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Please ask for: Matt Berry Your Ref:  

Extension No: 4589 My Ref:  

E-Mail: mattberry@cannockchasedc.gov.uk  

16 August, 2017 

Dear Councillor, 

CABINET 

4:00 PM ON THURSDAY, 24 AUGUST, 2017 

WESTERN SPRINGS ROOM, CIVIC CENTRE, CANNOCK 

You are invited to attend this meeting for consideration of the matters itemised in the 
following Agenda. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

T. McGovern, 
Managing Director 

 

To: Councillors: 

G. Adamson Leader of the Council 

G. Alcott Deputy Leader of the Council and Economic Development 
and Planning Portfolio Leader  

J.T. Kraujalis Corporate Improvement Portfolio Leader 

C. Bennett Crime and Partnerships Portfolio Leader 

Mrs. C. Mitchell Culture and Sport Portfolio Leader 

J.P.T.L. Preece Environment Portfolio Leader 

Mrs. M.A. Davis Health and Wellbeing Portfolio Leader 

F.W.C. Allen Housing Portfolio Leader 

Mrs. D.M. Todd Town Centre Regeneration Portfolio Leader 



 

       

A G E N D A 

PART 1 

 

1. Apologies 

2. Declarations of Interests of Members in Contracts and Other Matters and 
Restriction on Voting by Members 

To declare any personal, pecuniary or disclosable pecuniary interests in accordance with 
the Code of Conduct and any possible contraventions under Section 106 of the Local 
Government Finance Act 1992. 

3. Updates from Portfolio Leaders 

To receive and consider oral updates (if any), from the Leader of the Council, the Deputy 
Leader, and Portfolio Leaders. 

4. Minutes 

To approve the Minutes of the meeting held on 20 July, 2017 (enclosed). 

5. Forward Plan 

Forward Plan of Decisions to be taken by the Cabinet: August to October, 2017 (Item 5.1 
– 5.2). 

6. Recommendations of Scrutiny Committees 

None received. 

7. Local Plan Part 2 and Cannock Town Centre Area Action Plan Issues and Options 
Consultation Feedback and Next Steps  

Report of the Head of Economic Development (Item 7.1 – 7.42). 

8. Housing Services Resident Involvement 

Report of the Head of Housing and Partnerships (Item 8.1 – 8.65). 
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CANNOCK CHASE COUNCIL 

MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE 

CABINET 

HELD ON THURSDAY 20 JULY 2017 AT 4:00 P.M. 

IN THE CIVIC CENTRE, BEECROFT ROAD, CANNOCK 

PART 1 

 

PRESENT: Councillors:  

Adamson, G. Leader of the Council 

Alcott, G. Deputy Leader of the Council and Economic Development 
and Planning Portfolio Leader 

Kraujalis, J.T. Corporate Improvement Portfolio Leader 

Bennett, C. Crime and Partnerships Portfolio Leader 

Mitchell, Mrs. C. Culture and Sport Portfolio Leader 

Preece, J.P.T.L. Environment Portfolio Leader 

Allen, F.W.C. Housing Portfolio Leader 

Todd, Mrs. D.M. Town Centre Regeneration Portfolio Leader 

 

17. Apologies 

Apologies for absence were submitted for Councillor Mrs. M.A. Davis, Health and 
Wellbeing Portfolio Leader. 

18. Declarations of Interests of Members in Contracts and Other Matters and 
Restriction on Voting by Members 

No other Declarations of Interest were made in addition to those already 
confirmed by Members in the Register of Members’ Interests. 

19. Updates from Portfolio Leaders 

 Culture and Sport 

Green Flag Awards 

The Portfolio Leader reported that the Council had achieved Green Flag status 
for six parks and open spaces within the District.  Particularly pleasing was that 
Hednesford Park had re-achieved this status, which was a condition of the 
Heritage Lottery Fund grant awarded for redevelopment of the park. 

 

 

 

Minutes Published:  25 July, 2017 
Call-In Expires: 1 August, 2017 
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Environment 

Staffordshire Joint Waste Management Board  

The Portfolio Leader reported on two specific issues which had been discussed 
at the recent Board meeting held on 18 July, namely the “tip tax” (waste disposal 
charges) and the current study being undertaken by the Waste and Resources 
Action Programme (WRAP).  The study was looking into a number of scenarios 
including charging for garden waste and the introduction of food waste collection.  
The study was also looking into the impact these scenarios may have on future 
recycling rates and PFI credits.  There was concern however that the study 
would not account for potential increases in fly-tipping rates and those who 
could/could not pay for such a service. 

20. Minutes of Cabinet Meeting of 15 June 2017 

RESOLVED: 

That the Minutes of the meeting held on 15 June, 2017, be approved as a 
correct record and signed. 

21. Forward Plan  

The Forward Plan of Decisions for the period July to September, 2017 (Item 5.1 
– 5.2 of the Official Minutes of the Council) was considered. 

 RESOLVED: 

That the Forward Plan of Decisions for the period July to September, 2017 be 
noted. 

22. Recommendations of Scrutiny Committees  

None received. 

23. Final Accounts 2016/17 

Consideration was given to the Report of the Head of Finance (Item 7.1 – 7.31 of 
the Official Minutes of the Council). 

 RESOLVED: 

That 

(A) The final accounts position for the year ending 31 March, 2017, be noted. 

(B) The financing of the capital programme as outlined in the report be 
approved. 

 Reasons for Decisions 

The overall revenue account position showed net expenditure increasing by 
£34,000 when compared with the budget agreed by Council.  The overall impact 
after taking into account changes in Financing was a reduction in Transfer to 
Balances of £51,000. 

The 2016/17 accounts however included provision for severance costs arising 
from the Financial Recovery Plan of £247,000 for which budgetary provision 
existed within the 2017/18 Budget.  The net impact was therefore an additional 
transfer to balances of £196,000 over the two year period. 
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The portfolio outturn for 2016/17 showed a favourable variance of £274,000, 
consisting of the actual outturn saving of £27,000 and the £247,000 severance 
costs.  This primarily related to higher than expected income from the main 
streams of £219,000.   

Income from the Business Rates Retention Scheme was £40,000 lower than 
anticipated.  This was primarily to do with exemptions or voids being higher than 
anticipated. 

Council Tax rate collection rates continued to improve and combined with 
additional properties a surplus of £112,000 occurred for this Council and in 
accordance with regulations would  be included in the 2018/19 Budget. 

24. Housing Revenue Account – Final Accounts 2016/17 

Consideration was given to the Joint Report of the Head of Finance and  Head of 
Housing & Partnerships (Item 8.1 – 8.7 of the Official Minutes of the Council). 

 RESOLVED: 

That 

(A) The final accounts position for the year ending 31 March, 2017, be noted. 

(B) The financing of the capital programme as outlined in the report be 
approved. 

 Reasons for Decisions 

The overall revenue account position showed net expenditure reducing by 
£0.256 million when compared with the budget agreed by Council. 

Income at 31 March 2017 was £20.079 million line broadly in line with the 
revised budget position of £20.042 million reported to Cabinet in February 2017.   

Expenditure at 31 March 2017 was £19.928 million compared to the revised 
budget position of £20.147 million reported to Council in February 2017.  The 
£0.219 million decrease in expenditure related primarily to savings in supervision 
and management and repairs and maintenance. 

The final accounts therefore showed a contribution to working balances of 
£0.151 million compared with a planned use of £0.105 million, a reduction of 
£0.256 million. 

Working balances at 31 March 2017 were now £1.780 million compared to the 
£1.525 million reported to Council in February 2017. 

The report set out the capital outturn of £8.999 million compared to a budget of 
£11.428 million a reduction of £2.429 million.  Details of financing for the current 
year and resources available were also included.  

25. Update on the Council’s Membership of the Stoke-on-Trent and 
Staffordshire and Greater Birmingham and Solihull Local Enterprise 
Partnerships since 2010. 

Consideration was given to the Report of the Head of Economic Development 
(Item 9.1 – 9.15 of the Official Minutes of the Council). 
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 RESOLVED: 

That: 

(A) The investment of circa £8,816,787 gross (£6,286,281 net – grant drawn 
down) into the District from the Greater Birmingham and Solihull Local 
Enterprise Partnerships (GBSLEP) since 2010 be noted. 

(B) The investment of circa £4,263,610 gross (£2,010,810 net – grant drawn 
down) into the District from the Stoke-on-Trent and Staffordshire Local 
Enterprise Partnership (SSLEP) since 2010 be noted. 

(C) The Council’s continued membership of both the GBSLEP and the SSLEP 
be confirmed. 

(D) Should Cabinet decide to change current Local Enterprise Partnership 
membership arrangements in any way, the Managing Director be 
delegated, in consultation with the Leader of the Council, to implement the 
decision. 

 Reasons for Decisions 

There was a marked difference between the SSLEP and the GBSLEP in the 
level of engagement available to the Council and the amount of funding drawn 
down to achieve economic development objectives. 

The report set out the investments made by both LEPs since the District joined 
both in 2010 and set out information on engagement and governance issues. 

26. Heritage Trail Bridge Rebuild, Rising Brook, Rugeley – Application for 
Permission to Spend (Revised Costs) 

Consideration was given to the Report of the Head of Economic Development 
(Item 10.1 – 10.7 of the Official Minutes of the Council). 

 RESOLVED: 

That permission to spend a further £17,000 towards the reinstatement of the 
Cannock Chase Heritage Trail Bridge over the Rising Brook, Rugeley, be 
granted. 

 Reasons for Decision 

In 2012 the bridge which spans the Rising Brook collapsed.  The bridge formed 
part of the Cannock Chase Heritage Trail forcing this section of the trail to be 
closed and temporarily diverted over County Land. 

The bridge was made safe in 2012 by propping up the structure and using rock 
armour boulders as a temporary measure.  At that time the Rugeley Flood 
Alleviation Scheme (FAS) had not been approved or fully designed.  The 
decision was taken to not carry out any permanent repairs as the design of the 
FAS may have had major implications on the bridge in its current location. 

Now that the Flood Alleviation Scheme had been fully designed and approved by 
the Environment Agency there was a need to undertake the reinstatement of the 
bridge.  It was critical that the reinstatement of the bridge was completed as 
access for any works of this nature would be impossible once the Flood 
Alleviation Scheme was in place.  
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The cost for the bridge works had varied due to the estimates largely being prior 
to a physical on site inspection being carried out.  This was prohibited by the 
rock armour being in situ.  Since the removal of the rock armour the bridge had 
totally collapsed and the abutments had been assessed as being not fit for 
purpose.  Therefore, in order to provide a functional bridge as close as possible 
to the £100K budget (as approved by Council 6 July 2016) a new pre-cast 
concrete solution was proposed as a brick built replacement bridge would be 
over budget.  

The current cost estimate from the Environment Agency for building the new 
bridge, which included a weir structure, with brick facing was in excess of 
£111,000.  It was worth noting that these costs hadn’t been scrutinised by the 
independent Environment Agency Engineers and were predicted to reduce post 
this exercise to within the £100,000 budget.  

Council (6 July 2016) approved a maximum budget of £100,000.  Cabinet of 20 
October approved initial spend of £83,000.  This report was now seeking the 
approval to spend the remaining £17,000.  

It was proposed that the £100K remained a fixed maximum budget for the 
reinstatement of the bridge i.e. any remaining gap in funding to enable the work 
programme to be met would have to be provided by the Environment Agency or 
the bridge would not be able to be rebuilt.  

Efforts to provide an aesthetically similar finish (appearance of brick) could be 
achieved by the installation of brick slips to the facing down stream exterior wall. 
Unfortunately, this would be at an extra cost which may exceed any approved 
budgets and therefore be cost prohibitive.  

It was noted that Rugeley Town Council had a strong desire for the bridge to be 
rebuilt to its former state and officers had noted their views and endeavoured to 
reach a compromised design within the available budget.  If the Town Council 
would like to fund the installation of brick slips an approach to the Town Council 
could be made (should these brick slips exceed the £100K budget).      

 
 

 The meeting closed at 4:13 p.m. 

