do 
not treat the town with respect. Can I just 
suggest that the schools are involved in these 
projects? This would hopeful provide a 
generation of children who can be proud of their 
town. 
 
 

 
Support for Plan welcomed. Consultation letters 
on the Plan have been sent to local primary and 
secondary schools.  
 



 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

Inland Waterways Association – SC 
IWA welcomes the intentions to reinvigorate the 
canal corridor as a leisure destination, to open 
up and enhance canalside frontages, and to 
integrate the canalside with the town centre. We 
support the enhancement of the canal including 
creation of new public space, renovation of 
historic canalside buildings and the provision of 
a canal basin. 1.18 Conservation Area 
Appraisals and Management Plans Although 
only a small part of the Trent & Mersey Canal 
Conservation Area falls within Cannock Chase 
and the AAP boundary, we hope that the 
intended Conservation Area Appraisals and 
Management Plans will also include this area. 
 

 
Support noted. The Conservation Area 
Appraisals and Management Plans will cover 
that section of the Trent and Mersey Canal 
Conservation Area that lies within the 
boundaries of this Council.  
 

British Waterways – S 
British Waterways is pleased to see the canal 
network referred to specifically throughout and 
to its key place in the regeneration of Rugeley 
Town Centre. 
 

 
Support noted. 

1.0 BACKGROUND  

Staffordshire County Council – O 
Reference to abolition of RSS and impact this 
may have on Rugeley TC AAP – can this 
paragraph be further developed with additional 
detail etc…? 
 

 
Agreed. Paragraph 1.11 and references to the 
RSS will be updated throughout the Publication 
version of the AAP.  
 

Environment Agency – O  
The Level 2 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 
(SFRA) undertaken by Halcrow (final draft 
January 2009) in support of this plan indicates 
that the majority of the proposed redevelopment 
sites critical to the regeneration of Rugeley town 
centre are subject to a high or medium risk of 
flooding from the Rising Brook, which flows in a 
culverted channel through the plan’s 
boundaries. This is detailed within paragraph 
1.24, and would benefit from the inclusion of a 
map showing the location of the Rising Brook as 
it passes through the action plan area 
(potentially based on Fig 5.1 of the SFRA) and 
also the extent of flood zones in the context of 
the key redevelopment sites. We also advise 

 
Noted. Consideration to be given to including 
the Rising Brook and flood zones in plan form 
within the AAP. The SFRA is part of the 
Evidence Base and is publicly available on the 
Councils web site. Amended 1.24 to include the 
words, "Options to create a formal flood storage 
area at this location should be investigated in 
consultation with the Environment Agency. It is 
also strongly recommended that this area is 
safeguarded from future development." Include 
reference to PPS25 in paragraph 1.6.  
 
 



 

that Paragraph 1.24 should be amended to 
better reflect the recommendations of the Level 
2 SFRA, with regards to the informal flood 
storage area upstream of the A51 culvert, 
currently summarised as ‘this land should be 
protected from future development’. An excerpt 
from section 5.3 of the Level 2 SFRA states 
‘options to create a formal flood storage area at 
this location should be investigated in 
consultation with the Environment Agency. It is 
also strongly recommended that this area is 
safeguarded from future development’. This 
would then link with Policy RTC11. We will 
provide further comments regarding the issue of 
functional flood plain within the AAP boundary 
later on within this response. Given the extent to 
which flood risk affects this plan, it is questioned 
whether Planning Policy Statement 
25:Development and Flood Risk (PPS25) ought 
to be listed with paragraphs 1.5 and 1.6 under 
the heading of National Planning Policy. 
 

Staffs CC – O 
Minerals and Waste There is nothing that is 
likely to be significant to the development or 
implementation of the minerals or waste core 
strategies, or to affect any minerals or waste 
development proposals currently under 
consideration. 
 

 
Noted. 

English Heritage - SC  
In 1.0 it would be desirable to mention PPS5, 
Planning for the Historic Environment. 
Paragraph 1.8: We welcome the inclusion of 
conservation area appraisals and management 
plans as part of the evidence base for the AAP. 
 

 
The contents of National Planning Policy 
Guidance or Statements can be taken as read 
and it is not necessary to cross reference or 
duplicate their contents within the AAP. Support 
for Conservation Area Appraisals noted. 
 

2.0 TOWN CENTRE PROFILE  

Environment Agency – S 
We welcome the reference within paragraph 2.3 
to the Rising Brook, and the support for de-
culverting wherever possible to recreate a 
natural watercourse to enhance the public realm 
and local identity. 
 
 

 
Support noted. 



 

IWA - S 
IWA concurs with paragraph 2.6 that 
improvements to the towpath and raising 
awareness of the canal will improve its potential 
to act as a catalyst for new development. 
 

 
Support noted. 

Landor Society - O 
Paragraph 2.3. We believe it necessary to be 
wary of any opening up of the Rising Brook in 
the town centre as the 'Board Walk' of 2002 no 
longer provides an enhancement of the public 
realm in the Brook Square locality due to its 
poor maintenance. Paragraph 2.2. We think it is 
unrealistic to expect that Rugeley town centre 
will readily attract private investment to any 
major degree because of its close proximity to 
three Major Urban Areas (Pars. 1.8 and 1.9), 
which all have major expansion plans and will 
always draw 'upwardly mobile' shoppers to the 
more stylish High Street 'Names' which only 
invest in larger towns. Also free bus travel for 
the over 60s has significantly exacerbated 
Rugeley's loss of trade with the town receiving 
few reciprocal shoppers from elsewhere. The 
town, having no office workers, has traditionally 
been largely dependent on retired people, 
Monday to Friday, and half hourly buses to all 3 
MUP's, passing through most of the residential 
areas, means that on average buses leave for 
larger towns at less than 10 minute intervals. 
 

 
Comments on poor maintenance of 'board walk' 
noted. It was never envisaged that Rugeley 
Town Centre would attract investment to match 
that of Major Urban Areas, such as Birmingham, 
Walsall and Wolverhampton. The Town Centre 
Area Action Plan was initiated as research had 
indicated that a third of local residents had 
transferred their shopping to other larger town 
centres including Stafford, Lichfield and 
Cannock. The need to regenerate the town 
centre is therefore recognised and attracting 
new investment is essential if the town centre is 
to provide an attractive environment to reverse 
the outward flow of retail spending to 
neighboring towns. The respondent has not 
submitted any evidence to substantiate their 
claim that concessionary bus travel has 
damaged town centre trade.  
 

BW – S 
BW supports the contents of paragraph 2.6. 

 
Support noted. 

3.0 VISION & OBJECTIVES  

Public – S 
The Rugeley Town Centre AAP rightly identifies 
the objectives. 

Support noted. 

Environment Agency – O 
Paragraph 3.1 includes the Vision for this area 
and states that ‘The environment will be 
carefully managed to minimise flood risk’. Given 
the complexity of flood risk issues and potential 
solutions that affect Rugeley town centre, it is 
recommended that this statement is expanded 
upon to reflect the breadth of related issues, 
and as such could read ‘The Rising Brook will 

 
The extract from the Vision is taken from the 
Core Strategy. Any further amendment would 
therefore be need to be made to the Publication 
version of the Core Strategy in addition to the 
Rugeley TC AAP. The Environment Agency 
were consulted on draft wording for Policy 
RTC11: Flood Alleviation Measures, including a 
meeting, prior to its publication. Further 



 

be carefully managed and new developments 
will be carefully designed to minimise flood risk, 
ensuring that Rugeley will be truly sustainable.’ 
The Environment Agency are disappointed that 
the reduction of flood risk has not been reflected 
within the five objectives in paragraph 3.2, and 
cannot stress strongly enough how much flood 
risk is an issue for the proposals, and needs to 
be addressed. We acknowledge that flooding 
problems are not one of the reasons that this 
locality has been chosen for an AAP, and as 
such may not be applicable within this section, 
however it should be recognised within the plan 
that the successful management of flood risk in 
this locality is integral to the success of the 
regeneration proposals. Flood risk has the 
potential to be a constraining or enabling factor 
for the achievement of each of the five 
objectives listed. 
 

consideration to be given to including reference 
to flood prevention in the Objectives in 3.2. 
The significance of flood risk issues has been 
fully addressed through the commissioning of 
the Level 2 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 
and a separate Policy RTC11. Consider 
including reference to reduction of flood risk in 
the Objectives section. 

IWA – S  
IWA supports the key objective of high quality 
public spaces which compliment the 
Conservation Area and take full advantage of 
the Trent & Mersey Canal. 
 

 
Support noted. 

Sport England – OB 
Strategic Spatial Approach: Under the section 
on Community, Leisure and Arts the third para. 
Suggests S106 contributions from development 
of the Aeflgar Centre (and others) will go 
towards improvement of Rugeley leisure venues 
however there is nothing relating to sport 
itemised in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
relating to sport – despite the direct potential 
loss of squash courts at the Aeflgar Centre. This 
is more pertinent now given the lost funding 
from BSF to improve sports facilities at the 
proposed ‘super school’. Q3 – the loss of any 
sports facilities resulting from the opportunity 
sites, and the increase in demand from new 
housing for new sports facilities, needs to be 
highlighted in the AAP to ensure regeneration 
contributes/replaces sports facilities in line with 
the Evidence Base and forthcoming (updated) 
SPD for planning contributions to ensure 

 
As stated in Response 21, the Infrastructure 
Delivery Plan will be amended to include 
reference to sports facilities. 
The development of the five Opportunity Sites 
identified in policies RTC5-8 will not result in the 
loss of any existing sports facilities. With 
regards to site RTC4, The Aelfgar Centre, future 
redevelopment will make provision for 
replacement facilities as part of the Rugeley 
'super-school' site, in the event that this 
proceeds. The former squash courts have 
already been replaced by new facilities at 
Rugeley Leisure Centre. Following enactment of 
the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 
in April 2010, the use of S106 contributions has 
become subject to more stringent tests. 



