
  ENCLOSURE 19.1 

CANNOCK CHASE COUNCIL 

CABINET 

21 AUGUST 2008 

REPORT OF DEPUTY CHIEF EXECUTIVE 

RESPONSIBLE PORTFOLIO LEADER:  TOWN CENTRES DEVELOPMENT 

RUGELEY WAR MEMORIAL 

1. Purpose of Report 

1.1 To update Cabinet on the situation regarding re-siting of the war memorial. 

1.2 To seek guidance on what support, if any, Cabinet wish to give to the proposal to construct a 
water feature in Brook Square. 

2. Recommendations 

2.1 That Cabinet note the position regarding the war memorial. 

2.2 That Cabinet considers if it wishes to approve in principle the construction of a water feature in 
Brook Square and to commit to meeting any shortfall on capital and revenue costs as set out in 
the report. 

2.3 Subject to 2.2 above Cabinet authorises the Deputy Chief Executive (or anyone authorised by 
him) to identify the costs involved and, having done so, ask Council to approve a 
supplementary estimate for the expenditure. 

 

3. Key Issues 

3.1 The collapse of the culvert in Brook Square, Rugeley has led to the temporary removal of the 
war memorial.  The memorial is the responsibility of the District Council but as Brook Square is 
part of the highway the County Council will meet the cost of removal and relocation of the 
memorial as part of the repair works. 

3.2 Removal of the memorial has exposed the brook course beneath and there have been calls 
through the media for the “water feature” to be retained, a call which has the support of some 
Rugeley Members and has led to a suggestion that the war memorial be returned to its 
previous location in Anson Street where there is more space. 

3.3 However investigations have revealed that due to the presence of utilities and in particular two 
large sewers, relocation to Anson Street is cost prohibitive. It is proposed to re-site the war 
memorial in Brook Square in approximately the same position as before, the precise location to 
be agreed with the British Legion. In order to ensure the Memorial is in place for November 
work is shortly to commence on constructing the walls of the water channel which is being 
designed so it can either remain open or be covered over. 
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3.4 By slightly amending the location in Brook Square it would be feasible to not only re-site the 
war memorial but also leave the watercourse exposed, something representatives of the 
Environment Agency (EA) were keen to see achieved.  Whilst the County have indicated they 
will do what they can to facilitate the request for a water feature, unless the overall cost can be 
contained within the cost the County would have incurred in simply reinstating the culvert and 
highway then the District would be required to make up any shortfall.  As it is uncertain what 
these costs will be at present the Council would be required to give an open commitment. 

3.5 The Rising Brook is classed as “Main River” and therefore the water feature proposal as 
currently shown on the County’s photograph Appendix 1 is considered to be covered by 
“permitted development” rights under the Town and Country General Permitted Development 
Order (GPDO) 1995 Schedule 2 Part 15 Class A (b) in that it comprises development by/or on 
behalf of the EA in/on any watercourse required in connection with the improvement, 
maintenance, or repair of that watercourse. Planning permission would not therefore be 
required. 

3.6 Bearing in mind the sensitive location of the site in Rugeley Town centre within the 
Conservation Area, where a high quality of design and materials will be necessary, and also 
significant public interest already, it is considered that some prior public consultation is vital. 
Drawings would be required to enable effective pre “permitted development” consultation to 
take place with, for example, Rugeley Town Council, the Landor Society and properties around 
Brook Square. Comments could then be fed back into the final scheme. 

3.7 However the EA confirm that if the work proceeds under their “Land Drainage Consent” 
procedure, although they could allow sometime for consultation with the Council as Planning 
Authority, there is no statutory requirement for any consultation and they would have a strict 
timetable to meet. They have also confirmed they would have no funding to contribute to the 
work.  

3.8 The County consider the water feature to be a matter for the District Council.  However, the 
Council has no “in-house” design capability to produce the required drawings nor is there an 
agreed budget to buy-in the required expertise. 

3.9  Were the water feature to be constructed there would also be an ongoing revenue cost in that 
whilst the EA would meet future ‘drainage’ maintenance costs the District would be responsible 
for day to day maintenance, for example litter picking, removal of bottles, cans etc. 