  

     

 LEADER 
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FORWARD PLAN OF DECISIONS TO BE TAKEN BY THE CABINET: AUGUST 2017 – OCTOBER 2017 
 

A key decision is defined as an Executive decision which is likely to: 
 

• Result in the Council incurring expenditure or making savings which are significant having regard to the Council’s budget for the service or function to 
which the decision relates; or 

• Be significant in terms of its effects on communities living or working in an area compromising two or more Wards in the Council’s area. 
 
Further information about key decisions and the Forward Plan can be found in Sections 10 and 30 of the Council’s Constitution. 
 
Representations in respect of any of matters detailed below should be sent in writing to the contact officer indicated alongside each item c/o Democratic 
Services, Cannock Chase Council, Civic Centre, PO Box 28, Beecroft Road, Cannock, Staffordshire, WS11 1BG. 
 
Copies of non-confidential items will be published on the Council’s website 5 clear working days prior to the relevant meeting date. 
 

Item 
Contact Officer /  
Cabinet Member 

Date of 
Cabinet 

Key 
Decision 

Confidential 
Item 

Reasons for Confidentiality 
Representation 
Received 

Local Plan Part 2 and 
Cannock Town Centre Area 
Action Plan Issues and 
Options Consultation 
Feedback and Next Steps 

Head of Economic Development / 
Economic Development & 
Planning Portfolio Leader 

24/08/17 Yes No   

Housing Services Resident 
Involvement 

Head of Housing and 
Partnerships /  
Housing Portfolio Leader 

24/08/17 Yes No   

Quarter 1 Performance 
Report 2017-18 

Head of Governance and 
Corporate Services /  
Corporate Improvement Portfolio 
Leader 

21/09/17 No No   

Shared Services – Phase 2 Head of Governance and 
Corporate Services /  

21/09/17 Yes No   

Review of Discretionary 
Rates Relief Policy 

Head of Finance /  
Economic Development & 
Planning Portfolio Leader and 
Town Centre Regeneration 
Portfolio Leader 

21/09/17 
or  
19/10/17 

Yes No   

Public Spaces Protection 
Order (Alcohol-related ASB) 
Consultation 

Head of Environment and Healthy 
Lifestyles /  
Crime & Partnerships Portfolio 
Leader and  
Environment Portfolio Leader 

19/10/17 No No   
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Item 
Contact Officer /  
Cabinet Member 

Date of 
Cabinet 

Key 
Decision 

Confidential 
Item 

Reasons for Confidentiality 
Representation 
Received 

Local Development Scheme 
Update 

Head of Economic Development / 
Economic Development & 
Planning Portfolio Leader 

19/10/17 No No   

Private Sector Housing – 
Financial Penalties and Rent 
Repayment Orders 

Head of Environment and Healthy 
Lifestyles /  
Environment Portfolio Leader 

19/10/17 No No   

Debt Recovery Head of Finance / Corporate 
Improvement Portfolio Leader 

19/10/17 No Yes The report contains information 
relating to the financial or 
business affairs of any particular 
person (including the Council). 
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Report of: Head of Economic 
Development 

Contact Officer: Mrs. C. Eggington 
Telephone No: 01543 464 326 
Portfolio Leader: Economic 

Development and 
Planning 

Key Decision:  Yes 
Report Track:  Cabinet: 24/08/17 

 

CABINET 

24 AUGUST 2017 

LOCAL PLAN PART 2 AND CANNOCK TOWN CENTRE AREA ACTION PLAN 
ISSUES AND OPTIONS CONSULTATION FEEDBACK AND NEXT STEPS 

 

1 Purpose of Report 

1.1 To provide feedback on the Cannock Chase Local Plan Part 2 and Cannock 
Town Centre Area Action Plan Issues and Options consultation exercise and to 
set out the next steps in line with the requirements set out in the Statement of 
Community Involvement for taking these plans forward. 

2 Recommendations 

 That: 

2.1 Cabinet notes the feedback on the Cannock Chase Local Plan Part 2 Issues and 
Options consultation (Appendix A); the Cannock Town Centre Area Action Plan 
Issues and Options consultation (Appendix B); and the summary of the different 
consultation methods utilised (Appendix C). 

2.2 Cabinet endorses the Officer feedback on the responses to the issues raised. 

2.3 Cabinet notes the next steps as set out in section 5.14 of the report for taking 
the documents forward. 

3 Key Issues and Reasons for Recommendation 

3.1 Local Plan Part 2 (LPP2) and the Cannock Town Centre Area Action Plan (the 
AAP) follow on from Local Plan Part 1 which was adopted by the Council in 
2014. Part 1 sets out the strategic context for the scale and distribution of 
development, balanced with environmental protection and enhancement.  
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3.2 The role of LPP2 and the AAP is to deliver Part 1. LPP2 needs to allocate sites 

to deliver the required amount of development in the right locations, and where 
necessary can also provide further policy elaboration provided that it links 
directly back to Part 1 and can be clearly justified by robust evidence. The AAP 
provides a similar role but is focused specifically upon ensuring the vitality of 
Cannock Town Centre. 

3.3 Issues and Options is the first stage in plan preparation. It sets out the issues 
which the plan needs to address and a range of possible options for dealing with 
these, inviting comment and further information. The document (along with the 
accompanying Sustainability Appraisal) has to be publically consulted upon for 
six weeks and representations made will then be used in shaping the next 
iteration of the Plan before it is submitted to the Secretary of State for 
examination. The consultation has to be undertaken in line with the Council’s 
Statement of Community Involvement which was adopted in 2014. 

3.4 Both plans and accompanying documentation were consulted on between 30th 
January and 27th March 2017. This report contains a summary of the different 
issues which were raised by respondents, categorising them by theme and 
providing a response as to how the issues will be dealt with. The summary 
reports are contained at Appendix A (in relation to LPP2) and Appendix B (in 
relation to the AAP). More detailed summary reports (which provide a summary 
of each respondent’s comments) can be found online at 
www.cannockchasedc.gov.uk/planningpolicy.  This report also contains a 
summary of the different consultation methods utilised (Appendix C). This 
information will be collated into a report to be published on the Council’s website 
in line with the requirements of the SCI. 

4 Relationship to Corporate Priorities 

4.1 The Local Plan (which includes LPP2 and the AAP) supports the Council’s 
Corporate Priorities as follows: 

(i) Better Jobs and Skills: economic growth is at the heart of the national 
planning agenda. Local Plan Part 2 will allocate sites for employment uses, 
expanding on the policies established through Local Plan Part 1. The AAP 
is focused upon ensuring the economic vitality of Cannock Town Centre. 
 

(ii) More and better housing: progression of LPP2 and the AAP will enable 
sites to be allocated in sustainable locations to ensure that housing delivery 
meets our local targets and ensures local needs are met. 
 

(iii)  Cleaner and safer environments: environmental protection and 
enhancement, including crime reduction through safer design is a key aim 
of the Local Plan. 
 

(iv) Better health outcomes: the Local Plan seeks to allocate sites in the most 
sustainable locations which will encourage people to walk and cycle and 
have access to a range of services and facilities (including open space, 



  ITEM NO.   7.3 
 

employment and good quality housing which meets their needs) which will 
contribute both to physical and mental wellbeing. 

5 Report Detail  

Legal issues and context 
 
5.1 The Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended) remains the 

basis of the forward planning system and was modified by the Localism Act 
2011. This includes the need to comply with the Duty to Co-operate, and 
Councils need to work together constructively, actively and an ongoing basis in 
fulfilment of this Duty when preparing their plans. 

 
5.2   Regulation 18 of The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) 

Regulations 2012 (as amended) sets out that, at the outset of Local Plan 
preparation, a Local Planning authority must consult on the subject of a Local 
Plan and seek representations on what the Plan should therefore contain in 
relation to that subject. The Issues and Options documents were prepared in 
fulfilment of this regulation. 

 
5.3 Section 19(5) of The Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as 

amended) requires that a Sustainability Appraisal is undertaken of the proposals 
and the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 
2004( as amended) requires that the resulting Environmental Report is made 
available for the purposes of consultation. The Sustainability Appraisal assesses 
policy and site allocation options against a series of objectives related to 
economic, social and environmental issues.  The results of the assessment 
provide a steer on the most sustainable options to take forward in the next stage 
of the plan.  The SA for LPP2 also incorporates an Equalities Impact 
Assessment and Health Impact Assessment.   

 
5.4 Section 19(3) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended) 

requires that regard must be had to the Statement of Community Involvement 
(SCI): for this Council this was adopted by Cabinet on 20th March 2014 and sets 
out the consultation requirements for each type of plan and the stage it has 
reached. Once the consultation has ended, the SCI requires that a report is 
produced summarising the consultation methods, representations made and 
Council responses and is to be published on the council’s website before 
proceeding to the next stage of the Plan. This report will compile the information 
contained in the main body of this Cabinet report together with the information in 
Appendices A, B and C alongside the more detailed report of all responses to be 
found online via the link in paragraph 3.3. 

 
Consultation 

 
5.5 Consultation on both documents was undertaken between 30th January and 27th 

March 2017. Whilst the statutory requirement is to consult for six weeks it was 
felt that given the complexity of the documents being consulted on an eight week 
consultation period would be preferable as this would give the community more 
time to respond. 
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5.6 Hard copies of the consultation documents and supporting literature (eg a non 

technical summary, Frequently Asked Questions) were placed in the venues 
specified in the SCI. Publicity for the consultation (and events) was via the 
Planning Policy team’s website and consultation database which contains over 
1000 entries (email and letter), via advertisement in the press, via press releases 
and social media. Officers were also proactive in contacting stakeholders, Parish 
Councils and community groups and gave presentations at a number of events 
as a result.  A series of drop in events were held around the district, with 
exhibition materials and documents on display and officers available to answer 
any queries.  

 
5.7 The drop-in consultation events were held in local libraries as these were felt to 

be easily accessible and could pick up additional passing footfall.  They were, 
where possible, timed to coincide with other events such as market days to 
encourage more people to visit: a specific event on the AAP was also held in the 
unit by the market hall in Cannock where the consultants producing the AAP 
(White Young Green - WYG) were available to answer any questions. The timing 
of the drop in sessions was varied to suit people at different times of day for 
example some were in the mornings, some in the late afternoon / early evenings, 
making the most of library later opening hours. All events contained the same 
materials and it was made clear that people could attend any session, whichever 
venue / time was most convenient. The events were well attended (see 
Appendix C) and officers from other parts of the council had to be drafted in at 
short notice to assist to ensure that the events were adequately staffed and that 
officers had sufficient capacity to deal with questions people were raising. 

 
5.8 Notwithstanding the good response to the consultation and attendance at 

events, there was some criticism which will be considered and, where possible, 
addressed (where resources and team capacity allow) moving forward. In the 
case of the drop in sessions, it was clear that larger meeting rooms / drop in 
space is needed as the sessions became rather crowded on occasions. In terms 
of timings, a number of people commented that the sessions ended too early 
and did not cater for commuters. Some of the sessions did end at 6.30 (to allow 
for the 7pm library later closing hours) but this could be looked at in future. 
Whilst previous experience has shown such events to be poorly attended this 
should not necessarily always be assumed to be the case. Others suggested 
that the Council could have run drop in sessions in supermarkets, and at 
weekends. Again this has been tried in the past and generally has attracted little 
interest but could be considered again subject to the resources and capacity of 
the team which is greatly reduced in size since consultation on Local Plan Part 1 
was undertaken. 

 
5.9 Focusing primarily on the libraries for such events was successful overall 

(subject to the comments above)  but it became clear in the event of Cannock 
Wood that – due to the amount of options being put forward  in the area (by 
landowners / agents)  - it would be helpful to hold a bespoke session in the 
community. Officers therefore engaged with the Parish Council who agreed it 
would be helpful to give a presentation to the community at their meeting so this 
was added in to the programme and was well attended (estimated over 130 
attendees).  
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5.10 Communication was the other key area which attracted criticism. The main issue 

was the use of the Chronicle, as, despite this being the paper with most 
extensive coverage it was clear that this does not reach certain parts of the 
district and delivery cannot be guaranteed. Some people commented that letters 
should go out to every household and could be incorporated into other Council 
literature. This is not always practical and likely to be extremely costly at a time 
when resources are so thinly stretched but will be investigated further. Some 
comments were made that posters should have been placed in community 
centres and supermarkets. Others commented that they had only heard by word 
of mouth including others’ sharing on social media. However, the social media 
campaign via Facebook and Twitter was shown to be very effective for example 
the ‘reach’ via Facebook and Twitter was over 90,000 people. Over 4000 visits 
were made to the relevant web pages throughout the consultation period. 
Notwithstanding this however, officers will continue to seek to improve methods 
of consultation taking into account comments made, and indeed made 
adaptations in response to comments as the process was underway (such as 
adding links to different areas of the website etc.). 