 

development is sustainable. Prior to the 
approval of the revised SPD the Sports Facility 
Calculator could be utilised to establish the 
scale of contributions generated for indoor sport 
 

Sport England – SC 
The vision looks to improve leisure facilities and 
open spaces in Rugeley which is welcome. 
However, given the above I think there needs to 
be some clarity as to how this is to be delivered. 
The risk is that the Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
does not identify any sports improvements 
needed to deliver the vision therefore any 
contributions from development will be focussed 
elsewhere – reducing scope for leisure 
improvement and related health and well-being 
improvement. Q2 – should the vision verbalise 
the drive to improve health and well-being or is 
this taken as read with the links from the Core 
Strategy. 
 

 
The Infrastructure Delivery Plan will be updated 
regarding recreational facilities. There are no 
known major sports facilities to be provided in 
the town centre and in view of the major 
investment in the Rugeley Leisure Centre and 
other facilities that will follow if the proposed 
Rugeley 'super-school' is delivered, the latter 
two sites are more likely to be the appropriate 
location for such facilities. As stated, the Vision 
for the Town Centre is drawn from that included 
in the Core Strategy. The Rugeley AAP is a 
strategy for how the Council would like to see 
the town centre develop over a ten year period. 
However, it cannot provide certainty that any 
part of the plan will be delivered, as this will 
depend on private sector investment coming 
forward during the plan period. With regards to 
Q2, the answer is yes. The Core Strategy is the 
overarching document for the District.  
 

RTC 1: REGENERATION STRATEGY  

Environment Agency – O 
This policy details the three options which were 
put forward for the regeneration of Rugeley. 
Given the preferred option that has been taken 
forward, and the extent of flood risk that affects 
this option, the sustainability appraisal which 
accompanies this plan should clearly show how 
this complies with PPS25’s sequential approach 
to land allocation, and that it passes the 
Sequential Test and Exception Test where 
appropriate. 
 

 
Noted. The Sustainability Appraisal is part of the 
evidence base and available for inspection and 
comment on the Council's web site. The 
Environment Agency have not specifically made 
any comments on this.  
 

IWA – S 
IWA supports the policy to improve the canal’s 
profile for leisure use by new growth, improved 
links and public realm improvements. 
 
 
 

 
Support Noted. 



 

Staffs CC – O 
PPS5 Policy HE3.1 highlights the important role 
that the historic environment can have in 
influencing and acting as a catalyst for 
regeneration. Public realm provides linkage 
throughout an area and between areas and a 
high quality public realm can also act as a 
stimulus to development and to people valuing 
their environment. 
 

 
Noted. PPS12 confirms that there is no need to 
repeat national planning policy within a 
Development Plan Document.  
 

Landor Society – SC 
Policy RTC 1: Regeneration Strategy The 
position of this Society is that maintaining the 
viability of the shops within Rugeley's historic 
town centre, which is mostly a Conservation 
Area, should be paramount. We consider the 
future viability of the historic town centre would 
be put at unacceptable risk by the irreversible 
strategy of Policy RTC8. 
 

 
Noted. The Regeneration Strategy seeks to 
encourage the development of new anchor 
stores on the Wellington Drive and Bus 
Station/Market Hall sites as well as the 
proposed Tesco retail store on the edge of the 
town centre.  
 

BW – S  
BW supports the wording of Policy RTC 1: 
Regeneration Strategy. 
 

 
Support noted. 

RTC2 TOWN CENTRE LAND USES  

Environment Agency – O 
It is noted that this policy allows for residential 
land uses on the first floor within the Primary 
Shopping Area and conversion from retail to 
residential within the Town Centre Area but 
outside the Primary Shopping Area, as much of 
this land is subject to significant flood risk any 
change of use within the flood plain would 
require a Flood Risk Assessment to support 
such an application as it would be a change of 
use to a land use more vulnerable to flooding. 
Ideally in line with PPS25, the town centre 
should be moving towards a change of land 
uses which are less vulnerable to the effects of 
flooding than the current uses, with vulnerable 
uses such as residential being located within 
the low risk Flood Zone 1. Amongst other 
issues, a FRA for such a change to residential 
would have to demonstrate safe access and 
egress, which may not be straight forward given 
the extent of flooding along roads in the vicinity. 

 
Noted. The need to carry out a Flood Risk 
Assessment for the proposed town centre 
development sites, together with matters 
relating to flood alleviation are already identified 
in the AAP and in particular Policy RTC11, 
Flood Alleviation Measures. 



 

This could be resolved through the appropriate 
design and construction of the flood alleviation 
scheme upstream of the A51 culvert. The 
redevelopment of any site within the flood plain 
would require a FRA, and the Environment 
Agency may object to the proposals if this had 
not been undertaken, or did not comply with the 
requirements of PPS25 in demonstrating that 
the development would be safe and did not 
increase the risk of flooding to third party land. 
 

Landor Society –O 
Policy RTC2 Town Centre Land Uses To 
prevent developers and land owners 'creaming 
off residential opportunities without moving 
forward the primary shopping area vision of the 
AAP, the Society considers it important to state 
that any significant residential development in 
the primary shopping area and its car parks will 
only be permitted if done in conjunction with 
simultaneous significant investment in the town 
centre shopping facilities rather than S106 
contributions only. 
 

 
The Plan does not include any proposals for 
major residential development within the 
Primary shopping area. Policy RTC1 includes a 
presumption in favour of retaining a high 
proportion of A1 uses at ground floor level, in 
addition to promoting new anchor retail stores 
on the Wellington Drive and Bus Station/Market 
Hall sites. Should any such proposals emerge 
they would need to be determined in 
accordance with prevailing National Planning 
Policy and the Core Strategy. 

Theatres Trust – S 
We support the Key Objective for Community, 
Leisure and the Arts which is reflected in Policy 
RTC2Town Centre Land Uses. 
 

 
Support noted. 

Sport England – O 
The Core Strategy Vision for Rugeley includes 
the delivery of a new ‘super school’ through the 
BSF programme. This capital programme has 
unfortunately been withdrawn by Central 
Government and the scope for delivering the 
‘super school’ is now in question. This was 
clearly seen as a mechanism for delivering 
some of the sporting improvements identified in 
the ‘Evidence Base for Indoor and Outdoor 
Sports Facilities in Cannock Chase District’. The 
site sits on the fringe of the AAP boundary and 
clearly would be a provider, along with Rugeley 
Leisure Centre, for the provision of sports 
facilities to meet the needs of existing and 
future residents. A general point is that 
development in the Town Centre might need to 

 
Comments on current Government position on 
the proposed BSF Rugeley 'super school' are 
noted. It is anticipated that the County Council 
as Education Authority, will reassess its options 
for progressing this project, which lies outside 
the Rugeley  AAP boundary. 
Policy RTC2, recognises the need to provide 
additional or enhanced "Leisure, Community, 
Cultural and Recreational facilities," including 
the use of developer contributions. 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan to be updated as 
appropriate regarding recreational facilities. 
The Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 
became law in April 2010 and are more 
restrictive in that the Council can only seek 
developer contributions where they are directly 



 

contribute to these improvements to ensure the 
growing needs for sports facilities and 
infrastructure are met. Essentially in summary 
the Evidence Base for sport sets out the 
following requirements for Rugeley: • Protect 
playing fields • Increase the supply of grass 
playing fields • Improve the quality of Council 
pitches • Secure community use of school 
playing fields and sports halls • Provide one full 
size STP • Provide new badminton courts • 
Provide one new multi use/dance studio • 
Increase the number of Health and Fitness 
stations • And meet local standards for the 
above and bowls, tennis There is to be housing 
development in the AAP boundary therefore 
development should be making a contribution 
towards the above. S106 contributions are 
probably more vital than ever now to deliver the 
community aspects of the sports provision 
envisaged at the ‘super school’ now that 
national funding has been withdrawn. The 
related section of the Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan however makes no mention of the above in 
the ‘Social and Community Infrastructure’ 
section. Q1 – the future of the ‘Super School 
’might need to be updated following the demise 
of BSF funding. I am not aware what alternative 
measures the County Council are considering in 
delivering the proposed amalgamation of 
schools and rebuilding. 
 

relevant, reasonable and necessary to allow a 
development to proceed. 

Cannock Chase Council – O 
 Please involve arts and heritage officers here 
at CCDC regarding public realm and for lottery 
bidding experience. Re public art, we have 
found that working with local arts professionals 
to bring about 
 

 
The need to involve arts and heritage staff with 
their experience in public realm and bidding 
experience, in art and public realm aspects of 
the Plan is recognised. Support the involvement 
of local arts professionals in promoting art works 
where the opportunity arises.  
 

Public – O 
I would like to see better shops for men; Top 
Man, Next. Decent clothes shops for men, who 
tailor, for suits, jackets, shoes soon. Better and 
decent music shops, HMV, save shopping in 
Stafford and Birmingham. Decent sports shops 
i.e. JJB Sports, decent bus shelters, decent 

 
The Area Action Plan is being prepared to 
address many of the issues raised by the 
respondent and to make the town centre 
attractive for investment and new retail 
development.  
 



 

retail complex. Stop building apartments, 
houses everywhere. No wonder nobody shops 
in Rugeley, there is nothing to shop for, it is 
dead. Some decent markets; farmers markets, 
medieval markets. Decent entertainment; band 
playing in the town centre. The Rugeley 
Conservative Association are crying out for 
change in Rugeley so lets make this a reality 
instead of a joke or load of broken Lib-Dem 
promises. 
 

POLICY RTC3 URBAN DESIGN PRINCIPLES  

Environment Agency - O 
This policy should include reference to flood 
mitigation measures which would be required on 
any sites within the floodplain. New 
developments within the town centre should 
also incorporate or retrofit sustainable drainage 
techniques (SuDS) to help reduce pressure on 
the Rising Brook and flood risk within the wider 
AAP area. This requirement could be linked into 
Point 11, or form part of this own point. The 
reduction of flood risk could also be linked into 
Point 8 of the policy, as strategic deculverting 
could act to reduce flood risk overall. Where a 
development site is located on or nearby to the 
Rising Brook an assessment of the impact of 
deculverting on flood risk should be assessed. 
 