3.10 Without any prior commitment from the District Council to undertake the design work, the 
consultation exercise, and meet any shortfall that may arise from constructing the water feature 
then the County have said they will have no option other than to seek approval from the EA to 
reinstate the culvert and highway. 

3.11 As there is no money identified within the budget to meet the design costs, any potential capital 
costs shortfall or the ongoing revenue costs, Cabinet are asked to advise if they wish to support 
the proposal. 
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Section 1 

Background 

The collapse of the culvert in Brook Square Rugeley has led to the temporary removal of the War 
Memorial. Whilst the Memorial is the responsibility of this Council, as Brook Square is adopted highway 
the culvert is a County Council structure and as such the County Council are meeting the cost of 
removal and re-erection. 

Having removed the Memorial and exposed the water course beneath there have been calls through 
the media for the “water feature” to be retained a call which has the support of some Rugeley Members.  
The questions raised are if the stream is to remain exposed then where is the Memorial to be re-sited 
and can it be achieved by November and who will meet the costs involved? 

A meeting was held on 15 May 2008 at Rugeley Town Council’s offices attended by the Leader of the 
Council and the Portfolio Leader for Town Centres, Town Council Members, The Royal British Legion 
and various Officers from the District and County Council. 

Whilst Officers from both Councils expressed a preference for the Memorial to be re-erected in Brook 
Square and the stream re–culverted the outcome of the meeting was as follows:- 

• The British Legion were not adverse to the War Memorial being re-sited in Anson Street close 
to its original location to facilitate the water feature idea. Their only concern was that the 
Memorial be in place for November. 

• The County confirmed they would meet the costs relating to the war memorial. 

• The County further agreed to investigate the feasibility of a re-location to Anson Street by first 
ascertaining any possible constraints posed by existing Utilities. 

• If feasible the District would submit the necessary planning application in respect of a re-
location to Anson Street. 

At a meeting on 12 June 2008 the County reported that the main problem to siting the memorial in 
Anson Street would appear to be two sewers in the middle of the street which require a 5 metre 
easement due to their size and depth. It may be possible to build over the sewers with the consent of 
Severn Trent (STWA) and the County agreed to progress the initial consultations with STWA.  The 
County reported back to a further meeting on 3 July 2008 that STWA had confirmed in writing that they 
would not allow the memorial to be built over the sewer.  Due to the cost of any diversion works being 
prohibitive the decision was made to re-site the memorial back in Brook Square at a location to be 
agreed with the Royal British Legion. 

Section 2 

Details of Matters to be Considered  

Notwithstanding the decision to relocate the memorial back in Brook Square some Councillors and the 
Environment Agency were very keen to see an open water feature constructed in Brook Square rather 
than have the river re-culverted and covered over.  An artist’s impression of what might be achieved 
was produced by the County (Appendix 1).  The EA in particular have a policy now of opening up 
watercourses where possible rather than have them covered over.  However, it is questionable that in 
this case they could insist on it being opened up. 
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There was some uncertainty at the meeting as to whether the water feature required planning consent 
or whether because it is works to a main river it could be regarded as “permitted” development.  
Nevertheless it was acknowledged that some form of public consultation exercise would be required on 
the type of feature to be constructed which potentially could lead to further delays in reinstating the 
area. 

At the meeting the representatives from EA agreed that the County could proceed to construct the side 
walls of the structure as the same configuration would be required whether the channel was open or 
covered.  The County have subsequently confirmed that they will be progressing this part of the works 
which will enable the war memorial to be re-sited within Brook Square by 11 November 2008. 

However, in terms of cost the County have advised that they will meet the cost of works equivalent to 
the value of reinstating the culvert following the collapse including reinstating the memorial.  Were the 
costs involved in providing a water feature to exceed those identified for the works identified above, 
then the additional cost would have to be met by others. 

Although the Highway Engineers thought the savings achieved in not covering the culvert may allow for 
facing the walls of the culvert and the placing of railings this is by no means certain nor would the 
money available necessarily allow for a “quality” finish. 

The Rising Brook is classed as “Main River” and therefore the water feature proposal as currently 
shown on the County’s photograph Appendix 1 is considered to be covered by “permitted development” 
rights under the Town and Country General Permitted Development Order (GPDO) 1995 Schedule 2 
Part 15 Class A (b) in that it comprises development by/or on behalf of the EA in/on any watercourse 
required in connection with the improvement, maintenance, or repair of that watercourse. Planning 
permission would not therefore be required. 