 
5.11 A summary of the consultation methods can be seen at Appendix C.  
 
5.12 The consultation yielded around 500 formal responses (returned comments 

forms, letters, emails) from the community and various organisations in relation 
to LPP2, representing a range of interests. This is the highest level of response 
to any planning policy consultation in Cannock Chase district under the current 
planning system. The responses are then ‘split’ depending on the issue or 
issues being commented on, into a series of individual ‘representations’. The 
responses are summarised (by theme) in Appendix A which also contains 
comment in terms of how the issues will be addressed. A much lower response 
rate was received to the AAP however (19 responses), which reflects the more 
restricted and specialised nature of that document, see Appendix B. More 
detailed summaries, with comments made by each organisation / individual can 
be viewed online at www.cannockchasedc.gov.uk/planningpolicy 

 
5.13 Overall, the largest volume of comment was in relation to objections to particular 

sites, primarily those options which lay in the Green Belt and / or the AONB. 
Others raised concerns with aspects of the evidence base which will need to be 
considered in terms of whether further evidence is required. Another area which 
generated a lot of response was the issue over the housing shortfall in the 
Greater Birmingham Housing Market Area and whether or not it could be dealt 
with via LPP2 or whether it should be considered via a Local Plan review. 
Similarly the issue over Safeguarding land attracted a lot of comment with 
varying views on the most appropriate way of dealing with the matter.  These are 
all issues (alongside others raised) which will need to be considered moving 
forward. 

 
Next Steps 

 
5.14 In terms of the next steps, for LPP2 officers will need to consider what further 

evidence is required for this stage of the plan, based on the issues raised (see 
Appendices 1 and 2 and the list of comments on the website for more detail on 
this). This work is underway and discussions are being had with the relevant 
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parties where applicable.  The comments submitted by all respondents will be 
taken into account in assessing the options to be taken forward for allocation as 
well as informing any further policy elaboration. This work will need to be done 
before the Proposed Submission document can be produced for consultation 
(anticipated to be reported to Cabinet later in 2017). Following this the plan will 
be submitted for examination in 2018. A similar process will need to be 
undertaken for the AAP and officers will be working with consultants WYG to 
produce the next iteration of the plan (the Preferred Options plan). 

 
5.15 The timetable for production of these documents has slipped from that in the 

current published Local Development Scheme (LDS) (published in 2016) due to 
the team having not been at full capacity for 18 months. This will be updated 
early Autumn and a new LDS produced for Cabinet / Council approval.  

6 Implications 

6.1 Financial  

Any costs associated with the Local Plan will need to be contained within 
existing approved budgets.  The budget for 2017-18 includes specific provision 
of £100,000 per annum to fund external professional and technical support in 
respect of the Local Plan 

There are no further direct financial implications for the Council as a result of this 
report; however a number of elements within the report do have a financial 
impact on the Council for example the housing requirement for the District during 
the plan period will affect the level of New Homes Bonus receivable by the 
Council. 

These elements will form the basis of future Capital and Revenue reports which 
will be submitted for Members’ consideration and will include detailed financial 
implications as and when required. 

6.2 Legal  

 Legal matters are set out through the report. 

6.3 Human Resources 

 None.  

6.4 Section 17 (Crime Prevention) 

 None. 

6.5 Human Rights Act 

The extensive consultation procedures provided for by the Planning & 
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 cover human rights matters in terms of the 
Development Plan. 
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6.6 Data Protection 

Evidence which informs the development of the Local Plan can only be used as 
such if it is in the public domain.  Representations on the Local Plan are required 
to be made public and attributed to the individual or body making them and 
anonymous representations cannot be accepted.  Personal details held on the 
consultation database for the purposes of information sharing are confidential.  

6.7 Risk Management  

A risk assessment has been undertaken.  The main risks relate to the plans not 
being found sound and to potential legal challenge to the plan.  These risks can 
be minimised by ensuring that the plan and its accompanying documents are 
legally compliant; that legal support is employed where necessary; that all 
interested parties are actively informed and engaged throughout the plan’s 
preparation; that the plan is based on sound, robust evidence; and that – as a 
Part 2 Local Plan / Area Action Plan – it is focused specifically upon delivering 
Local Plan Part 1. 

6.8 Equality & Diversity 

 The Local Plan will be subject to Equality Impact Assessment. 

6.9 Best Value 

There are no Best Value implications arising directly as a consequence of this 
report. 

7 Appendices to the Report 

Appendix A: Local Plan Part 2 consultation response summary. 

Appendix B: Cannock Town Centre Area Action Plan consultation 
response summary. 

Appendix C: Consultation methodology. 

Previous Consideration 

Local Plan Part 2 Issues and Options 
Consultation 

Cabinet 15 December, 2016 

Cannock Town Centre Area Action 
Plan Issues and Options Consultation 

Cabinet 22 September, 2016 

Local Development Scheme: Cabinet 24 March, 2016 
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Background Papers 

Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. 

Localism Act 2011. 

The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012. 

The Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004. 

The National Planning Policy Framework 2012. 

Local Plan Part 1 (adopted June 2014). 

Local Development Scheme 2016. 

Statement of Community Involvement 2014. 
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APPENDIX A 
 

Local Plan Part 2 Issues and Options Consultation 
 

Feedback 
 

 
Local Plan Part 2, along with the Sustainability Appraisal and scoping report for the Habitats Regulations Assessment were consulted 
on between 30th January and  27th March 2017. 
 
At the same time, the Issues and Options consultation for Cannock Town Centre Area Action Plan (AAP) and the Sustainability 
Appraisal were undertaken. 
 
The consultation was extensively publicised on the Council’s website, via the press and social media, and via direct correspondence 
(email / letter) to those on the Planning Policy team’s consultation database. A number of drop in events were held around the district, 
and officers also  attended a range of Parish Council and other local group  meetings to talk through the plan and discuss issues.  
 
Around 500 responses (completed consultation forms, letters / emails) were received to the consultation and  this is a report which 
sets out the key themes contained in those representations and issues which the Council will need to consider and address moving 
forward. 
 
For ease of reference it is set out in tabular format, setting out the issue being consulted on and a brief explanation of this, the 
responses made and officer comments in terms of how the matter will be addressed. Only those sections of the plan which attracted 
comment are included in this summary. 
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Local Plan Part 2 Issues and Options consultation feedback 

Overall comments 

These comments were of a more general nature relating to the plan overall rather than being attributable to a particular section. 

Issue Response 

Evidence base  

A number of issues were raised in relation to updates which are needed to the 

evidence base, or areas of the evidence base which require further exploration. 

These include: evidence relating to flood risk and land allocations, the impact 

of the plan on the Strategic Road Network, other issues relating to transport, 

air quality, other infrastructure evidence (e.g. education, health, waste water) 

evidence on biodiversity, impact on the Cannock Chase SAC, evidence on sport 

and playing fields. 

These issues have been noted and officers are working with the parties 

concerned to understand and, where necessary, address the issues. 

Areas needing strengthening 

Some issues were highlighted under the various themes of the plan and hence 

are picked up there. However, some general comments were made in relation 

to the approach of the plan. It was felt that more account of the AONB and its 

setting should be considered, that the number of vacant sites in urban areas 

should be looked at more closely, that broadband provision should be 

supported and strengthened (including further planning guidance), that there 

should be further guidance and mitigation measures in relation to air pollution 

and air quality, that coal resources should not needlessly be sterilised by new 

development, that crime and disorder prevention measures should be 

integrated into the plan, that ancient woodlands should be included and 

protected  in the site assessment process, that there should be more emphasis 

upon sustainable resources (including renewable energy)  and that transport 

links across the wider West Midlands are important. 

These issues are all being considered as the next stage of the plan is developed. 

Green Belt and AONB 

Several responses were submitted objecting to the inclusion of Green Belt and 

AONB options in the list of sites and options being appraised and stating that 

these areas should be protected. There were concerns about the number of 

sites which had been included in the plan. Concerns were raised about the 

potential for merging communities.  

While there are far more sites in the ‘long list’ than will be required, it is 

important that all options and  ‘reasonable alternatives ‘are assessed before 

narrowing down to a final set of proposed allocations. Local Part 1 provides the 

context for this assessment in terms of the need to consider Green Belt options. 

Consultation process 

Several comments were received in relation to the consultation process. 

Concerns were in relation to the timing and location of the drop in sessions 

and, that there was insufficient publicity about the events. 

These comments will be considered in detail: the Council is keen to improve its 

consultation processes and will learn from the feedback provided and will make 

changes where it is practical to do so and resources allow. 
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Local Plan Part 2 Issues and Options consultation feedback 

Chapter 1, Introduction  

The introduction set out the suggested approach and scope of the plan, including the issues it might cover, inviting comment on these. It was suggesting that the 

aim of Local Plan Part 2 should be to deliver the amount and distribution of development set out in the adopted Local Plan Part 1 (5,300 homes, sites for Gypsy, 

Traveller and Travelling Showpeople needs, and 88 hectares of employment land between 2006-2028), whether land should be ‘safeguarded’ from the Green Belt 

to help with needs beyond the plan period, whether any further policy elaboration was needed over and above Local Plan Part 1, and to test whether or not the 

plan could deliver a further 1000 homes over and above the target set out in Local Plan Part 1 to help with the shortfall of housing across the wider Greater 

Birmingham Housing Market Area (GBHMA). 

Issue Response 

Focus of the plan 

There was broad agreement that the focus of the plan should be on site 

allocations. 

Some respondents felt that the plan should now focus on delivering the 

intentions of the Housing White Paper and that it should review its evidence 

accordingly at this stage including utilising the standard methodology for 

housing requirement, issues relating to affordable housing / starter homes / 

affordable rent, and bringing the employment land evidence up to date. Others 

agreed with the suggestion of the plan that further evidence would only be 

needed to enable site allocations to be made. 

Other comments were also made concerning the need for up to date evidence 

(e.g. in relation to sport and playing fields) and to ensure that consideration of 

wider infrastructure issues are brought up to date such as those relating to 

transport and the work of the West Midlands Combined Authority (WMCA). 

In some cases the Green Belt review was supported but then others objected 

to the principles of including Green Belt options within the scope of the plan. 

Some comments were received (to this chapter) that there was no evidence to 

support the testing of the figure of an extra 1000 homes and that this figure is 

not high enough.  

These are all issues which will be considered as the plan moves forward to its 

next stage. 

The focus is upon delivering Local Plan Part 2 within the context set by Part 1 so 

it is felt that some of the more strategic issues would be more appropriately 

dealt with via a review but this matter will be given further consideration. 

Where applicable discussions are ongoing with those parties who raised issues 

over the evidence base to explore how best to deal with the matter in an 

appropriate and proportionate manner. 

In terms of the Green Belt review, the approach to dealing with Green Belt 

options through Local Plan Part 2 will need further consideration.   

In terms of testing the figure for 1000 homes, this was shown to be the amount 

of the wider HMA shortfall which arose from Cannock Chase District (Strategic 

Housing Needs Study Stage 3 Report produced August 2015 for the GBSLEP and 

Black Country Authorities) and it was agreed to test this figure at Cabinet on 24
th

 

March 2016. However it is acknowledged that the situation has now moved on 

and that a further study is now being produced by GL Hearn to identify Areas of 

Search and that the Council’s approach to LPP2 will need to be mindful of the 

ongoing work across the Greater Birmingham Housing Market Area to address 

the shortfall. 

Chapter 2: Links between Local Plan Part 1 and Local Plan Part 2 

This chapter set out the policies contained within Local Plan Part 1 and showed how Part would either elaborate on / or deliver these or where it was felt that no 

further elaboration or detail was needed. Comment was invited on this. 

 

Issue Response 

Overall approach 

Generally the approach was supported overall although it was also felt that this 

would need to be kept under review as the plan progressed.  