 
Noted. Include reference to flood mitigation 
measures in points 8 and 11 of the policy. The 
issue of SuDS and responsibility is under review 
by Staffordshire County Council. It is 
understood that Severn Trent do not wish to 
assume responsibility for any new SuDS.  
 

IWA – S 
IWA supports the proposed combination of 
appropriate new waterside development with 
conservation and re-use of traditional canalside 
buildings to enhance the setting of the canal, 
reinforced with public information and art. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Support noted. The need to restore the upper 
part of the canal bridge to its original 
appearance is supported and has also been 
identified by British Waterways. However, at the 
current time BW do not have sufficient funding 
to allow this proceed and asked that S106 
developer funding be identified. The Community 
Infrastructure Levy Regulations became law in 
April 2010 and are more restrictive in that the 
Council can only seek developer contributions 
where they are directly relevant, reasonable and 
necessary to allow a development to proceed.  

 



 

Staffs CC – S 
PPS 5 Policy HE3.1 supports this approach and 
the development of a set of Urban design 
principles should be informed by existing 
documents including the relevant Conservation 
Area Appraisals, the Rugeley Extensive Urban 
Survey and by the joint English Heritage and 
Department of Transport guidance entitled 
'Streets for All: West Midlands'. 
 
Staffs CC – S 
Landscape issues are comprehensively 
addressed in Policy RTC3, particularly with the 
appreciation that greening of the town centre, 
together with contemporary design of landscape 
elements, needs to be included in town centre 
improvements. Opening up the route of the 
Rising Brook should be able to give rise to 
extensive landscaping which will benefit the 
town. Raising the profile of the canal corridor, 
whilst protecting its green character and wildlife 
benefits, is important to the development of the 
town centre. 
 

 
Support noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Support noted.  

 

Staffs CC – S 
Urban Design Principles Policy RTC 3 that 
includes reference to maintenance and 
enhancement of biodiversity is welcomed. 
 

 
Support noted. 

BW – S 
BW support the wording of Policy RTC 3 Urban 
Design Principles which reflects the multi 
functional role of the canal in regeneration, as a 
green/wildlife area, as a sustainable travel route 
and reflecting the sense of place through its 
historic buildings and infrastructure. In principle 
the plans are I think positive, in particular the 
retention and reuse of the traditional canal 
bridge and the 19th century warehouses. The 
reduction in loading on the bridge will benefit 
the structures long term survival and we have 
indicated this to the transport planners. 
However the opportunity for significant repair 
and gentle improvement as a heritage asset 
should not be overlooked and detailed plans 
should be drawn for its sensitive repair. An 

 

Support noted. The existing canal bridge is 
owned by British Waterways and any plans to 
repair or improve the structure would need to be 
prepared by British Waterways. Accept that 
details of the proposed upgraded surfacing and 
access points, including future maintenance 
onto the canal and potentially to be provided as 
part of the retail store development within the 
site covered by Policy RTC8, will need to 
agreed with British Waterways and the 
developer. Any works on British Waterways land 
would need to be subject to agreement with 
BW, including the insertion of any equipment 
that could hinder the passage of horse drawn 
boats. BW has already raised this issue in 
response 70 in which it has been pointed out 
that The Community Infrastructure Levy 



 

example might be the reinstatement of missing 
traditional copings, the repair and where 
necessary replacement of defective brick in 
particular on the arch and voussoir, but over the 
structure as a whole, with well matched 
materials and lime mortars (using lime mortars 
even on the rebuilt and relatively modern 
sections would help unify the structure and 
improve its heritage value and general 
appearance). Proposals for upgrading surfacing 
and access points onto the canal can be 
broadly welcomed, but exact details will need to 
be considered. There must be a presumption 
towards the use of quality materials which fit 
comfortably with the existing historic elements 
of the canal and area, which are either well 
matched to existing features or are of such a 
quality that they may be regarded as heritage of 
the future.  
 
English Heritage –SC 
We are very pleased to note the convergence of 
historic environment considerations with urban 
design principles in this policy. The AAP charts 
a course which, if successful, would take the 
Rugeley conservation areas out of At Risk 
status .This would be a constructive and 
positive outcome of the programme. 
 

Regulations became law in April 2010 and are 
more restrictive in that the Council can only 
seek developer contributions where they are 
directly relevant, reasonable and necessary to 
allow a development to proceed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Support for Policy noted. Note suggestion to  
reverse order of figs. 8 and 9. A bid is being 
prepared for English Heritage funding, which if 
successful would take the Rugeley Town Centre 
Conservation Area out of the "at risk" status, an 
objective supported by English Heritage.  
 

Cannock Chase Council – O 
Regarding AONB and increased traffic and 
pollution, it would be good to see environmental 
sensitivity in new build design – turf roofs etc. 
These could be used to offset carbon 
emissions. 
 

 
The need to include sustainable construction 
measures in new development is recognised in 
National Policy and the Core Strategy.  
 

CPRE – OB 
CPRE’s “locus” in this AAP consultation is to 
support the commercial viability of the centre 
leading to retention of the character of its 
Conservation Area. In this respect we note the 
reassurances given in the text, notably Policy 
RTC3 – Urban Design Principles. We would 
heavily criticise however the several futuristic 
illustrations in the report that indicate an 
architectural outcome far removed from that 

 
Noted. The illustrations used in the AAP were 
artist’s impressions to provide an indication of 
how particular sites could be developed. Until a 
detailed scheme is submitted it will not be 
possible to confirm the external design or 
appearance of any particular development. 



 

intended, and likely to give rise to considerable 
public misgivings as to LPA understanding of 
“design principles” in an historic environment. 
Perhaps CPRE may be permitted a final design 
comment. Street design, amongst many things, 
is the three-dimensional composition of walls 
and the shape of the space that they enclose. 
We would wish to request that somewhat more 
attention be given to this aspect, of widening 
and narrowing/of enclosure revelation/of climax 
and concealment, in effect the art of townscape, 
and one aspect of development where 
enhanced pleasure does not incur enhanced 
cost. 
 

Staffs Police – O 
Need to consider National Performance 
Indicator 36, Protection against Terrorism, and 
the follow HM Gov Best Practice guides issued 
by NaTSCO. Adopt as Policy, the Police ACPO 
CPI Secured by Design (SbD)UK flagship 
initiative and Staffordshire Police Authority 
Supplementary Planning Document relating to 
Section 106 (S106) of the Town and Country 
Planning Act 1990. Use Secure By Design and 
Parkmark schemes. 
 

 
The involvement of Staffordshire Police in 
advising on the future development of Rugeley 
Town Centre through the Area Action Plan is 
supported. In particular, specific advice on 
Secure by Design or improvements needed to 
the CCTV system would be welcomed.  
 

5.0 SITE POLICIES GENERAL  

Staffs CC – O 
More reference to Green Infrastructure and its 
integration into site-based policies would give 
the AAP more coherence in terms of 
sustainability and biodiversity. Landscape 
proposals incorporated through out the site 
development proposals in RTC4 to RTC9 
reinforce the message that development needs 
to be accompanied by good quality landscaping 
by repeated reference to these issues. 
 

 
Noted. Deculverting of the Rising Brook remains 
an aspiration at this stage other than provision 
of the Brook Square water feature.  
 

RTC 4: AELFGAR/ex SQUASH COURTS  

Staffs CC – O 
BSF proposals and implications The 
implementation of proposals for a new learning 
campus with the associated impacts in terms of 
related flood management arrangements and 
the release of a potential development site at 

 
Noted. 



 

Aelfgar are, I understand, the subject of 
continuing discussions between the District 
Council and the Environment Agency and the 
County Council’s Children, Young People and 
Families Directorate. No comments are made 
on these aspects of the AAP outside of these 
continuing discussions 
 

Theatres Trust – S 
We are pleased that the document will enhance 
existing cultural facilities including the Rugeley 
Rose Theatre in Policy RTC 4 which will be 
provided with revised access due to the 
redevelopment of the squash courts site for 
residential housing. 
 

 
Support noted. 

Sport England – O 
There needs to be recognition of the loss of 
squash courts and compensatory provision. 
Your evidence shows there is already shortfalls 
of facilities in Rugeley with the projected 
population growth therefore development 
contributions must help to deliver those 
requirements. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
RTC 5: MARKET STREET GARAGES 
Staffs CC – O  
There is no mention of SCC as a ‘key player’ 
although SCC is the highway authority and may 
influence access to the development site. 
 

 
As stated in response 22, the former squash 
courts have already been replaced by new 
facilities within Rugeley Leisure Centre. Other 
sports facilities within the existing Aelfgar 6 
Form Centre, will be replaced by new facilities 
within the proposed Rugeley 'super-school' site. 
Policy RTC2, recognises the need to provide 
additional or enhanced "Leisure, Community, 
Cultural and Recreational facilities," including 
the use of developer contributions. Developer 
contributions for recreational facilities will be 
sought as appropriate through developer 
contributions, in accordance with prevailing 
national planning guidance. The Plan will 
updated to delete reference to Advantage West 
Midlands (as well as the Regional Spatial 
Strategy) as necessary.  
 
 
 
Agreed. Include reference to SCC as a "Key 
Player".  
 

Environment Agency – O 
We welcome that flood risk has been addressed 
within the justification for this policy, and note 
that this in line with the recommendations of the 
Level 2 SFRA, but question whether issues 

 
Noted. Reference to be made in the Policy to a 
FRA being required. It would premature to 
stipulate a site layout until detailed proposals 
emerge through a planning application. The 



 

relating to flood risk should be included within 
the Policy section, rather than purely within the 
Reasoned Justification. 
 

Level SFRA has already stated that flood risk 
would be low. In any event, the Justification 
already states that a FRA would need to be 
carried out for this site. The Environment 
Agencies comments concerning site access are 
considered to be more relevant to the planning 
application stage.  
 