However the EA confirm that if the work proceeds under their “Land Drainage Consent” procedure, 
although they could allow sometime for consultation with the Council as Planning Authority, there is no 
statutory requirement for any consultation and they would have a strict timetable to meet. They also 
confirmed they would have no funding to contribute to the work.  

Bearing in mind the sensitive location of the site in Rugeley Town centre within the Conservation Area, 
where a high quality of design and materials will be necessary, and also significant public interest 
already, it is considered that some public consultation is vital. Drawings would be required to enable 
effective pre “permitted development” consultation to take place with, for example, Rugeley Town 
Council, the Landor Society and properties around Brook Square. Comments could then be fed back 
into the final scheme. 

The County have indicated that whilst they will help facilitate the request for a water feature they would 
look to the District Council to commission the necessary plans and drawings and undertake the 
consultation exercise. 

As far as maintenance is concerned whilst the EA would undertake a weekly inspection and remove 
any large items of debris that represent a flood risk, day to day removal of items such as bottles, cans 
etc. would be the responsibility of the District. 

Given that District Council has no budgetary provision to procure the design work for the open 
watercourse feature, meet any shortfall in capital costs, or meet the costs of additional maintenance, 
Cabinet is requested to confirm if it wishes to proceed with the open watercourse proposal.  
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Section 3 

Contributions to CHASE

Provided both the reinstatement and exposed watercourse alternative schemes are designed and 
constructed to a high quality, either will contribute to the Environment objectives of CHASE.  

Section 4 

Section 17 Implications 

There are no implications under Section 17 arising from this report. 

Section 5 

Human Rights Act Implications 

There are no implications under the Human Rights Act 1998 arising from this report. 

Section 6 

Data Protection Act Implications 

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

Section 7 

Risk Management Implications 

Now the County are proceeding with the construction of the side walls of the watercourse, the risk of 
the war memorial not being in place for November is minimised.  Were the District Council to actively 
support the water feature then not only would it incur the costs associated with the planning application 
but would be asked to meet any capital shortfall should the cost exceed the County’s budgetary 
provision. The District Council would also be required to meet any additional revenue costs from day to 
day maintenance.  At this stage the County have not identified what level of funding is available nor is 
the potential capital and revenue cost of the water feature known. 

Section 8 

Legal Implications

The legal implications are set out in the report.  

Section 9 

Financial Implications

As referred to in para 3.11, there are no existing budgets available to meet the additional costs of re-
designing the memorial, commissioning a consultation exercise or any additional ongoing revenue 
costs e.g. daily removal of rubbish / maintenance costs. 
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Should Cabinet agree to commit additional Council resources to the above, further reports will need to 
be submitted once detailed costs of the water feature and the level of the County’s budgetary provision 
are known. 

Furthermore, a supplementary estimate would subsequently be required to fund any additional one-off 
costs and ongoing costs in respect of the memorial; compensating savings would need to be identified 
to offset theses costs in 2008-09. 

Section 10 

Human Resource Implications 

There are no identified Human Resource implications arising from this report. 

Section 11 

Conclusions 

The County have indicated that they will do all they can to facilitate the request for a water feature 
providing it can be achieved within the identified budget otherwise they would be seeking contributions 
from this Council as well as expecting the District to meet the cost of producing the necessary drawings 
and undertake the consultation exercise. 

Whilst the location of the war memorial has now been resolved the issue of the water feature remains to 
be resolved.  Cabinet is requested to consider its recommended course of action. 

 

Background Papers 

Annexes 

Appendix 1 Artist’s Impression of Water Feature 
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Appendix 1 

 

 

 

S:\Corporate\Meetings-Council\2008-09\Cabinet\08-08-21\17-Rugeley War Memorial Report.doc 



  ENCLOSURE 19.9 

 

S:\Corporate\Meetings-Council\2008-09\Cabinet\08-08-21\17-Rugeley War Memorial Report.doc 


	1. Purpose of Report 
	2. Recommendations 
	3. Key Issues 