Noted 
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Evidence 

In some cases it was felt that the evidence needed updating in particular 

employment land, and sport and playing field provision. It was also commented 

that should the Council wish to bring in the Nationally Described Space 

Standard or optional technical standards then robust evidence would be 

needed. 

Noted – and discussions ongoing with relevant parties in relation to evidence 

base issues. 

Policy – CP12 

It was felt that Local Plan part 1 Policy CP12 (biodiversity) should be reviewed 

to incorporate the importance of trees and woodland. Reference made to the 

Housing White Paper intention to give strengthened protection to ancient 

woodland. 

Noted, this will be looked at further. 

Policy CP14 

It was felt that this policy provided the reason for justifying the objections to 

Green Belt options. 

Noted, however Local Plan Part 1 does state that Green Belt options will need to 

be considered (Safeguarding) and also that the issue of addressing a wider 

housing shortfall will need to be considered. 

 

Chapter 3: Approach to Allocations and Standards 

This chapter set out the process for deciding which sites would / would not require assessment  and for those sites requiring assessment the process for appraising 

these (including a draft assessment matrix) and the issues which would need to be considered. Feedback on this was sought. 

Issue Response 

General approach 

Many broadly supported the approach. Comments were  made that the 2016 

SHLAA was a robust starting point for identifying options. Some commented 

that the matrix approach was a useful tool. Some felt it was rather simplistic 

albeit supported by a narrative – style approach and felt that numerical scoring 

should not be used for ranking purposes and that assessment should be 

supported by a robust evidence base (expressing concerns with some areas of 

evidence and / or suggesting alternative methodology such as a ‘traffic light’ 

approach).  

 

Some felt there was not enough detail to comment and that examples should 

have been provided. Some references and terminology were felt to be unclear 

e.g. in terms of ‘stringent policy constraints’ or ‘sites for which for various 

reasons are restricted’. Links between the Sustainability Appraisal and Green 

Belt review were considered to be imprecise and could not therefore result in a 

fully informed judgement, with the approach being ‘superficial and subjective’. 

 

Noted;  the appraisal mechanisms will be refined to take account of the issues 

raised where applicable and further clarification provided where necessary. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

It is clear there are differing views on the approach suggested and that the 

Council will need to be transparent and clear in terms of showing how the 

appraisal is undertaken and providing clear justification for the approach used 

and the conclusions reached.  
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One representation stated that the matrix was illogical and that Green Belt 

should not restrict the options for assessment, they should be selected on the 

basis of sustainability without prejudice to their Green Belt status. 

 

It was also commented that there should be another assessment stage before 

proceeding to Proposed Submission. 

 

A Site Selection paper will be prepared to accompany the proposed submission 

document which will set out the process each site has gone through to 

determine whether it should or should not be allocated. 

 

At this point it is not considered that a further assessment stage (i.e. Preferred 

Options)  is likely to be required however this will be reviewed as the work on 

the plan progresses.  

Further detail for inclusion in assessment process 

Comments were received in terms of further specifics which respondents felt 

should be included in the appraisal i.e. the AONB; the potential for Compulsory 

Purchase (unwillingness to make land available should not be a ‘showstopper’); 

heritage and setting, ground conditions and land stability (coal mining legacy) ; 

potential sterilisation of mineral resources; high priority given to brownfield 

sites; capacity issues in infrastructure; access; formal sport; flood risk; public 

rights of way (protecting these); in terms of employment the likely 

development which would be expected on a site. 

These are noted and will be considered further as to the most appropriate 

approach. 

Chapter 4: Green Belt Issues 

This chapter explained the Green Belt review  and how it assessed parcels of land to see how well they were performing in terms of the five functions of Green Belt 

as set out in the National Planning Policy Framework.  It then explained the need to consider Green Belt options for development in terms of safeguarding 

(reserving for possible development needs beyond the plan period i.e. beyond 2028) and in terms of whether it could potentially assist with addressing the 

shortfall in housing across the GBHMA. It also set out the possibility of making some minor boundary adjustments to address anomalies. 

This chapter attracted a lot of comment, much of which was aimed at specific 

sites (either in terms of objections or from those promoting 

development).Detail in relation to site specific matters can be seen in the more 

detailed summary report at www.cannockchasedc.gov.uk/planningpolicy.  
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Objections to the approach 

There were several objections, mainly from local residents and those 

representing them,  and  local organisations (e.g. Parish Councils) in terms of 

the overall principle of releasing Green Belt land although some of these did 

also state that they understood the need to accommodate housing growth. In 

objecting, concerns were raised about the following: impact on the AONB;  that 

sites fulfilled the Green Belt tests;  the negative  impact on wildlife and the 

environment; the negative impact on cycling and walking including the 

Heritage Trail; the impact on the landscape / historic landscape;  the size and 

scale of some of the developments being promoted; the potential for 

communities to merge; the creation of ‘sprawl’; government commitments to 

protect Green Belt (including references to the NPPF and the Housing White 

Paper); the need to utilise all brownfield options first (including the Power 

Station site); loss of agricultural land; the potential to increase flooding by 

building on green areas; impact on air pollution; Green Belt being a cheaper 

option than brownfield hence easier; the impact upon the openness of areas 

and destroying village character (and possible effects on future neighbourhood 

plan); impacts on infrastructure; the Council’s target not needing Green Belt 

land; no exceptional circumstances for justifying Green Belt release; examples 

of case law setting a precedent in terms of showing that exceptional / very 

special circumstances do not exist; exceptional circumstances not exist; 

banking the 1000 homes for the next plan period as there is no need to build 

them now; proposals disregard the Vision.  

These concerns are all noted and will be addressed as the detail of the site 

assessment process is underway along with addressing issues in relation to the 

evidence base which is ongoing. 

 

An updated Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA- anticipated 

September 2017) will provide an up to date evidence base on sites available for 

residential development.  Subject to this and other evidence  demonstrating 

sufficient supply on sites outside of the Green Belt (as envisaged in the Issues 

and Options consultation) and in view of comments received in relation to 

safeguarding and the Greater Birmingham Housing Market shortfall, the 

preliminary view is that Green Belt review of land for housing may be more 

appropriate to consider via an immediate Local Plan review, following the 

adoption of Local Plan Part 2.  However, this position will be kept under 

consideration in light of emerging evidence base and assessment work.  An 

updated Employment Land Availability Assessment (ELAA- anticipated 

September) will provide an up to date evidence base on sites available for 

employment development.  As recognised in the Issues and Options 

consultation, subject to a shortfall in supply remaining there may still be a need 

to consider Green Belt land options, although it may be appropriate to consider 

the use of Green Belt sites for employment in tandem with housing via a Local 

Plan review.  However, this will also be kept under consideration in light of 

emerging evidence base and assessment work.    

 

Objections – evidence base 

Whilst most of the objections were from residents / those representing 

communities,  a number of comments were also received expressing concern 

with  / objecting to the evidence base methodology. These were mainly from 

the development industry. Comments were received that the land parcels were 

too large, and smaller parcels would score differently (and more favourably); 

the approach being too simplistic (e.g. measuring distance – topography / 

landscape should be factored in); the methodology should be revised; there is 

nothing to say (in the NPPF) that all purposes of the Green Belt carry equal 

weight; land parcels should be considered on a case by case basis; the process 

is too subjective (and representations contain an alternative analysis). 

The methodology for the Green Belt review was consulted on in 2015 and has 

been designed to be as precise and consistent as possible , using a particular 

approach utilised by the consultants who undertook the work. There are no 

proposals to change the methodology nor adjust the review itself which stands 

as a piece of evidence to be looked at in conjunction with other evidence before 

coming to a judgement. 

It is noted that other information may need to come into play including more 

detailed factors (e.g. topography, landscape, parcel size)  and comments made 

will be taken into account accordingly as the appraisal process moves forward. It 

is also noted that other assessments may use different methodologies: this is not 

an exact science but it is felt that the approach employed by the Council is robust 

and consistent. 



  ITEM NO.   7.15 
 
Local Plan Part 2 Issues and Options consultation feedback 

Support for the approach 

A number of representations were received in support of the evidence base 

and in relation to Green Belt release: these were primarily from those 

promoting sites and setting out detail in relation to these. In particular, areas of 

support included comments that looking at Green Belt release in the light of 

other evidence is important; that releasing Green Belt sites for development 

can be sustainable; that development can set new permanent Green Belt 

boundaries; that Green Belt release and safeguarding  is needed for 

development needs; that Green Belt land outside of the AONB should be 

prioritised; exceptional circumstances for Green Belt release exist now. 

 

These comments are noted and will be taken into account as the assessment 

process moves forward. 

An updated Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA- anticipated 

September 2017) will provide an up to date evidence base on sites available for 

residential development.  Subject to this and other evidence  demonstrating 

sufficient supply on sites outside of the Green Belt (as envisaged in the Issues 

and Options consultation) and in view of comments received in relation to 

safeguarding and the Greater Birmingham Housing Market shortfall, the 

preliminary view is that Green Belt review of land for housing may be more 

appropriate to consider via an immediate Local Plan review, following the 

adoption of Local Plan Part 2.  However, this position will be kept under 

consideration in light of emerging evidence base and assessment work.  An 

updated Employment Land Availability Assessment (ELAA- anticipated 

September) will provide an up to date evidence base on sites available for 

employment development.  As recognised in the Issues and Options 

consultation, subject to a shortfall in supply remaining there may still be a need 

to consider Green Belt land options, although it may be appropriate to consider 

the use of Green Belt sites for employment in tandem with housing via a Local 

Plan review.  However, this will also be kept under consideration in light of 

emerging evidence base  and assessment work.    

 

Other Comments 

A number of other comments were made in relation to the approach and the 

evidence base. Some of these are issues of clarity, e.g. questioning the role and 

significance of the Landscape Character assessment in relation to the Green 

Belt Review and  / or how the review will be used in conjunction with other 

evidence including evidence submitted by developers / landowners; one  

requested more clarity on the shortfall; comments (picked up under other 

sections) about the suggested 5% for safeguarding being ‘arbitrary’ ; comments 

about the need to have regard to preserving setting and special character of 

historic towns’. 

 

 

 

 

These comments are noted and will be taken into account as the assessment 

process moves forward. 
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Minor boundary adjustments 

Some comments were received in relation to specific plots of land including 

requests for readjustment, and in the case of schools comments that no 

changes should be made to allow schools to adapt to future needs. There was 

some concern that small changes might lead to loss of Green Belt to 

development and thus loss of wildlife corridors especially along the M6 Toll 

where stretches of Green Belt link to other sites being promoted for 

development.  

These comments are noted and will be taken into account as the assessment 

process moves forward. 

Chapter 5: Housing: Issue H1 / Options H1a and H1b 

This section looked at housing supply issues and how sites could be selected for taking forward for assessment to decide whether they should, or should not be 

allocated for housing. 

Option H1a suggested assessing all developable and deliverable sites with a capacity for 10 or more dwellings  in the Council’s Strategic Housing land Availability 

Assessment (SHLAA) – but sites without having the benefit of planning permission already,  and also assessing AONB, Restricted and Excluded Sites (i.e. those with 

particular constraints, mainly Green Belt),. 

Option H1b suggested the above, but also assessing large sites (30 dwellings or over)  which already have planning consent. 

Opportunity was also given for suggesting other options.  

 

Preferred options 

A range of responses were received; some supported H1a, some preferred H1b 

and others suggested a combination of the two (e.g. including any large sites 

with lapsed planning consent). Others did not support either: one developer 

stated that Green Belt development should not be left to the next plan period 

and should not therefore be categorised as ‘excluded’ and too much reliance 

was placed on urban sites. Others (mainly residents and those representing 

local communities) objected to the consideration of Green Belt / AONB options 

at all and commented that there is already enough supply via urban and urban 

extension sites and that the Council should not be looking to accommodate 

further growth (referencing the 1000 homes to be tested as part of the GBHMA 

shortfall) which would need Green Belt land, some commented that it should 

only absorb this figure if it used brownfield sites. Others commented that Local 

Plan Part 2 should purely deliver the numbers and spatial distribution as set out 

in Part 1. 

 

 

 

These comments are noted and will be taken into account as the assessment 

process moves forward and some will need to be considered in terms of what 

the appropriate role of LPP2 is and what can be dealt with now and what might 

be more appropriate for a local plan review. 