Royal Mail Group – OB 
Whilst Royal Mail Group do not necessarily 
contest the principle of redevelopment of the 
wider area, certain assurances are sought in 
order to ensure that the land earmarked for 
redevelopment does not interrupt or adversely 
affect their continued operation from this site. 
 

 
The existing Telecomm telephone exchange 
was identified in the Preferred Options version 
of the Area Action Plan (AAP), 2009, as having 
the potential to be incorporated in a wider 
comprehensive redevelopment option of the 
Market Street garages site, in the event that it 
should be declared surplus to requirements at a 
future date. The AAP only identifies a potential 
redevelopment option and continued operation 
of the site for its existing uses lies with British 
Telecom. The AAP in itself does not threaten 
Royal Mail's present partial use of the site as a 
garage facility related to the adjacent Post 
Office. The potential noise implications for any 
future residential development on the existing 
Market Street Garages site, but excluding the 
BT exchange are noted. The AAP states that 
development proposals should seek to identify 
alternative sites. Royal Mail Group's holding 
objection for the reasons stated are noted.  
 

RTC6 RUGELEY MARKET HALL/BUS 
STATION 

 

Staffs CC – O 
There is no mention of consultations with bus 
operators or design work with regard to the re-
configuration of the existing bus station layout. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Environment Agency – O  
We welcome the inclusion of flood risk within 
this policy, and also the encouragement to 

 

Noted. Arriva Midlands and the major bus 
operator in Rugeley, is a consultee on the AAP 
but has not responded on this or the two 
previous consultation stages of the Plan. At this 
stage the artists impression is for illustrative 
purposes only and any future design for a new 
bus station would involve full involvement with 
Staffordshire County Council as a the Transport 
Authority. 
 
 
Noted. It is not considered appropriate for the 
Policy to deal with culvert maintenance matters, 
but to include reference in the Infrastructure 



 

consider deculverting where possible. It is noted 
from Figures 14 and 15 that it is proposed to 
have a pedestrian walkway along what appears 
to be the culverted Rising Brook. This is 
welcomed as an easement will be required from 
this watercourse in order to allow maintenance 
access, and likewise the construction of 
buildings over this line would not be acceptable 
from a maintenance perspective. Given the 
recent collapse of the Rising Brook culvert in 
the town centre, and the recommendations of 
the SFRA, we would however look for this policy 
to reflect the requirement for a full maintenance 
survey of the culvert, and replacement and 
repair wherever necessary. A long-term 
maintenance schedule should be put in place. 
This should apply to any windfall site within the 
town centre, which is not included within the site 
allocations but has the culvert running through 
the site. Despite this, the policy does not 
acknowledge the implications of a significant 
part of this site lying within Flood Zone 3b, the 
Functional Floodplain. Table D2 and D3 of 
PPS25 state that only Water Compatible land 
uses are acceptable within this zone, and retail 
and residential do not fall within this category. 
This policy could however be improved through 
the inclusion of additional details carried over 
from the Level 2 SFRA and PPS25. This would 
better communicate the breadth of constraints 
that will need to be considered at detailed 
design stage in order to ensure an acceptable 
development. We propose the following 
amendments to proposed Policy RTC 6: ‘Any 
proposed development will need to take into 
account the recommendations of the Level 2 
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment, and the 
requirements of national policy. Before any 
development is implemented, the flood 
alleviation measures on adjacent land to the 
west of Western Springs Road shall have been 
be completed. A Flood Risk Assessment 
(FRA)will need to be carried out to demonstrate 
the following: There shall be no development 
located within Flood Zone 3b (1 in 20 year flood 
extent) The development will be safe and there 

Delivery Plan. The issue of flood risk issues 
affecting the site is covered within the Policy. 
Further consideration is needed on the 
suggested policy wording alterations and 
discussion with the Environment Agency. The 
Sustainability Appraisal is publicly available and 
it is up to the respondent to make comments on 
this as appropriate.  
 



 

shall be vehicular access from the site during 
flood events, with pedestrian access if possible 
Flood risk will not be increased elsewhere as a 
result of the proposals An assessment shall be 
undertaken as to the viability of deculverting the 
Rising Brook as it flows through the site, and re-
naturalisation of the watercourse shall be 
undertaken wherever possible. This assessment 
shall include the impact on local flood risk In the 
event it is not deemed viable to renaturalise the 
Rising Brook, a scheme of works shall be put in 
place to ensure the culvert’s structural integrity 
for the lifetime of the development, based upon 
the results of a CCTV survey An 8 metre 
undeveloped zone shall be maintained along 
the route of the Rising Brook in order to allow 
essential maintenance access to the culvert and 
a green corridor if taken out of culvert’ Your 
sustainability appraisal should clearly show how 
PPS25’s Sequential and Exception Tests have 
been applied and passed in order for this 
development to be bought forward. 
 

Public – O 
I would just like to suggest that any roof over 
bus station is in keeping with history of the area 
Perhaps an arched roof similar to older railway 
stations. Also any development should be in 
keeping and not a modern build such as we see 
in countless town centres with no personality. 
 

 
Noted. At this stage the artist’s impression of 
how a redeveloped bus station could look like is 
for illustrative purposes and subject to detailed 
design that would follow at a later stage when a 
detailed planning application is ultimately 
received for the Bus Station/Market Hall and 
surrounding land site. The need for high quality 
design in any subsequent developed is 
recognised.  
 
 

RTC8 FORMER CELCON SITE/adj. land  

Staffs CC – OB 
Urban Design Principles Policy RTC 3 that 
includes reference to maintenance and 
enhancement of biodiversity is welcomed. This 
policy has not, however, been carried forward 
into the site based policy RTC 8 which includes 
a significant length of canal. This is contrary to 
requirements of Planning Policy Statement 9 
which requires (1iv) plan policies to promote 
opportunities for the incorporation of beneficial 

 
A Phase 1 Habitat Survey of the Rugeley area 
was carried out in 2008. This included the Trent 
and Mersey Canal Corridor. The Council also 
hold ecological data submitted in support of 
planning applications and the results of bat 
activity surveys carried in 2008 and 2009. From 
this data it is evident that the Trent and Mersey 
Canal does form an important wildlife corridor. 
Whilst available survey information suggests 



 

biodiversity and geological features within the 
design of development. Development proposals 
appear to squeeze the canal corridor and 
include no apparent provision for canal side 
habitat. No mention is made in RTC 8 policy of 
maintenance and enhancement of the 
ecological value of the canal, such a canal side 
habitats and the ability of species to use and 
move along the canal - its ecological 
connectivity. In fact the policy includes 
proposals for loss of grassland habitat adjacent 
to the canal at Love Lane. Survey and 
assessment of this area should be carried out to 
assess biodiversity interest prior to its inclusion 
in the policy. 
 

that the habitats surrounding the canal are of 
limited botanical interest, they provide important 
feeding areas and commuter routes for bats. At 
least four bat species have been recorded 
within the area covered by Policy RTC8, and we 
are aware that a number of bat roosts exist 
within the area concerned. It is therefore 
considered that the Plan proposals are not 
necessarily incompatible with the requirement to 
maintain the wildlife corridor and protect bat 
populations. Provided that these constraints are 
recognised and taken into account during the 
design stage, there is no reason why the 
presence of protected species should constitute 
a block to future development. To this end it 
would be worth amending the present wording 
in Policy RTC8 to highlight these constraints 
and make it clear to developers that a high 
standard of design will be required that 
maintains and enhances bat habitat along the 
canal corridor.  
 

Public – O 
Much has been made of the proposed Tesco 
development and rightly so, representing as it 
does the bedrock on which much of the 
redevelopment is based. Opinion is divided as 
to its merits with the local traders naturally 
concerned about the effect it will have on their 
already tenuous trading position, and to be 
blunt, it will have an effect, but whether this will 
be a detrimental effect depends to a large 
extent on the traders themselves!  
 
The town centre will require a "hook', to set it 
apart; something that will attract shoppers on 
completion of their retail therapy at the 
Superstore for a welcome beverage or perhaps 
that special item that Tesco doesn’t provide. 
 
 

 
Noted. The AAP strategy recognises the need 
to secure key anchor store retail development 
on the Market Hall/Bus Station and Wellington 
Drive sites, to counter balance any effects from 
the proposed Tesco store at the former Celcon 
site. In addition, there is a need to improve the 
public realm within the town centre, including 
frontages, as suggested by the respondent. 

Staffs CC – O 
Identification of highway improvements at 
Morrisons roundabout – this may not be feasible 
due to delivery and servicing requirements – 
this area has also been included in the identified 

 
Noted. The AAP covers a ten year period and 
while alterations to the Bryans Lane island may 
not form part of the current plans, the option to 
create a more direct 'desire line' route between 



 

public real enhancements linked to the 
development of the former Celcon Blockworks 
site on Leathermill Lane. 

site RTC8 and the core town centre should not 
be lost sight of. The indication of potential 
improvements on Fig 21. should therefore be 
seen as aspirational. There are no confirmed 
details of public transport improvements at the 
time the Plan was prepared. The Upper 
Brereton/Rear Tree Estate bus gate is referred 
to in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan, but is 
outside the AAP area.  
 