An updated Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA- anticipated 

September 2017) will provide an up to date evidence base on sites available for 

residential development.  Subject to this and other evidence demonstrating 

sufficient supply on sites outside of the Green Belt (as envisaged in the Issues 

and Options consultation) and in view of comments received in relation to 

safeguarding and the Greater Birmingham Housing Market shortfall, the 

preliminary view is that Green Belt review of land for housing may be more 

appropriate to consider via an immediate Local Plan review, following the 

adoption of Local Plan Part 2.  However, this position will be kept under 

consideration in light of emerging evidence base and assessment work  
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Site specific issues 

Some comments were received in relation to specific sites, suggesting that 

some (with recent planning permission) are added to the map.  A number of 

comments were received supporting the suggestion by the Council that no 

supply capacity can be assumed from Rugeley Power Station (in Cannock Chase 

District) at this time as more information is  needed. It was pointed out 

however that Lichfield DC have identified capacity and that the approach is 

therefore inconsistent.  Other comments were received either objecting to or 

promoting specific sites (covered in the site specific section and in the more 

detailed document on the website). 

Other representations listed a range of further site options which could be 

explored. 

 

In terms of the further sites to be added to the map, this will be looked into. 

In terms of Rugeley Power station, CCDC has not attributed any figures to the 

proportion of the site in its own area as this part of the site contains the highest 

level of heavy infrastructure and therefore there are too many ‘unknowns’ at 

present to have any confidence in any figure to be realistically attributed 

although this may change as progress on the site moves forward. 

 Further site suggestions will be looked at, and site specific comments will be 

taken into account through the assessment process and via the updated SHLAA. 

Supply 

Comments were also made about the sites which were categorised in the 

SHLAA as ‘developable’ as there is no guarantee of delivery in the plan period, 

many have been in the SHLAA for a long  time,  and that the surplus of 750 

dwellings over and above the requirement should be viewed with caution. 

There is an opportunity therefore to provide ‘uplift’ in numbers over and above 

the requirement set out in Local Plan Part 1 (i.e. over and above 5,300 homes 

in the plan period). The surplus of around 11% is not enough it should be 20% 

as suggested for reserve sites by the Local Plans Expert Group (LPEG). Others 

(albeit not developers)  suggested that the buffer provided by H1b would be 

sufficient and would provide flexibility. 

 

It was also commented that a range of sites by size and market location should 

be selected so that house builders of all types and sizes have access to suitable 

land to offer the widest range of products: the number of sales outlets is key as 

is the ability to meet the widest range of demand. 

 

These issues will be considered further as assessment takes place via the 

updated SHLAA.  It should be noted that the Local Plans Expert Group 

recommendations are not government policy. 

Plan period 

It should be made clear that less than 15 years remain in the plan period. 

 

 

 

Noted: this is to deliver Local Plan Part 2 so should be consistent with the time 

period set by Part 1. 
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Chapter 5: Housing Issue H2 / Options H2a and H2b 

 

This section asked whether site specific standards should be adopted to help guide the development of allocated sites. Option H2a suggested that existing policy 

set out in Local Plan Part 1 would be sufficient whereby H2b proposed that standards could be developed where necessary. 

Responses were mixed (including those from the development industry) with 

some respondents feeling that that already-established policy and guidance 

was sufficient and others feeling that more specific guidance in some cases 

would help to provide certainty. Examples included master planning, and 

guidance relating to landscape and environmental designations. Evidence 

would be needed if the Nationally Described Space Standard or optional 

technical standards under the Building Regulations was to be introduced. It was 

also suggested that standards for maintenance and management should be 

introduced, particularly in relation to open spaces and unadopted roads 

(suggested a management company could take on this responsibility) and in 

relation to design issues (e.g. type of road surfacing, access issues, bin storage, 

Sustainable Drainage Systems).  

These issues will be considered further as part of the ongoing work to progress 

the plan.  In general, the preliminary view is that most sites will not require site 

specific policies and that these policies will only be developed where absolutely 

necessary e.g. in relation to large or complex sites.  As an alternative to site 

specific policies, the Local Plan Part 2 could still highlight key issues to be 

addressed on sites where necessary for instance in an Appendix to the main 

document.     

In some cases it may be more appropriate to update SPDs but this will be given 

further consideration. 

Chapter 5: Housing issue H3 / Options H3a and H3b 

This section asked for views on supporting small and ‘windfall’ developments (the latter being sites coming up through the plan period which are not specified in 

the plan). Option H3a suggested that existing policies in Local Plan Part 1 might be sufficient, Option H3b suggested further policy to support such sites. 

Responses were mixed (including those from the development industry) with 

some feeling that policy was sufficient and others feeling it could be bolstered.  

One representation commented that there would be an objection should the 

Council decide to impose a proportion of self build plots on larger allocated 

sites. 

This will be given further consideration in the light of the responses received.  

However, in light of the current levels of demand on the self build register the 

Council is unlikely to impose a requirement upon larger sites at this time.   

Chapter 5: Housing issue H4 / Options H4a and H4b 

This section asked how longer term needs should be catered for  and how safeguarding should be considered (i.e. removal of land from the Green Belt to help with 

development needs beyond the plan period i.e. 2028). Option H4a suggested an allowance of 5% of the overall requirement (amounting to 265 dwellings) being 

safeguarded, with the Green Belt site options being narrowed down through site assessment to determine the best location; Option H4b suggested that the 

existing currently safeguarded site east of Wimblebury Road in Heath Hayes could help to address this need and should be assessed as first priority to establish 

capacity only moving to the assessment of other sites should this not be able to meet the suggested 5% provision for safeguarding.  

General approach 

In broad terms, representations from those promoting sites in the district 

agreed that safeguarding was appropriate in addressing longer term needs, and 

it was commented by one representor  that if not enough land is safeguarded 

then this means that Green Belt boundaries may not endure.  

This will be given further consideration and will need to be looked at in the light 

of the comments on the evidence base and the ongoing work in relation to the 

GBHMA by consultants GL Hearn. 

An updated Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA- anticipated 

September 2017) will provide an up to date evidence base on sites available for 
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A  range of concerns were raised to the principle of safeguarding,  mainly by 

residents’ these  included: the long term needs of the area are not known 

(including the impacts of Brexit); is the safeguarded amount over and above 

the 1000 identified as being needed for the housing shortfall across the 

GBHMA; who will make the final decision on this; what is the role of smaller 

infill sites; the surplus of sites in urban areas and the power station site can 

help meet this need without the need to rely on the Green Belt.  

 

residential development.  Subject to this and other evidence  demonstrating 

sufficient supply on sites outside of the Green Belt (as envisaged in the Issues 

and Options consultation) and in view of comments received in relation to 

safeguarding and the Greater Birmingham Housing Market shortfall, the 

preliminary view is that Green Belt review of land for housing may be more 

appropriate to consider via an immediate Local Plan review, following the 

adoption of Local Plan Part 2.  However, this position will be kept under 

consideration in light of emerging evidence base and assessment work.   

 

Quantum 

Representations from the development industry questioned the evidence for 

the figure of 5% in some cases stating that no evidence exists for this and that 

the figure, even when combined with the 11% oversupply and the potential at 

Rugeley Power Station is too low. Reference was made to the LPEG review 

which stated that a 20% reserve of developable sites should be utilised. Sites in 

the SHLAA cannot wholly be relied upon.  One representation suggested  that 

the approach by South Staffordshire Council should be employed – 

safeguarding over a 10 year period following the apportionment of the spatial 

strategy.  Another commented  that at least 15% should be safeguarded and 

another that enough should be provided to cover two local plan review 

periods. Others stated  that the amount should be based on long term needs in 

the context of future levels of housing, employment, cross boundary pressures 

and the approach of neighbouring authorities.  

 

One representor disagreed with  the reference at para. 5,26 that identifying a 

significant supply of additional sites could prejudice options for a local plan 

review: this work could avoid the need for a review. 

 

LPP2 set out the justification for the quantum for potential safeguarding. 

Comments are noted and further consideration will be given to the matter. It 

should be pointed out however that the White paper and the LPEG review are 

not policy, however the situation will be kept under review.  

 

An updated Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA- anticipated 

September 2017) will provide an up to date evidence base on sites available for 

residential development.  Subject to this and other evidence demonstrating 

sufficient supply on sites outside of the Green Belt (as envisaged in the Issues 

and Options consultation) and in view of comments received in relation to 

safeguarding and the Greater Birmingham Housing Market shortfall, the 

preliminary view is that Green Belt review of land for housing may be more 

appropriate to consider via an immediate Local Plan review, following the 

adoption of Local Plan Part 2.  However, this position will be kept under 

consideration in light of emerging evidence base and assessment work  

Preferences for options 

Very few comments set out the preference for one option or another as the 

quantum became the main issue, as well as the need / principle of safeguarding 

at all (see above comments). In terms of the few who did state a preference, 

views were split between the two options. 

 

 

Noted – see above. 
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Evidence base 

Natural England commented that longer term needs should take account of the 

Sustainability Appraisal criteria including the outcome of the current evidence 

base review in relation to the Cannock Chase Special Area of Conservation 

(SAC) and progress on work relating to the GBHMA.  

 

Staffordshire County Council advised that further transport work would be 

needed to inform the impacts of the options as well as potentially other 

evidence (e.g. environmental). 

 

Noted, and discussions on the evidence base are ongoing. 

Chapter 5: Housing Issue H5 / Options H5a, H5b and H5c 

This section asked how housing supply shortfall issues across the Greater Birmingham Housing Market Area (HMA) could be addressed. Option H5a suggested the 

potential for delivering a further 1000 homes could be tested through Local Plan Part 2; option H5b suggested this could be more appropriate for a local plan 

review; option H5c suggested a combination of the above options with Part 2 delivering a proportion of the extra growth. 

Quantum and timescale 

Responses to the issue were varied. In general terms representations mainly 

(but not exclusively) from the development industry argued that the figure of 

1000 is not evidenced, is ‘arbitrary’, ‘unqualified’, ‘unsound’ and one 

commented that an example of a ‘fair and equitable’ additional figure should 

be 5,500 further homes. Some commented that the shortfall should be dealt 

with now rather than through a review. One commented that it should be dealt 

with via review but to deal with the timeframe 2011 – 2031 to align with the 

Birmingham plan. Some welcomed the reference to cross boundary evidence 

but then concern was expressed that there was no specific reference to the 

recently commissioned further study work being undertaken in the GBHMA. 

Some questioned the different approaches being taken and cited 

inconsistencies in approach between local authorities across the HMA. Some 

respondents flagged Policy TP48 of the Birmingham Plan which requires a 

‘relevant council’ to submit a replacement or revised local plan witin 3 years of 

the adoption of the Birmingham Plan (i.e. from 10
th

 January 2017). 

 

Conversely, there was  support (from local authorities and others)   for dealing 

with the issue either through a review (alongside the review of other evidence  

to link housing, employment and infrastructure) or a split approach between 

addressing some of the shortfall now (subject to testing what could be 

In terms of the justification for the 1000 homes figure this is explained earlier in 

this report, however as also stated it is acknowledged that things have moved on 

and the situation is being kept under review in the light of the ongoing work 

across the GBHMA as is the most appropriate mechanism for dealing with this. 

There is no specific reference to the GL Hearn work in the LPP2 Issues and 

Options document for the simple reason that at the point of writing it had not 

been commissioned.  

In terms of the different approaches, this does rather reflect the planning system 

as a whole, the absence of a higher level spatial strategy crossing local authority 

boundaries,  and the fact that all Local Authority plans are at different stages of 

plan preparation. However under the Duty to Co-operate all authorities across 

the GBHMA are working together to try and address the issue in as consistent a 

manner as possible. 
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accommodated) and addressing the rest through a review. Some made similar 

comments that there was, at this stage no evidence to determine whether the 

1000 figure was an appropriate one to test.  

 

References were made (by a variety of representors)  to the ongoing work of 

the GBHMA partnership to address the shortfall collectively and Cannock’s role 

in this was supported.  

Principle of addressing the shortfall 

Comments from residents generally expressed concern about the need to take 

any of the shortfall, citing pressures on infrastructure and loading too much 

development on to a community which could be disproportionate to the 

adopted strategy. Some suggested sites which should not be utilised for 

accommodating the shortfall, others were concerned about the overall impact 

on the Green Belt and advised that Birmingham should utilise its own Green 

Belt. The suggestion was made that the use of Compulsory Purchase should be 

made to ensure all brownfield options are utilised before take up of Green Belt 

land could be pursued. 

Comments are noted and the ongoing work across the wider housing market 

area will define areas of search in order to address the issue and the outcomes 

of this will need to be considered as the plan progresses. 

 

In terms of maximising the use of brownfield sites the Council acknowledges this 

and work is ongoing in this respect: all Councils will have to publish a Brownfield 

Sites Register by December 31
st

 2017. An updated SHLAA incorporating new sites 

received to the Local Plan Part 2 consultation and any additional information on 

potentially available brownfield sites will feed into this process.   

 

Birmingham’s Plan was found sound by a planning inspector and has already 

factored in Green Belt release for development. The City Council are working 

with partners across the HMA to address the shortfall.  

 

Other comments in relation to this section (including the suggestion of CPO) 

would need to be explored further. 

 

Evidence 

A number of representations were received about the need for further 

evidence before it can be determined whether the extra development can be 

absorbed by Local Plan Part 2. In particular  responses to this issue related  to 

transport (raised by Staffordshire Country Council and Highways England) ; 

education, sport and playing field provision, impacts (and mitigation) in relation 

to the Cannock Chase SAC. 

 

 

 

 

Discussions are ongoing with the relevant parties n relation to this matter. 



  ITEM NO.   7.22 
 
Local Plan Part 2 Issues and Options consultation feedback 

Chapter 5: Housing Choice  Issue AH1 / options AH1a and AH1b 

 

This section looked at issues surrounding recent changes affecting the nature of affordable housing delivery. It advised that some changes (e.g. national changes to  

thresholds)  could be responded to via updated Developer Contributions Supplementary Planning Document (SPD)  but other changes such as those relating to 

starter homes might require a different approach depending on further detail awaited nationally. Option AH1a suggested devising interim policy for Local Plan Part 

2 to make broad reference to the new duties with further detail via  SPD and Local Plan review. Option AH1b suggested awaiting the local plan review to address 

the issues in more detail following further guidance. 

Preferred Option 

Responses were mixed although most (if expressing a preference)  favoured 

Option AH1a which allowed for an interim and flexible approach (including 

changes to the SPD) which could take account of the issues in the Housing 

White paper, updated  local evidence to take account of changing housing 

needs   and any other changes which might be made – some advised that this 

could then be carried forward into a review.   

One comment was made that Option AH1b was appropriate as a revised SPD 

could still be produced. 

Others commented that a combination of the options would be preferable, and 

one commented  that neither was appropriate as the options were based on 

the Government’s previous plan for a mandatory requirement of 20% starter 

homes on residential developments of 10 or more homes. 

 

These comments are noted and will be considered further as the plan 

progresses.  The preliminary view is that any adjustments to the affordable 

housing policy would be more appropriately dealt with via a Local Plan review.  

This is particularly in light of the ongoing uncertainty in relation to the definition 

of affordable housing following the recent Housing White Paper consultation.  

The view that an updated SPD could still be produced in the interim (in line with 

existing Local Plan Part 1 policy) should the position become clearer is noted. 

Changing context / definition 

A number of representations cited the Housing White paper and its proposals 

to deliver starter homes as part of a mixed package of affordable housing 

alongside other affordable home ownership and rented tenures, with 

appropriate level of ownership being determined by the Council in agreement 

with developers.  

Comments were received setting out the benefits of affordable rent (‘rent to 

buy’ model) and advised that revised policy should include a wider definition of 

affordable housing which should include rent to buy.  

The need for an updated evidence base was mentioned by a number of 

respondents, to take account of the ongoing changes and to understand local 

needs. 

 

 

These comments are noted and will be considered further as the plan 

progresses.  

 The preliminary view is that any adjustments to the affordable housing policy 

would be more appropriately dealt with via a Local Plan review.  This is 

particularly in light of the ongoing uncertainty in relation to the definition of 

affordable housing following the recent Housing White Paper consultation.  The 

view that an updated SPD could still be produced in the interim (in line with 

existing Local Plan Part 1 policy) should the position become clearer is noted. 
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Other comments 

One respondent felt that a higher proportion of affordable housing should be 

required from developments, another felt that there should be an older age 

limit (45) for starter homes.  One commented that self build plots should be 

provided for young people which could lead to ‘a community and not a soulless 

estate’, and that such homes should be of good size with good insulation and 

low running costs. 

 

Comments are noted: much depends upon the stance of Government which 

currently is awaiting clarification (at the time of writing). .  The preliminary view 

is that any adjustments to the affordable housing policy would be more 

appropriately dealt with via a Local Plan review.  This is particularly in light of the 

ongoing uncertainty in relation to the definition of affordable housing following 

the recent Housing White Paper consultation.  The view that an updated SPD 

could still be produced in the interim (in line with existing Local Plan Part 1 

policy) should the position become clearer is noted. 

 

Issues relation to self build are noted and will be considered further. 

 

Chapter 5 Housing Choice  issue GTTS1 / Options GTTS1a and GTTS1b 

This section set out the need to find sites for the District’s Gypsy, Traveller and travelling Showpeople needs. Option GTTS1a suggested that sites could be 

allocated from  options put forward primarily in the ‘area of search’ (to the south of the district close to the A5 corridor, this area was defined by Local Plan Part 1). 

Option GTTS1b suggested that alternative sites could be sought beyond the area of search. 

Comments were varied although many related to particular sites which are 

covered in more detail in the site specific section.  

There was some support for the first option and a number of respondents felt 

that the area of search should be widened  with the current area of search 

being too restrictive. It was commented that lawful traveller sites should be 

allocated (and another commented that even if not currently lawful, sites 

should be considered for allocation) that  plots along the A5 might be more 

appropriate as transit sites and that  it may be appropriate to expect some 

provision to come from ‘windfall’ opportunities.  

Some expressed concern that communities must not be marginalised and 

should be inclusive. 

Comments are noted – the Area of Search was set by Local Plan Part 1 which had 

been found sound by a Planning Inspector however it is felt that the search 

needs to be widened across the district and this work will be undertaken.  

In terms of site detail this will be considered further as assessment work 

progresses. 

Chapter 5 Housing Choice Issue GTTS2 / Options GTTS2a and GTTS2b 

This section asked how Green Belt sites might contribute towards providing for Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople needs to accord with national policy 

(bearing in mind that the Area of Search lies within the Green Belt. Options GTTS2a suggests that any sites for allocation should be removed from the Green Belt 

purely for Gypsy and traveller purposes. Option GTTS2b suggested that sites should not be removed from the Green belt and asked for further justification for this. 

Two respondents commented on this: one supported option GTTS2b but did 

not offer further elaboration and one supported GTTS2a stating that the area 

of search would restrict options to the Green Belt, with reference in terms of 

procedure / Inspector’s approach  being made to the Solihull Gypsy and 

Traveller site Allocations document.   

Comments are noted and will be given further consideration (and see response 

to GTTS1 above).  It is likely that option GTTS2a will be taken forward where this 

necessary.  
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Chapter 5: Housing Choice Issue GTTS3 / Options GTTS3 and GTTS3b 

This asked whether or not there should be site specific standards to help guide the development of new / extended Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople 

sites. Options GTTS3a suggested that existing policies in Local plan Part 1 plus the guidance in the Design SPD might be sufficient. Option GTTS3b suggested that 

site specific standards could be developed where necessary and asked for examples.  

Comments were made that in some instances specific standards might be 

helpful and therefore policy should be flexible. Smaller sites are preferable. and 

should in any case not extend to more than 15 pitches. Location is important 

including proximity to transport and local services. The environment should be 

safe.  Air quality should be considered for those sites close to the A5. 

Staffordshire Police provided links to good practice and recommended that 

sites should be a maximum of 10 pitches.  

Noted – comments will be considered as the plan progresses. 

Chapter 5: Housing issues overall 

A number of more generalised comments were made in terms of housing overall: these are summarised as follows. 

Scale / Location of development proposals 

Objections were raised in terms of the potential for development in a variety of 

areas around the District including (in particular)  Slitting Mill / Rugeley, 

Cannock Wood / Prospect Village, Heath Hayes, Norton Canes. There was 

particular concern over loss of Green Belt and impacts on the AONB, impacts 

on wildlife, impacts on established communities,  flooding, impact on the 

Heritage Trail, loss of agricultural land for food production,  pressure on 

infrastructure (including schools, health, levels of traffic) and several 

commented that brownfield sites should be maximised including the site of 

Rugeley Power Station. 

Comments noted – these issues will be taken into consideration as site 

assessment work is undertaken.  Updates to the Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

(IDP); refinement of the site assessment matrix; updates to specific evidence 

base documents (or accessing existing additional information), including the 

SHLAA will all help to address the issues raised.   

Detailed matters 

A range of comments were made in terms of the detailed delivery of 

developments including adequate parking and open space,  better and more 

varied / innovative design of houses,  the need to consider compulsory 

purchase for non Green Belt / non AONB land,  the need to develop a 

Brownfield First policy, look at ways of bringing brownfield sites forward faster 

(including penalties for not delivering quickly and options for incentivising 

delivery), review all sites with permission which have not been developed, full 

review of all council owned sites, review the SHMA, add in new windfall sites.  

Unused properties should be put back into use. Density requirements should 

be established to maximise the use of land and on green field sites densities 

should be set. The Council should be proactive in site assembly and installing 

Comments noted – in terms of site specific matters  these issues will be taken 

into consideration as site assessment work is undertaken.  In some cases issues 

may be more appropriately addressed through the review of via SPD or through 

other approaches by the Council or its partners – there are some interesting 

ideas and opportunities here which will need to be given further consideration, 

especially in the light of brownfield land (and the forthcoming Brownfield Land 

register) and approaches to self build / custom build. 
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infrastructure then selling plots on to self builders – the self build register 

should be actively promoted. More use should be made of small sites. New 

sites have been put forward and should be assessed. 

Evidence 

Historic England commented that assessment needed where there may be an 

impact to heritage assets / setting 

Natural England advised that  transport-related aerial emissions and their 

impacts of European Designated sites needs consideration (in-combination 

effects).  ‘Best and most versatile land’ – need to analyse the relative 

proportions of grade 3a and 3b land. 

Staffordshire County Council – Mineral Safeguarding area should be accounted 

for when allocating. Impacts on waste management facilities should be 

considered. Biodiversity impacts need more consideration also raised by 

others). Impact on AONB needs more analysis. Impact on education needs 

assessing.  

 

Transport for West Midlands (WMCA) – need to consider employment patterns 

and residents’ tendencies to access jobs in the West Midlands Metropolitan 

Area. 

Sport England – evidence base needs updating 

Noted – where applicable discussions are underway in terms of understanding 

the requirements and role of the evidence base, ensuring that it its robust and 

proportionate to the role of Local Plan Part 2. 

Updates to the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP); refinement of the site 

assessment matrix; updates to specific evidence base documents (or accessing 

existing additional information), including the SHLAA will all help to address the 

issues raised.   

Chapter 6: Employment – Issue E1 / option E1a 

This section asked which sites should be considered for allocation for employment developments to meet current requirements. Option E1a suggested the 

assessment of all ‘available’ sites in the Councils’ ELAA (Employment Land Availability Assessment - database of employment sites including those being promoted 

for possible inclusion) 

Comments received related to support for the Towers Business Park and part 

of the former Power Station.  If housing is permitted on employment land 

(Rugeley / Brereton) then there should be help to relocate displaced businesses 

within the District. Compulsory Purchase should be considered to avoid having 

to use Green Belt sites. One representor commented that the site they were 

promoting in the Green Belt could help meet current requirements. Another 

commented that the evidence base should be updated to take account of the 

latest Experian forecasts. The same respondent supported the potential 

removal of Mill Green from the employment land supply. 