Environment Agency – O 
The Environment Agency have no objections to 
this policy, however would like to raise 
awareness that given this is a development site 
of significant size, sustainable surface water 
drainage will be required to be addressed within 
the Flood Risk Assessment for this site, and 
land may be required to be set aside to enable 
this to occur. Given the recent collapse of the 
Rising Brook culvert in the town centre, and the 
recommendations of the SFRA, we would 
however look for this policy to reflect the 
requirement for a full maintenance survey of the 
culvert, and replacement and repair wherever 
necessary. A long-term maintenance schedule 
should be put in place. This should apply to any 
windfall site within the town centre, which is not 
included within the site allocations but has the 
culvert running through the site. We have 
recently commented on planning application 
CH/10/0087 (not yet determined)for a 
development on this site which fits within these 
parameters, although having a slightly redefined 
boundary to the north. This has resulted in none 
of the site being located within the floodplain, 
and also not being affected by the culverted 
Rising Brook which flows along Leathermill 
Lane. As such our response was limited to risk 
from the canal, surface drainage and 
contaminated land issues, all of which were 
satisfactorily addressed. We do however 
welcome the inclusion of requirements for an 
assessment of flood risk from both the 
undersized culverts and the canal, in addition to 
the recommendation for deculverting, which will 
remain an issue if the current proposal is not 

 
Noted. It is not considered appropriate for the 
Policy to incorporate a full maintenance 
schedule for the culvert, replacement and 
repair, however, reference could be included in 
the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.  
 



 

implemented and development is bought 
forward based on the parameters of this plan. 
 

IWA – SC 
IWA welcomes this comprehensive policy 
covering improvements to the Trent & Mersey 
Canal corridor. The principle of opening up the 
canal for increased leisure use and as part of an 
improved linkage to the town centre is 
supported, including pedestrianisation of 
Leathermill Lane canal bridge, creation of 
canalside open space, appropriate food & drink 
and other retail outlets. IWA has long called for 
restoration and regeneration of the canalside 
sites along the northern part of Mill Lane to 
improve the historic, physical and visual 
environment. Enhancement of the canal 
moorings, towpath surface and access, boating 
facilities and signage are important for the canal 
to fulfil its potential to contribute to a vibrant 
rejuvenated town centre. The policy rightly 
identifies properties on the west side of the 
canal as key redevelopment sites due to their 
current poor visual impact, and in particular the 
derelict state of the old Steam Mill or Corn Mill 
building (misleadingly referred to as a canal 
warehouse)  
 
The canal needs new and repaired bank 
protection, especially north of Leathermill Lane 
where the bank is badly eroded, with the 
provision of further moorings rings and an 
improved towpath surface to enable boats to 
moor up more easily. The general canal 
environment should also be improved by 
extensive landscape planting and new fencing 
to hide unsightly industrial storage areas, the 
electricity substation, garage, etc.  
 

 
Support noted. The need to restore the former 
canal mill to an appropriate use is recognised. 
The Council has placed details of the former 
canal mill on a national register that would allow 
developers knowledge of the buildings potential 
and to make contact with the owners should 
they so wish. 
The retail store development will provide funds 
to upgrade the canal towpath and the 
approaches to it, in conjunction with British 
Waterways. 
The potential provision of a small canal basin is 
an aspiration and will to be subject to a 
feasibility study being carried out, a viable 
development scheme emerging and the site 
owners support being forthcoming. 
The Level 2 SFRA was commissioned at the 
request of the Environment Agency and forms 
an important part of the evidence base for the 
Rugeley Town Centre AAP as well as the Core 
Strategy. Comments on the need to prevent 
shopping trollies being taken off the retail store 
site and deposited in the canal will be 
considered as part of the store application. The 
Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 
became law in April 2010 and are more 
restrictive in that the Council can only seek 
developer contributions where they are directly 
relevant, reasonable and necessary to allow a 
development to proceed. 

Morrisons Supermarket – OB 
With reference to the above and on behalf of 
our client, Wm Morrison Supermarkets PIC 
('Morrisons'),we write to thank you for providing 
us with an opportunity to comment on the 
Rugeley Town Centre Area Action Plan pre-
publication draft. We have previously 

 
Noted. 
The role of Morrison's store as an anchor within 
the core town centre is recognised. 
The Preferred Options version of the Area 
Action Plan (AAP), supported the principle of a 
large retail foodstore within the former Celcon 



 

commented on this document at both Issues 
and Options stage (April 2008) and Preferred 
Options stage (August 2009). Morrisons is a 
major food and grocery store operator and 
currently operates a store on Market Street, 
Rugeley, which lies within the town centre 
boundary. The store is a key anchor for the 
town centre and generates a significant amount 
of activity and pedestrian flows which help to 
maintain the overall vitality and viability of the 
centre. This representation relates principally to 
Policy RTC8, the former Celcon Brickworks site 
and its allocation in the AAP as a suitable site 
for food retail. We have already submitted an 
objection to the current application by Tesco 
Stores Ltd (ref: CH11010087) on behalf of 
Morrisons and this letter should be read in 
conjunction with our objection letter, dated 2 
June 2010. A copy of the letter is enclosed. Our 
key concerns with the current application and 
the allocation in the emerging AAP relate to the 
site's out of centre location and poor 
connectivity with the town centre; and the 
impact the proposal will undoubtedly have on 
Rugeley Town Centre. Each of these issues is 
dealt with in turn below. Location of proposed 
food retail site The existing linkages between 
the town centre and the site are poor and this 
was confirmed in the Secretary of State's 
decision notice where it is stated that the site is 
"not an easy walk for shoppers and would not 
be conducive to linked trips". Although the 
application proposes a number of measures 
designed to improve accessibility to the site, 
pedestrians would still have to cross a busy 
main road. The site is therefore out of centre in 
PPS4 terms. Overall the SoS considered that 
the site is not an easy walk for shoppers and, 
because of its nature and the distance involved, 
it would not encourage linked trips. He also 
considered there not to be any strong visual 
links between the site and the town centre. 
Effectively a food superstore in this location 
would act as a one-stop shopping destination. 
Impact of an out of centre superstore on 
Rugeley Town Centre Again referring to the 

site. The AAP recognises the need to improve 
the linkage between between the core town 
centre and the proposed retail store at the 
former Celcon site, by creating a new leisure 
area on either side of the canal as well as 
recognising the catalyst role of the canal as a 
regeneration tool in its own right. The store site 
would be located within the proposed town 
centre boundary but not within the Primary 
Shopping area as shown on Figure 7 of the 
AAP. It is accepted that in terms of PPS4, the 
site falls within the definition of an edge-of-
centre location, being within 300m of the core 
town centre. 
The Cannock Chase Retail Study, October 
2009, (White Young Green), identified 
overtrading by 32% within Rugeley Town Centre 
but an undersupply of convenience goods 
facilities in the town centre to meet the needs of 
local residents. The existing Morrison's store 
was identified as trading more than 70% above 
expected levels. The study identified a need for 
a potential convenience floorspace requirement 
of between 1,045sqm (net) and 2,425 sqm (net) 
by 2019. The study concluded that there "there 
is a clear demonstratable need for improved 
convenience goods floorspace in Rugeley to 
alleviate the overtrading of existing floorspace, 
primarily the Morrisons store." A previous 
Rugeley Retail Study, WYG, 2005, had shown 
that between 1997 and 2001, Rugeley's market 
share for convenience goods had fallen from 
70% to 63%, with evidence of lost trade to 
surrounding towns and in particular, Stafford 
and Lichfield. The need to provide additional 
convenience retail floorspace to serve Rugeley 
is therefore strong. 



 

SoS decision which considered that the majority 
of turnover drawn from the catchment area 
would come from the existing shops in Rugeley, 
the SoS considered "that the proposed 
development, outside the town centre would 
have an unacceptable deleterious effect on the 
vitality and viability of Rugeley". It is our opinion 
that a proposed allocation for a food superstore 
measuring up to 4,000 sq m net is likely to have 
a greater impact on Rugeley town centre than 
the smaller previously refused application. We 
can also confirm that our client is currently 
looking at a number of options in order to 
overcome the current deficiencies experienced 
at their current store. We consider that instead 
of allocating the Celcon Brickworks site for new, 
out of centre food retail; consideration should be 
given to an extension to the existing Morrisons 
store to help claw back leaked expenditure. 
Given that the Morrisons store is within the town 
centre, the site is sequentially preferable to the 
Celcon Brickworks site. However, should the 
proposed Tesco store obtain planning 
permission, it is likely that any investment in the 
store will be unviable due to the significant 
reduction in turnover that will be experienced by 
Morrisons. This is also contrary to Policy EC16 
of PPS4. We trust that the above is helpful and 
will be considered in the further preparation of 
the AAP. 
 

Landor Society – OB 
Policy RTC8 Former Celon Site, Leathermill 
Lane/T&M Canal Corridor This Society is 
opposed to extending shopping to the east by 
the introduction of a very large superstore on 
the distant former Celcon site, Site RTC8, for 
the following reasons.  Shops in the historic 
town core are already spread linearly over a 
long distance (Horse Fair to Market Street) and 
the firm view of the Society is that further 
linearly extending the shopping area to any 
great degree (approximately doubling the 
distance in the case of the former Celcon site) 
would be highly detrimental to the existing 
shops and hence the vitality and viability of the 

 
Opposition to the proposed retail store on the 
former Celcon site noted. The outcome of the 
initial Issues and Options consultation, was in 
favour of expanding the town centre in an 
easterly direction and subsequently included in 
the second, Preferred Options consultation last 
year. The AAP strategy has been to support the 
principle of a retail store on the former Celcon 
site. 
The Aelfgar site was not considered suitable for 
retail use as it is predominantly surrounded by 
adjacent residential development. 