Noted – comments will be considered as the plan progresses. In terms of 

evidence see comments above. An updated Employment Land Availability 

Assessment (ELAA- anticipated September) will provide an up to date evidence 

base on sites available for employment development.  As recognised in the 

Issues and Options consultation, subject to a shortfall in supply remaining there 

may still be a need to consider Green Belt land options, although it may be 

appropriate to consider the use of Green Belt sites for employment in tandem 

with housing via a Local Plan review.  However, this will also be kept under 

consideration in light of emerging evidence base and assessment work.    
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Chapter 6: Employment Issue E2 / Options E2a, E2b and E2c 

This section asked how the shortfall in meeting current development needs should be addressed and a supply of high quality employment land be ensured. Option 

E2a suggested the potential for urban sites should be assessed and rely on windfall sites in the short term – no Green Belt release. Option E2b suggested that the 

potential for urban sites could be assessed first then consider the potential for the release of Green belt sites should urban sites not yield sufficient provision and 

in areas where little high quality employment land remains – focusing on site options around Kingswood lakeside. Option E2c suggested assessing urban sites and 

providing additional high quality land in the first instance, then considering releasing Green belt site release where the shortfall cannot be addressed by alternative 

means including options outside Kingswood lakeside. 

Some respondents commented that green belt release should be avoided and 

one commented that Compulsory Purchase should be considered to enable 

urban sites to come forward. Others promoting sites felt that E2b and c were 

more appropriate options. It was also commented that the shortfall of 3ha was 

too small and information was submitted which suggested this should be 13ha. 

Others commented that the employment evidence base needs updating.  It 

was also commented that the shortfall could be accommodated by other areas 

beyond the district within the functional economic market area.  

Comments noted and will be considered as the plan progresses.  

Local Plan Part 2 is focused upon delivering Part 1 so it is felt at this point that a 

refresh of the evidence base for employment is a strategic matter which would 

be more appropriate to inform a Local Plan Review.  

An updated Employment Land Availability Assessment (ELAA- anticipated 

September) will provide an up to date evidence base on sites available for 

employment development.  As recognised in the Issues and Options 

consultation, subject to a shortfall in supply remaining there may still be a need 

to consider Green Belt land options, although it may be appropriate to consider 

the use of Green Belt sites for employment in tandem with housing via a Local 

Plan review.  However, this will also be kept under consideration in light of 

emerging evidence base and assessment  work.     

Chapter 6: Employment – Issue E3 / Option E3a 

This asked if the Council should seek to protect existing key employment areas.  Option 3a suggested that Kingswood lakeside and Towers Business park should be 

assessed for potential allocation as high quality strategic employment sites (as defined by Local Plan part 1 Policy CP8) 

One respondent objected on the basis  that lower quality employment areas 

make an important contribution to employment land supply and should be 

safeguarded. Another commented that key employment areas in all parts of 

the district should be protected. Another commented that para 22 of the NPPF 

should be taken into account so that other uses should not be precluded and 

that sites should not be designated in perpetuity. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

These comments will be considered further as the plan progresses.  The 

preliminary view is that Option E3a remains appropriate in the context of Local 

Plan Part 1 policies and national planning policy.  
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Chapter 6: Employment – Issue E4 Options E4a / E4b 

This section asked if site specific standards should be employed to help guide the development of allocated sites. Option E4a suggested that existing policies and 

Design SPD guidance might be sufficient. Option E4b suggested that site specific standards or requirements might be appropriate and asked for policy wording. 

It was commented that employers investing in the district should have a 

strategy in place for the recruitment of local people (employment and skills 

plans).  

Depending on the nature of the use proposed, lorry parking with associated 

facilities may be required if there are no appropriate  facilities nearby. 

These comments will be considered further as the plan progresses. In general, 

the preliminary view is that most sites will not require site specific policies and 

that these policies will only be developed where absolutely necessary e.g. in 

relation to large or complex sites.  As an alternative to site specific policies, the 

Local Plan Part 2 could still highlight key issues to be addressed on sites where 

necessary for instance in an Appendix to the main document.     

Chapter 6: Employment -  Issue E5 - Employment  Options E5a and E5b 

This asked to what extent  should the district cater for longer term employment needs and how should these be met. Option E5a suggested safeguarding land from 

the Green Belt for up to 5% of the requirement (i.e. about 4.4ha) with the focus being on options at Kingswood Lakeside as per Local plan part 1. Option E5b 

suggested similar but to include other sites beyond Kingswood Lakeside. 

Responses varied. One respondent commented that no Green Belt should be 

necessary as the 5% could be met through Kingswood Lakeside and Towers 

Business park / Rugeley Power Station, anther supported E5a but felt that 

Rugeley Power station could avert any need to require Green belt land. Others 

supported E5b, offering up a variety of Green Belt options for consideration. 

 

These comments will be considered further as the plan progresses.   

Chapter 6: Employment - Issue E6 - Employment  Options E6a and E6b 

This section asked whether there should be any further policy provisions made for existing employment sites within the Green Belt. Option E6a suggested that no 

further provision was necessary and Local Plan Part 1 / Design SPD guidance should be sufficient and addressing Watling Street Business park proposals via the site 

assessment process (the site being promoted by the owners for an extension). Option E6b suggested developing further policy provisions for existing employment 

sites in the Green Belt.  

One respondent supported E6a. Those promoting Watling St Business Park 

supported E6a feeling current provision sufficient for the existing development 

but that further expansion (should this be allocated ) could be supported by 

further policy to encourage it to come forward in a flexible manner minimising 

visual /  landscape impacts and matching design principles of the existing park. 

Another respondent supported E6b suggesting policy wording ‘potential 

employment sites that are designated Green Belt but no longer fulfil and Green 

belt function due to their situation and surrounding land uses should be 

brought forward for future employment land supply’.  

These comments are noted and will be considered further as the plan progresses 

and assessment work is undertaken.   

 An updated Employment Land Availability Assessment (ELAA- anticipated 

September) will provide an up to date evidence base on sites available for 

employment development.  As recognised in the Issues and Options 

consultation, subject to a shortfall in supply remaining there may still be a need 

to consider Green Belt land options, although it may be appropriate to consider 

the use of Green Belt sites for employment in tandem with housing via a Local 

Plan review.  However, this will also be kept under consideration in light of 

emerging evidence base and assessment work.     
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Chapter 6: Employment Issue BE1 / Options BE1a 

This chapter linked to Policy CP9 (Balanced Economy) of Local plan part 1 and asked how the Council could support different sectors of the local economy further. 

Option BE1a suggested that submitted sites could be assessed for a range of proposals (recreation / leisure / tourism) 

Tourism was a key issue raised in responses , relating to the need to safeguard 

the route for a restored Hatherton canal and to ensure clear cross boundary 

linkages.  

These comments will be considered further as the plan progresses.  The 

proposed approach to the Hatherton Branch canal will be refined – the Council 

will seek to identify a safeguarded route on the Policies Map with accompanying 

policy. 

Chapter 6: Employment issues overall 

A number of more general comments were made in terms of employment 

issues. Coalescence of communities should be avoided (concern over Green 

Belt allocations). Proximity to other uses to prevent conflict should be 

considered, there should be good connections to residential development (e.g. 

walking and cycling routes), high skill / pay jobs should be encouraged, 

renewable energy sector should be promoted (especially opportunities at 

Rugeley), there may be more opportunities at Rugeley including the power 

station and more could be done to consider the needs of Rugeley through this 

plan (improving footfall, shopping, recreation, heritage and links to the 

environment). Out of town retail should not be considered.   The impact on 

heritage / setting should be assessed. Links to the West Midlands conurbation 

(especially logistics and supply chains) should be considered when allocating 

sites. 

These comments will be considered further as the plan progresses and 

assessment work is undertaken 

 

Updates to the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP); refinement of the site 

assessment matrix; updates to specific evidence base documents (or accessing 

existing additional information), including the ELAA will all help to address the 

issues raised.   

Chapter 7: Rugeley Power Station Issue RPS1 

This section was concerned with the site of the recently closed Rugeley power station which straddles the boundary between Cannock Chase and Lichfield Districts, 

that it was being promoted by the owners for residential-led mixed use development  and  that Cannock Chase Council was working together with Lichfield District 

Council and other partners to secure an appropriate future for the site. 

Policy and timescale 

Engie / Mitsui and Co (site owners) commented that the site would be 

consistent with the strategy, supported joint working and that the quantum of 

development would most likely be over and above that contained in Local Plan 

Part 1 unless other allocations did not come forward.  However Local Plan Part 

2 should contain a permissive policy (over and above that contained in Policy 

CP6 of Local Plan Part 1 which allows for the positive consideration of windfall 

sites not previously identified) to support the redevelopment of this brownfield 

site. Precise development numbers cannot be firmly identified at this point but 

could contribute to the GBHMA shortfall. Policy should be clear on the types of 

Comments are noted and will be taken into account as assessment work 

progresses. The ongoing joint work on the Rugeley Power Station SPD will 

provide further context for this matter. The SPD is being consulted on between 

24
th

 July to 4
th

 September 2017. 
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uses that would be acceptable including, for example, shopping policies to 

enable the provision of a local centre to support development (and so as not to 

conflict with the retail thresholds being proposed).  Full  redevelopment likely 

to stretch into the next plan period. 

Respondents for other parts of the development industry commented that 

development should not be included within the current plan period and that 

considerable work would be needed in terms of ground investigation and 

remediation work especially on that part of the site within Cannock Chase 

District. 

Joint working 

Lichfield District Council emphasised the importance of the Duty to Co-operate, 

that its own allocations plan identifies a minimum of 800 homes to be 

delivered by 2029 and that weight should be attached to the emerging Rugeley 

Power Station SPD. 

 

 

Comments noted 

Principles 

One respondent commented that the proposals were acceptable and could 

provide good local opportunities including  a village style location, micro power 

generation, local facilities and open spaces and a rail link. Another commented 

that the search for industrial use should be national / international, a time limit 

could be placed on this so if there was no interest it could be used for housing. 

Another felt that it could offer higher quality employment than warehousing.  

Comments noted 

These issues will be explored in the Rugeley Power Station SPD consultation (see 

above).   

Sports facilities 

Sport England commented that Local plan Part 2 should recognise and identify 

solutions to both the need to protect or re-provide sports facilities within the 

site and the Sports Strategy should be refreshed. 

Noted and work ongoing 

Chapter 7: Rugeley Power Station Issue RPS2 

This section suggested that the existing rail freight facility should be protected until more detail is known about the proposals for the site 

There was support for this principle (including from the site owners, Network 

Rail and transport for West Midlands) as this gave more flexibility for 

development options until more is known. Two respondents commented that 

development should not be permitted where it would prevent rail freight 

usage. 

 

Noted.  These issues will be explored in the Rugeley Power Station SPD 

consultation (see above).   
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Chapter 8: Town Centres – Issue TC1 Option TC1a, TC1b 

This section looked at the issue of Main Town centre uses lying outside of town centre boundaries and whether or not local thresholds should be set for requiring 

an Impact Test. Option TC1a suggested that no thresholds be set, deferring instead to the national threshold of 2,500 sq. m for requiring an Impact test. Option 

TC1b suggested a tiered system of thresholds proportionate to the type / size of centre. 

Threshold 

Few comments were made: Walsall MBC supported the thresholds at TC1b 

subject to evidence and welcomed the inclusion of class B1(a) in town centre 

uses but noted Appendix 1 contained several out of centre sites where B1 (a) 

uses have planning permission or where such is considered to be appropriate.  

Noted.  In relation to B1(a) uses the approach to specific sites is to be applied in 

line with Policy CP8 and CP11 of Local Plan Part 1.   

Other town centre issues 

The Theatres Trust wished to see further policy wording to support new 

cultural and community facilities in town centres or major developments to 

support cultural activity including the temporary use of vacant buildings / sites.  

Others commented that district town centres are impressive and should be 

protected, that Rugeley Town Centre should be opened up for disabled 

parking. 

Noted and will be considered as work on the plan progresses 

Mill Green 

Walsall MBC commented that Mill Green should be specifically allocated and 

policies introduced to control the future development of the site. 

Noted and will be considered as work on the plan progresses and in conjunction 

the Cannock Town Centre Area Action Plan. 

Chapter 9: Green Space – Issue GS1 / Option GS1a 

This section asked whether Local Plan part 2 should revise the Green Space Network and if so what sites should be considered. Option GS1a suggested site options 

as per the schedule be assessed and that land at Rawnsley Road / Rugeley Road should be assessed both for Local Green Space designation and as Green Space 

Network (can only be one or the other). 