 

historic town centre and its Conservation Area. . 
Shoppers always coalesce around large 
superstores, therefore expanding shopping to 
the former Celcon site to create a very large 
superstore will attract more shoppers in total to 
Rugeley but the site's remoteness, long 
distances and very difficult vehicle and 
pedestrian links with the existing shops, would 
inevitably take shoppers away from the 
traditional town centre. Any pedestrian link to 
the existing shops, in addition to being long in 
distance, could not be level because of the 
existing hump-back canal bridge, and walkers 
would have to cross a busy road and car parks 
with no in-between shelter for bad weather, 
making the route difficult or impossible for the 
elderly and people carrying heavy shopping, 
and unattractive for most other people. The 
proposed measures to improve the public realm 
along the route, whilst very welcome, would not 
reduce the distance and the physical barriers. . 
The site is remote from residential areas and is 
not en-route to any centres of population. . It is 
distant from the town's bus station (almost a 1 
mile round trip for pedestrians), has no bus 
service of its own and does not lend itself to a 
frequent and permanent service from the 
residential areas of the town, or to being 
permanently incorporated with existing services.  
Without a direct two-directional road link over 
the canal the site would be a 'high carbon' 
option, necessitating journeys by car along 
Station Road and Power Station Road for most 
people. The long vehicular route to the Celcon 
site from the town centre and main centres of 
population passes a very busy double island 
road junction and the Chancel Infants' / Nursery 
School where the County Council has 
introduced a 20 mph speed limit. It also passes 
through a Conservation Area and a lengthy 
distance along the Power Station Road 
industrial estate road. . The sheer volume and 
weight of goods taken away from superstores 
necessitates the use of motor cars and taxis. It 
is totally unrealistic to expect shoppers to use 
public transport, even if available, let alone, as 



 

in this case, walk their shopping the nearly one 
mile round trip from the bus station. . There 
would be much less incentive for potential 
developers to invest in the town centre e.g. for 
much needed new developments at the 
Wellington Drive site, where various schemes 
have been submitted for planning since 
2002(long before the recession), and the Market 
Hall/Bus Station site. The former Celcon site is 
prime employment land and the emerging "LDF 
Core Strategy" shows that Rugeley has 
inadequate future employment land (the Towers 
employment site being now almost 100% 
committed). The AAP Document does not bring 
out the above negative points associated with 
the proposed large store and the Society 
 

BW – SC 
BW supports Policy RTC 8: Former Celcon 
Blockworks Site, Leathermill Lane /Trent and 
Mersey Canal Corridor but makes the following 
points for inclusion within the policy wording: 1. 
There is significant demand for moorings for 
visitors in the area. Should the local authority 
wish to designate a site for offline moorings an 
official approach to the NMU to assess the 
water availability and safety issues at the 
earliest opportunity is recommended. BW has 
already agreed that the provision of additional 
visitor moorings along the navigation at this 
point is essential if the Tesco development is 
implemented and that this work would 
necessitate piling works to the soft bank to 
accommodate the additional pressure on the 
bank.  
Damage from wash and moored boats is likely 
to result in additional costs down the line from 
towpath erosion, if piling is not installed. The 
length of towpath that needs protection is about 
220m long. Approximately 240m of piling and 
mooring rings are required to accommodate 
additional boat demand caused by the Tesco 
development This should easily create 10 new 
moorings to the north of Leathermill Lane.  
2. The deculverting of Rising Brook would again 
need to involve British Waterways third party 

 
1. General support noted. The Community 
Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Regulations, 2010, 
mean that by law, planning obligations can only 
be sought where they are directly relevant to 
and related in scale and kind to a development. 
Piling works to strengthen and protect the canal 
bank to allow additional moorings, while 
desirable are not essential to the proposed retail 
store development and could not therefore be 
made a pre-condition. The potential to develop 
a canal basin adjacent to the canal is identified 
as an aspiration and will need to be subject to a 
feasibility study, agreement by the land owner 
and a viable development scheme being 
prepared. It is recognised that neither British 
Waterways or the Council would be able to 
finance this scheme. 2. Need for BW 
involvement in any future deculverting noted. 3. 
The proposed works will be subject to a S278 
road closure procedure and will need to be 
approved by Staffordshire County Council as 
the Highway Authority. 4. Support for mixed use 
developments noted. 5. As stated above, any 
works to upgrade the canal towpath will need to 
be the approval and standards of BW. 6. The 
provision of a sanitary station some distance 
from development proposed by Policy RTC8, 
would make it difficult to be able to justify 



 

works team at BW. 3. BW considers there 
should be statements to support the quality of 
the design of the Leathermill Lane area/bridge 
which ensure that its quality is enhanced and 
that it is not perceived as cut off in any way from 
the town centre and that where appropriate 
heritage restoration methods are used. 4. BW 
supports the mixed use development proposed. 
5. Access ways to the towpath are essential.  
6. BW supports the provision of sanitary station 
facilities for the boaters along the lines of those 
available at Fradley, for this location. However 
such facilities would need to be provided in a 
location adjacent to the water and convenient to 
boaters whilst not affecting the design of the 
Tesco supermarket.  
7. The provision of a canal mooring basin 
should be seen as clearly different to the 
provision of visitor mooring  
Any improvements to the towpath and its 
connects which are an increase in quality over 
the present provision will require additional 
financial support form the developer in order to 
maintain the quality over the longer term  
 

developer contributions, notwithstanding the 
conditions set out in the CIL Regulations. 7. As 
stated above, the potential to develop a canal 
basin adjacent to the canal is identified as an 
aspiration and will need to be subject to a 
feasibility study, agreement by the landowner 
and a viable development scheme being 
prepared. 8. Any improvements and subsequent 
maintenance to the canal towpath is addressed 
above. Support for Movement and Access and 
Public Realm Landscape sections noted. 
Details of parking arrangements within the 
proposed Tesco store are subject to 
confirmation. Support for future leisure uses 
adjacent to the canal such as canoeing, fishing 
health clubs and cycling but not in favour of 
noisy unacceptable activities, such as certain 
types of food and drink outlets, are noted. The 
possible canal basin is an aspiration that would 
need to secure the support of the landowner as 
being as being commercially and technically 
feasible.  
 

Public – OB 
Your plans appear to include our home of 16 
years within the areas designated for leisure 
(blue area in Mill Lane). We have no wish that 
our home be any part of this plan and would 
welcome the reassurance that the plan will be 
redrawn with the Mill as the border line of the 
project. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Noted. The Plan sets out a strategy and 
possible options to shape development in 
Rugeley Town Centre over a ten year period. 
Inclusion of individual properties within the Plan, 
does not mean that the Council wish or propose 
to acquire such properties for redevelopment. 
With regards to the proposed leisure area 
bounded by Mill Lane and the Trent and Mersey 
Canal within Policy RTC8, Figure 23, the 
Council recognise the need to retain the former 
nineteenth century canal warehouse, and that 
its restoration may have to based on a future 
commercial use such as offices, apartments or 
leisure. However, there are no objections to re-
defining the southern boundary to exclude 
existing residential properties. Amend Figure 23 
accordingly.  
 
 



 

English Heritage – S 
Pages 49/50: We welcome the emphasis on 
conservation based improvements to the canal 
and canalside buildings. 
 

 
Support noted. 

CPRE – OB 
CPRE, in its initial comments at draft stage, 
drew attention to the underlying contradiction of 
the draft AAP. This we deduced to be the 
allocation of Site RTC8 for a primary shopping 
use (presumably in the form of a supermarket) 
whilst separated at a distance of a quarter of a 
mile from the main town centre shopping area. 
This feature is repeated in the current document 
and must, if commercially successful, 
undoubtedly fatally damage the town’s 
commercial and trading potential and fragment 
its coherence and character. The new site 
would require to be almost entirely dependent 
upon private vehicle parking access (contrary to 
sustainability logic) and its separation from the 
centre is emphasized by the inclusion of a new 
major traffic junction exactly on the alignment of 
the proposed pedestrian route, leading to a 
potentially dangerous and circuitous conflict 
between vehicles and foot traffic. CPRE most 
strongly suggests that however attractive the 
detailed treatment of the pedestrian link, the 
barrier of distance is too great to be overcome 
by orthodox means. Our suggestion would be 
that if RTC8 is to be pursued, negotiations for 
its development should include a developer 
obligation to operate a frequent (continuous) 
imaginatively-designed “land-train” between the 
supermarket and Anson Square, which would at 
the same time largely eliminate the 
pedestrian/vehicle conflict at the new road 
junction. At its best such a feature could 
become Rugeley’s defining attraction and 
popular magnet, a focal shopping draw. 
 

 
Noted. The proposed Tesco store on part of the 
site covered by Policy RTC8 will be assessed in 
the context of National Planning Policy as 
detailed in PPS4. The Council also 
commissioned a Retail Study, (White, Young, 
Green), 2009. The study identified a need for a 
potential convenience floorspace requirement of 
between 1,190-2,755 sq.m. net convenience 
goods floorspace and between 3,200-5,760 
sq.m. net comparison goods floorspace in 
Rugeley by 2024. The study concluded that 
there "there is a clear demonstratable need for 
improved convenience goods floorspace in 
Rugeley to alleviate the overtrading of existing 
floorspace, primarily the Morrisons store." 
The study is part of the evidence base and 
publicly available on the Council's web site. 

RTC9: PUBLIC REALM  

Staffs CC – OB 
Similarly RTC 9 includes no reference to 
biodiversity, its protection and enhancement. 
The proposal to de-culvert Rising Brook is 

 
A Phase 1 Habitat Survey of the Rugeley area 
in 2008 has been carried out. This included the 
Trent and Mersey Canal Corridor. The Council 



 

welcomed; watercourse design should 
maximise natural ecological features and 
include native planting. 
 

also hold ecological data submitted in support of 
planning applications and the results of bat 
activity surveys carried in 2008 and 2009. From 
this data it is evident that the Trent and Mersey 
Canal does form an important wildlife corridor. 
Whilst available survey information suggests 
that the habitats surrounding the canal are of 
limited botanical interest, they provide important 
feeding areas and commuter routes for bats. At 
least four bat species have been recorded 
within the area covered by Policy RTC8, and we 
are aware that a number of bat roosts exist 
within the area concerned. The Council is of the 
opinion that the proposals in Policy RTC8 and 
RTC9 are not necessarily incompatible with the 
requirement to maintain the wildlife corridor and 
protect bat populations. Provided that these 
constraints are recognised and taken into 
account during the design stage, there is no 
reason why the presence of protected species 
should constitute a block to future development. 
Amend the present wording in Policy RTC9 to 
highlight these constraints and make it clear to 
developers that a high standard of design will 
be required that maintains and enhances bat 
habitat along the canal corridor.  
 

Environment Agency – SC 
We welcome the proposals within this policy for 
the enhancements to the Rising Brook corridor. 
We would hope that given the flooding issues 
within the town, that where new paving is 
providing it is of the permeable variety, which 
would reduce surface run-off and the current 
pressure on the Rising Brook and its culverts. 
 

 
Noted. 

IWA – S 
IWA supports the listed public realm 
enhancements to the canal including towpath 
surface and access improvements, the 
provision of signage, interpretation, fencing and 
seating, additional moorings, water points and 
boaters sanitary facilities, the latter perhaps in 
conjunction with a new canal basin. 
 

 
Support noted. 

Staffs CC – O  



 

RTC9 - Public Realm appears to repeat RTC3 
in many aspects and therefore there may be the 
opportunity to combine these two policies in 
one, giving a single consistent message. The 
high quality element of the landscaping, through 
the requirements of a Design and Access 
Statement is welcomed. 
 

Noted. Further consideration will need to be 
given to the suggestion to merge policies RTC3 
and RTC9.  

BW – SC 
Policy RTC 9: Public Realm is supported 
subject to the funding outside of the resources 
of British Waterways being identified for canal 
improvements. 
 

 
Support for RTC9 Public Realm noted. 
 

English Heritage – S 
Page 57: We are pleased to note the reference 
to our publication 'Streets for All'. 
 

 
Support noted. 

Public – OB 
It is with enormous disappointment that I read of 
the council's decision to delay the building of the 
Brook Square water feature. 
 

 
Noted. Following a public consultation in May 
2010, Cabinet agreed on 24 June 2010 to 
proceed with the public's preferred design for 
the water feature, subject to the necessary 
funding being identified. Subject to the latter, 
implementation is envisaged in 2011.  
 

Public – O 
I am interested in whether the Rugeley area 
action plan may permit space for community 
planting of fruit and vegetables in the town 
centre. 
 

 
Noted. The comments have been forwarded to 
Officers with responsibility for town centre 
landscaping for further consideration.  
 

Public – O  
I thought you may want to see some examples 
of how our poor European neighbours create 
water features. I hope this inspires you in 
creating our own Rugeley feature. I am 
concerned that if we have something plain we 
will lose our opportunity to make our town 
attractive to visitors. The photos were taken 
three years ago in Hungary - a former Eastern 
block country. There are two types of water 
feature shown in the pictures- both appear in 
the town of Esztergom- the traditional style of 
statues with water pouring around them and 
then a more modern fountain with an overflow 

 
Noted. A detailed design of the water feature 
has been approved by Cabinet but is subject to 
funding being secured to allow implementation. 
The photographs have been circulated to 
officers involved in the design of the water 
feature.  
 



 

shot down a brick wall to add extra interest. 
There were several variations of this type of 
feature in other towns around Hungary. All I can 
say is we need to ensure that Rugeley doesn't 
end up looking more like a former Eastern 
European town than Esztergom does with it's 
magnificent water features. 
 

RTC10: TRANSPORT  

Staffs CC – O 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan Bus No mention is 
made of SCC’s proposals to implement Public 
Transport Partnership schemes serving 
Springfields Estate, Brereton and Pear Tree 
Estate linking to Rugeley town centre. It is 
intended that the development of the former 
Celcon site will fund the proposed Coulthwaite 
Way/Queensway bus gate and thus reference 
to LTP3 funding may need to be removed. This 
section should mention the diversion of service 
825 to serve new housing in Lichfield District, 
this is an important inter-urban public transport 
service. Cycle/Pedestrian facilities The section 
of footway/cycleway linking Rugeley Town 
Centre to the new Tesco superstore 
development is intended to be funded solely by 
the developer with no LTP3 monies, reference 
to LTP3 funding should be removed. The cycle 
parking should be identified as ‘Town Centre’ as 
opposed to Market Hall/Bus Station, Tesco and 
Wellington Drive. Reference to cycle stands at 
Tesco is also made later in the document. Town 
centre improvements No delivery agency or 
funding sources are identified for street furniture 
or environmental improvements, it is assumed 
that these will be linked with new town centre 
 

 
Information on Public Transport Transport 
Partnership schemes for Brereton, Pear Tree 
and Springfields estates was not made 
available to the Council prior to publication of 
the AAP in July and was not made public until 
the Local Transport Plan Draft Strategy Plan 
was published on 30 September 2010. 
Reference to the Brereton/Pear Tree bus gate 
to be updated as appropriate. The retail store 
current planning application for the former 
Celcon site is still to be determined at the time 
of preparation of this report. 
Diversion of the 825 service in Lichfield, would 
be outside this District as well as the AAP. 
Cycle/Pedestrian facilities 
Reference to LTP3 to be deleted re links from 
the town centre to the proposed Tesco retail 
store. 
Cycle parking at specific town centre 
development sites was mentioned in the context 
of being able to justify developer contributions. 
The CIL Regulations could make this more 
difficult it it was only referred to in the context of 
the town centre. 
Town Centre Improvements - Noted. Include 
reference to Developers S106 and SCC/LTP3. 
Reference to AWM to be deleted. 
Rail-Passenger. New funding sources to replace 
the Regional Funding Allocation are to be 
announced by the Government. The County 
Council's position on not submitting any future 
major scheme bids for the Chase Line under 
LTP3 is noted. Proposals to improve the public 
realm along Horsefair are aspirations at this 
stage and would need to be subject to further 
discussion with SCC, if they were to include 



 

parts of the existing carriageway. 

Staffs CC – O 
Pg 62 No mention is made within the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan about improving 
pedestrian access to Rugeley Town station. 
 

 
Disagree. It is referred to in both the AAP (page 
60) and the IDPp3, Rail-Passenger).  
 

Staffs CC – O 
The proposals map for walking and cycling 
should be included in this section, these should 
be in agreement with SCC’s Cannock Chase 
District Cycle Strategy which may require 
amendment to reflect these proposals. It would 
be useful to provide an initial bus station design 
and layout plan in this section. Real Time 
Passenger Information is an aspiration at the 
proposed new central bus station – this may not 
be deliverable. 
 

 
Noted. Route plans would need to be supplied 
by the County Council. The artists impression of 
the bus station/Figure 13, was for illustrative 
purposes only. A detailed plan would not be 
possible until detailed proposals emerge for the 
development of this site. The Cannock Chase 
District Integrated Transport Strategy, 
September 2010 and forming part of the 
Staffordshire Local transport Plan, includes 
reference to "the provision of Real Time 
Passenger Information on the core bus 
network."  
 

Staffs CC – O 
p61 - It would seem unlikely that Morrisons 
would permit the re-configuration of their car 
parking area in order for pedestrian access 
improvements to take place. 
 

 
Any reconfiguration of Morrisons car park would 
need to be done in conjunction with the Council 
owned adjacent public car park. It would be 
premature to rule out any options at this stage 
until Morrison's intentions on any future 
extension become clear.  
 

IWA – O 
An improved canal towpath can form part of the 
improved transport links needed by the Tesco 
site and should be funded by the development. 
Where the towpath is narrow the signed cycle 
route should utilise the parallel Love Lane with a 
ramped access at Leathermill Lane to avoid 
cycle/pedestrian conflicts under the narrow and 
low headroom canal bridge. 
 
 

 
Noted. 

Centro – S 
The emphasis on sustainable transport modes 
in the vision and objective 3.2 is welcomed by 
Centro. Centro will work in partnership with 
Cannock Chase Council to ensure that public 
transport services meet the future needs of the 
district. 

 
Noted. The continuing role of the RSS as part of 
the evidence base, is recognised, albeit that it 
has been revoked. The emerging Core Strategy 
already recognises the need to reduce the need 
to travel. Centro's investment in the Chase Line 
station infrastructure upgrade work is 



 

 
 

supported.  
 

Landor Society – S 
We are pleased to note that any redevelopment 
of the Market Hall /Bus station and Wellington 
Drive sites will have to include suitable 
alternative public car parking. 
 
CPRE – OB 
CPRE would wish to draw attention to the 
“design” element of Policy RTC10 – New 
Pedestrian and Cycling Links. It is, we suggest, 
a detrimental feature of Rugeley Centre that it 
is, outside the main street, so fragmented and 
disjointed in appearance, having lost its 
coherence from demolitions and ill-considered 
isolated buildings. Any new footpath/cycle 
network should therefore not only provide 
functional “transport” routes but provide a strong 
– very strong – visual framework and easily-
read pattern of direct routes to destinations – 
surely their defining purpose. Accordingly such 
tracks should have a linking three-dimensional 
design theme as they may well be the one 
strong unifying element across an otherwise 
somewhat diffusely developed area. 
 

 
Support for replacement public parking noted.  
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. The artist impressions are for illustrative 
purposes at this stage and until a detailed 
planning application is received for any of the 
identified development sites, it is not possible to 
comment on site specific detailed design issues. 
The proposed pedestrian/cycle links are 
intended to provide meaningful links between 
key employment sites with the town centre and 
public transport nodes such as Rugeley Town 
railway station. The medieval street pattern 
would inhibit the provision of direct 'desire line' 
routes. Comments on street design will be 
considered further.  
 

Highways Agency – O 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and 
respond on the Rugeley Town Centre Area 
Action Plan. Whilst we have no specific 
comments to make on this consultation, we 
continue to work closely with you on the 
preparation of the Cannock Chase Core 
Strategy. In order to support all the Borough's 
long term housing and employment aspirations, 
we would expect all necessary smarter choice 
measures, sustainable travel enhancements 
and infrastructure improvements to the Strategic 
Road Network to be detailed within the Core 
Strategy/Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
documents. We look forward to a continued and 
positive dialogue with your authority. 
 

 
Noted. 

BW – SC 
Transport is supported.  BW would wish the 

 
Noted. 



 

plans to show connectivity with the SUSTRANS 
routes as illustrated on the SCC LTP3 draft 
Plan. 

RTC11  FLOOD ALLEVIATION MEASURES  

Environment Agency – O 
Culvert Maintenance Finally, the Environment 
Agency wish to raise awareness of one of the 
recommendations of the Level 2 SFRA 
undertaken in support of this plan, which 
recommends in section 6.3 that development 
control policies and strategic objectives should 
look to ‘ensure appropriate assessment and 
maintenance of culverts… An assessment of 
the structural integrity of culverts should be 
carried out prior to any development above or in 
the vicinity of the culvert. In addition, clearance 
and maintenance schedules should be 
developed to periodically clear culverts of 
blockages during flood events and ensure that 
residual risk is minimised.’ We have raised this 
as a specific issue in relation to the Market Hall/ 
Bus Station site, however it is applicable to any 
other site through which the culverted Rising 
Brook passes through. Your Authority should 
seek to incorporate this requirement into the 
policies of this plan, in order to ensure there is 
not a repeat of the town centre culvert collapse 
of 2008. 
 

 
Noted. It is not considered appropriate that 
detailed culvert maintenance schedules should 
be included within a policy, but that reference 
be made as appropriate within the Infrastructure 
Delivery Plan. The town centre culvert collapse 
in 2008 was caused by an overweight service 
vehicle rather than a lack of maintenance.  
 

Environment Agency – OB 
The Market Hall / Bus Station site is subject to 
the highest risk of flooding, with approximately 
half of the site being subject to a 1 in 20 year 
probability of inundation. The site is therefore 
classified as the Functional Floodplain (Flood 
Zone 3b). In line with PPS25 it is not 
appropriate for the proposed retail and 
residential land uses to be located on such land 
and the Environment Agency are likely to object 
to such a proposal. Most roads surrounding the 
redevelopment sites are inundated during either 
the high or medium risk flood events, although 
the Level 2 SFRA acknowledges that this is of a 
depth and velocity considered to be a low 
hazard. Some areas of roads are subject to a 
higher hazard rating. This has the potential to 

 
Noted. The Level 2 SFRA was commissioned 
by the Council at the request of the 
Environment Agency and its findings fully 
accepted regarding the implications for the 
development of sites identified within the 
Rugeley Town Centre AAP. Policy RTC11: 
Flood Alleviation Measures was specifically 
included to address these flood risk issues 
identified in the Level 2 SFRA and was subject 
to separate discussions with the EA on the 
wording. The Level 2 SFRA remains an 
important part of the Evidence Base and has 
not been superseded by more recent studies at 
the time of plan preparation. Further meetings 
with the Environment Agency have led to the 
County Council agreeing to commission 



 

cause significant obstacles to providing safe 
access and egress from there developed areas 
during the critical 100 year plus climate change 
flood event, and could result in an objection 
from the Environment Agency on the grounds 
that the new developments are not safe. Given 
this and the fact that the Market Hall / Bus 
Station site is one of the three key 
developments for there generation, we have 
significant concerns that the proposals are 
unsustainable in terms of flood risk, and 
recommend that this policy is amended as 
follows to address these issues. Your Authority 
proposes this policy to read as follows: ‘A formal 
floodplain storage area will be safeguarded from 
future development, within the open land on 
land west of Western Springs Road, A460 
(formerly A51), in 
 

additional flood risk modelling work on the 
playing fields/learning campus site. When this 
work has been received and considered by the 
Environment Agency, further changes to the 
AAP including Policy RTC11 may be required. 
The Council has already held meetings with the 
Environment Agency on flood alleviation 
measures and potential sources of funding. 

Staffs CC – O 
RTC 11 reference to incorporation of features of 
value to biodiversity and amenity in the flood 
storage area west of Western Springs Road 
would be welcomed and would be in line with 
Environment Agency guidance for Sustainable 
Urban Drainage Systems (SUDS) related to the 
Flood Water Act 2010. 

 
Noted. Consider incorporating amendments on 
the lines suggested 

BW – SC 
Flood alleviation measures may be affected by 
the proposals for a canal basin. Policy RTC 11 
Flood Alleviation Measures may be affected by 
the proposals for a canal basin. Full 
consultation with BW is required. A detailed 
flood risk assessment and water management 
strategy will be required for this area and should 
be carried out in conjunction with our water 
engineer. Any increase in the flow or structures 
of the culverts flowing under the canal will result 
in changes in liability with British Waterways. 
 

 
The reference to a canal basin is an aspiration 
at this stage and would require the support of 
the land owner, BW and the Environment 
Agency. It would also need to be the subject of 
a feasibility study including assessment of flood 
risk, water management and ecology. 

7.0 IMPLEMENTATION FRAMEWORK  

Public – SC 
The action plan is not clear in how far 
rejuvenation of the existing core town centre is 
envisaged and I can appreciate that this will 
very much depend upon budgetary constraints. 

 
Support noted. The Council's principal role will 
be to act in an enabling role to facilitate 
public/private sector partnerships to promote 
new retail development. The Plan covers a ten 



 

Notwithstanding such constraints, 1 believe that 
a return to 'period' would give the town that 
"edge' over it's near neighbours that I referred to 
previously, even if a Black Country Museum 
model is perhaps a tad optimistic! Whatever the 
financial limitations may be, it is imperative that 
the town centre must not be allowed to fall 
behind the edge of town developments. Once 
again, my congratulations on the strategy as 
outlined. 1 look forward with interest and 
guarded optimism to their development. 
 

year period and the return of investor 
confidence is critical to secure new inward 
investment to deliver new retail development.  
 
 

Environment Agency – O 
The Environment Agency proposes that this 
framework is revised to include the projected 
time scales for the flood alleviation scheme, 
essential to the Market Hall site, amongst 
others. 
 

 
Noted. This will be updated as appropriate.  
 

Landor Society -  OB   
                
It is very noticeable that Site RTC8, Ex 
Celcon/Tesco, is scheduled for Planning 
Approval and other consents before the end of 
2010 which would indicate it will be a fait 
accompli before submission of the AAP to the 
Secretary of State in 2011. With regard to the 
associated canal-side facilities and 
enhancement it is noticeable that no 
implementation time schedule is given - we 
think delivery dates for this should be shown 
with a completion date within the early part of 
the plan period as this separate development 
represents a major part of RTC8. Frontages of 
buildings facing Horse Fair in the Lichfield 
Street Talbot Street Conservation Area. The 
AAP does not address the long standing 
problem of the several run-down frontages 
which, because of their prominence in a main 
vehicle thoroughfare, create a bad image of the 
town to local people and passing travellers 
alike. This Society's greatest concern is for a 
return to prosperity and vibrancy in the Rugeley 
Town Centre. We have tried to make our 
observations relevant and objective, and 
impartial with respect to commercial and other 

 
 
Noted. The Preferred Options stage of the Plan 
2009, included broad support for the principle of 
a retail store on the former Celcon site. The 
respondents own comments on Policy RTC8, 
already recognize that the delivery of the 
proposed canal-side facilities are dependent on 
private investment and other factors such as 
land ownership. It is not therefore possible to 
specify a date for delivery of these aspirations 
within the Plan. The Plan recognises the need 
to improve the frontages of retail properties 
fronting Horsefair and Figure 20. identifies the 
need for facade improvements, contrary to the 
respondents comments that the Plan fails to 
address this matter. The Plan has been 
prepared as a catalyst to deliver new 
investment in Rugeley that the Landor Society 
seeks.  
 



 

interests. 
                                

8.0 MONITORING FRAMEWORK  

IWA – O 
IWA is content with the targets and indicators 
listed but would like to also see “canal bank 
protection and on-line visitor mooring 
improvements” as targets under Canal site 
environment. In conclusion, IWA looks forward 
to the final Submission Document incorporating 
the suggestions above, and trusts that the 
Council will require the maximum developer 
contributions to the canal corridor and town 
centre improvements to help mitigate some of 
the potential damaging impacts that the 
proposed canalside supermarket would bring. 
 

 
Noted. Further consideration to be given to 
including these in the Infrastructure 
Development Plan.  
 

BW – SC 
Sustainable energy supply should consider the 
use of canal water for heating and cooling. 106 
contributions BW would welcome the specific 
section which sets out the ways through which 
canal, canal basin and green infrastructure 
requirements will seek to be realised with 
reference to section 106 contributions. CPO 
powers BW considers it may be difficult to 
assemble the site in the best way without the 
compulsory purchase of some buildings to allow 
an ideal site assembly. This is particularly true 
in relation to the area around Love Lane and 
Leathermill Lane Bridge. This should be 
acknowledged in terms of issues. Sustainability 
BW would welcome a plan identifying cycle 
routes and linkages to towpath, national cycle 
routes and public rights of way as referenced in 
Staffordshire County Council LTP3. There could 
also be standards for the reuse and recycling of 
materials on construction sites and the finished 
developments as well as guidance on the 
energy standards for all new buildings in the 
area. 
 
 
 

 
Potential use of canal water for heating and 
cooling noted. 
The Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) 
Regulations, 2010, mean that by law, planning 
obligations can only be sought where they are 
directly relevant to and related in scale and kind 
to a development. 
The potential need to use CPO powers is 
recognised, within the constraints of the 
Council's limited financial resources. 
Staffordshire County Council as the Transport 
Authority is responsible for cycling including the 
publication of route plans. The Core Strategy as 
the overarching DPD, addresses the issues of 
materials recycling. 

English Heritage – S 
Page 68: The proposed approach to monitoring 

 
Support noted. 



 

for the conservation and built environment 
policy area appears sensible in the context of 
the AAP. 
 

APPENDIX C HISTORIC URBAN 
CHARACTER AREAS 

 

Staffs CC – S 
In general the approach laid out within the draft 
Area Action Plan is to be supported. The 
document has taken into consideration the 
historic character of the town's Conservation 
Areas as identified within their Conservation 
Area Appraisals and utilises the draft Rugeley 
Extensive Urban Survey to inform strategic 
planning throughout the AAP area. It is also 
heartening to note the way in which the results 
of the EUS have been incorporated into the 
AAP 
 

 
Support noted. 

  