Rawnsley Road / Rugeley Road site 

There was one objection to the inclusion of the Rawnsley Road / Rugeley Road 

site as potential Local Green Space citing lack of evidence to demonstrate that 

national criteria have been met. There was support from other respondents 

citing the importance of this site as green space in the local community.  

Noted and will be considered as work on the plan progresses and assessment 

work is undertaken 

New site suggestions 

A number of other options were also put forward for consideration as either 

Greenspace Network or local Green Space including land at Pye Green Valley 

and sites in Brereton and Ravenhill and Norton Canes as well as the request to 

include small greens in communities. Others commented more generally about 

the benefits of green space to the community. 

 

Noted and will be considered as work on the plan progresses and assessment 

work is undertaken 
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Site removal 

One respondent requested an area of green space network be removed to 

correct an anomaly. 

Noted and will be considered as work on the plan progresses  

Assessment  process / evidence issues 

Natural England welcomed the identification of local Green Space but 

questioned how the sites in question had been identified and what the 

relationship was with any relevant components of  Local Plan Part 1 Policy CP12 

e.g. Biodiversity Action Plan or Local Biodiversity Opportunity Mapping. Would 

need further discussion.  

 

Sport England commented that a further review of green space provision is 

needed including consideration of Cannock Stadium for sports use and that this 

should be looked at in conjunction with a fresh sport and playing pitch strategy. 

Noted : discussions ongoing in relation to assessment and the evidence base. 

Chapter 9: Green Space – Issue GS2 / Options GS2a and GS2b 

This section asked how the site options for Green Space Network and Local Green Space should be assessed. Option GS2a suggested the use of proposed 

assessment matrices, option GS2b asked for any alternative assessment approach to be put forward. 

Natural England commented that the matrix seemed satisfactory although 

could be improved as per the response to GS1a. 

Staffordshire County Council commented that the assessment matrix in 

Appendix 3 should include a criterion to allow the assessment of the role of a 

local green space in the ecological network to accord with the NPPF – should 

be considered at the site level. 

Noted : discussions ongoing in relation to assessment and the evidence base.  

Green Space assessment matrix to be reconsidered as suggested. 

 

Chapter 10: Historic Environment – Issue HE1 / Options HE1a / HE1b and HE1c 

This section asked how the historic environment could act as a catalyst to encourage the positive regeneration of the district. Option HE1a placed focus upon town 

centres; HE1b added to this by including canals and collieries and HE1c also included mineral lines. 

There was support for all options subject to appropriate use and detail 

especially in relation to b and c. Any proposals relating to the extension Canal 

and towpath must take account of the Canal SAC and SSSI. More potential 

could be made of the restored route of the Hatherton canal. Potential is 

offered by the Historic England Heritage Action Zone initiative. There could be 

improved linkages between the canal and cycle network. Support for the 

proposals for Rugeley Town Centre and for consideration of Conservation Area 

status for Grove Colliery. Improvements  to the role of the  heritage trail 

supported and creation of a Local List supported. Neighbourhood plans can 

play a role. 

Noted – these issues will be considered further as the plan progresses.  The 

proposed approach to the Hatherton Branch canal will be refined – the Council 

will seek to identify a safeguarded route on the Policies Map with accompanying 

policy. 
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Chapter 10: Historic Environment – Issue HE2 Options HE2a and HE2b 

This section asked whether sustainable management of change in the historic environment, including the historic landscape should be further promoted and 

encouraged in Local Plan Part 2. Option HE2a suggested current policy could be sufficient, Option HE2b suggested historic environment guidelines could be 

introduced for managing change at appropriate allocated sites. 

The creation of a Local List (referenced in HE2a) was supported. Historic 

England advised that it was for the Council to consider whether current policy 

was adequate – but supported policy for change management and specific 

guidelines where applicable. 

 

Noted. A Local list is a commitment of local plan part 1 

Chapter 10: Historic Environment – Issue HE2 Options HE3a and HE3b 

This section asked whether the wider role for the interpretation of the historic environment should be maximised, and how. Option HE3a suggested no further 

elaboration of existing policy with interpretation pursued on an ad hoc basis. Option HE3b suggested that interpretation could be a requirement at relevant key 

historic areas. 

There was broad support for developing a strategic approach to interpretation 

including preparation of a district wide interpretation strategy as a suggestion.  

Some commented on areas of specific historic significance including the need 

to take account of the Trent and Mersey Canal Conservation are in any nearby 

allocation, and the importance of the history of Cannock Park. 

Noted – these issues will be considered further as the plan progresses 

Chapter 10: Historic Environment general comments 

A number of more generalised comments were also received to this section. 

Historic England welcomed the focus of this chapter and requested further 

dialogue on the approach to assessing allocation sites.  

Staffordshire County Council commented that in terms of the Historic 

Environment Character Assessment (HECA), the zones investigated in the 

addendum to the evidence were low to moderate scoring and historic 

environment concerns could be dealt with via the planning process.  

Noted – discussions ongoing with Historic England 

Site specific comments / maps 

Site specific comments were numerous and varied. As might be expected those 

options being proposed in terms of Green Belt sites and those sites within the 

AONB attracted high levels of objection.  All of the comments will be taken into 

account as the site assessment work progresses. A detailed summary of all of 

the representations received can be seen at 

www.cannockchasedc.gov.uk/planningpolicy 

 

Noted – these issues will be considered further as the plan progresses 

An updated Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA- anticipated 

September 2017) will provide an up to date evidence base on sites available for 

residential development.  Subject to this and other evidence  demonstrating 

sufficient supply on sites outside of the Green Belt (as envisaged in the Issues 

and Options consultation) and in view of comments received in relation to 

safeguarding and the Greater Birmingham Housing Market shortfall, the 

preliminary view is that Green Belt review of land for housing may be more 
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appropriate to consider via an immediate Local Plan review, following the 

adoption of Local Plan Part 2.  However, this position will be kept under 

consideration in light of emerging evidence base and assessment work.  An 

updated Employment Land Availability Assessment (ELAA- anticipated 

September) will provide an up to date evidence base on sites available for 

employment development.  As recognised in the Issues and Options 

consultation, subject to a shortfall in supply remaining there may still be a need 

to consider Green Belt land options, although it may be appropriate to consider 

the use of Green Belt sites for employment in tandem with housing via a Local 

Plan review.  However, this will also be kept under consideration in light of 

emerging evidence base  and assessment work.     

Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) 

Various comments were made in relation to updates needing to be made. 

These included: the need to address potholes / road maintenance; updating 

the position on the flood scheme in Rugeley; a range of matters which have 

now been delivered so the plan needs updating; the need for improved 

broadband provision; not realistic to expect a Staffordshire university presence 

in the district; provision of an enterprise centre is unlikely but there is now a 

different approach (skills academy / training plans linked to large sites); sports 

evidence needs updating; need for electric charging points; better cycling and 

walking provision and linkages; school expansion needs; impact of the Strategic 

Road network; health provision; updated information on the Hatherton canal; 

pre application advice should include impact on railways; more allotments; 

more tree planting; more partnership working on transport looking to the 

wider West Midlands. For a more detailed summary see 

www.cannockchasedc.gov.uk/planningpolicy 

 

Discussions are ongoing with infrastructure providers to ensure the IDP reflects 

the latest position 

Sustainability Appraisal / Habitats Regulations Scoping Report 

A range of comments were received regarding the Sustainability Appraisal from 

matters of process and technical detail, further information for clarification, 

queries and comments over scoring  and methodology. For a more detailed 

summary see www.cannockchasedc.gov.uk/planningpolicy 

 

 

 

The response to the issues raised can be found on the more detailed summary 

on the website 
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Green Belt Study 

Whilst the evidence base itself did not form part of the package of consultation 

documents, the Green Belt review did attract some specific comment 

submitted as a separate issue rather than being submitted as part of the 

comments relating to the green Belt options. Comments specifically related to 

the scoring of particular sites and parcels. 

Noted – these issues will be considered as part of the assessment process. 

The methodology for the Green Belt review was consulted on in 2015 and has 

been designed to be as precise and consistent as possible , using a particular 

approach utilised by the consultants who undertook the work. There are no 

proposals to change the methodology nor adjust the review itself which stands 

as a piece of evidence to be looked at in conjunction with other evidence before 

coming to a judgement. 

It is noted that other information may need to come into play including more 

detailed factors (eg topography, landscape, parcel size)  and comments made 

will be taken into account accordingly as the appraisal process moves forward. It 

is also noted that other assessments may use different methodologies: this is not 

an exact science but it is felt that the approach employed by the Council is robust 

and consistent. 
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APPENDIX B 
 

Cannock Town Centre Area Action Plan Issues and Options Consultation 
 

Feedback Summary 
 

Cannock Town Centre Area Action Plan along with the Sustainability Appraisal were consulted on between 30th  January and  27th 

March 2017. 

The consultation was extensively publicised on the Council’s website, via the press and social media, and via direct correspondence 

(email / letter) to those on the Planning Policy team’s consultation database. A number of drop in events were held around the district, 

and officers also  attended a range of Parish Council and other local group  meetings to talk through the plan and discuss issues.  

This is a report which sets out the key themes contained in those representations and issues which the Council will need to consider 

and address moving forward.  

For ease of reference it is set out in tabular format, setting out the issue being consulted on and a brief explanation of this, the 

responses made and officer comments in terms of how the matter will be addressed. Only those sections of the plan which attracted 

comment are included in this summary. 

A more detailed summary of the representations can be seen at www.cannockchasedc.gov.uk/planningpolicy  
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Overall comments 

These comments were of a more general nature relating to the plan overall rather than being attributable to a particular section. 

Issue Response 

Scope 

There was overall support for the production of the AAP. The need for 

flexibility was commented on by one respondent however, and it was 

commented that the plan does not seem to go far enough, being too 

restrictive and the role of out of town provision should also be acknowledged. 

The AAP should be more flexible. 

 

The AAP is being produced within the context set by Local Plan Part 1 and is being 

produced to encourage investment in the town centre  which is flexible and 

responsive to market conditions (supported by a prospectus) without undermining 

the economic  regeneration of other parts of the district and beyond.  

Evidence 

It was commented that there should be a simple biodiversity plan for the AAP 

area – the plan only touches on trees and green spaces but makes no 

reference to wildlife, biodiversity, nature or ecology. 

Noted – this will be considered further and in the context of other work which is 

ongoing in relation to Local Plan Part 2 

Best practice 

Examples of best practice in terms of reducing / designing out crime and the 

need to consider issues concerning crowded places are highlighted and 

should be utilised moving forward. 

These issues are noted and will be considered further as the AAP is refined. 

Chapter 2: Background 

This chapter set out the context for the AAP including the policy context set by the adopted Local Plan Part 1 (which included an AAP for Rugeley), the evidence 

base, the history of the town centre (including conservation and heritage), and the changing role of town centres and their need to adapt. 

Heritage 

The historic context was welcomed.  

Noted – a Local List is due to be prepared as per Local Plan Part 1 CP15. 

Comparison Goods Capacity and Mill Green Designer Outlet Village 

(MGDOV) 

One respondent commented that town centres can be improved by new 

retail demand outside town centre boundaries and therefore c(MGDOV)  

largely fulfilled the need to deliver 35,000 sq. m comparison goods floor 

space as set out in Local Plan Part 1 policy CP11. However another 

respondent held the opposite view and supported the statement.  

Comments are noted: the AAP is being produced in the context of Local Plan Part 1 

and the consent for the MGDOV. 

Retail rents 

It was commented that it is important to provide attractive retail space at 

affordable rents and other property occupancy costs which would attract 

entrepreneurs, owner managed business and good traders. 

 

 

Noted: rates and rents are beyond the scope of the planning system however the 

AAP seeks to deliver attractive retail / leisure space to meet modern needs and 

within the context of local Plan Part 1. 
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Chapter 3: Town Centre Profile 

This chapter set out the geographical context (including retail), population profile, an overview of the town centre, reviews of its character and environment, 

heritage and conservation and provided a summary of the town’s strengths and opportunities. 

Cannock Park 

It was commented that Cannock Park should be more specifically referenced 

due to its historic and current significance 

While the park lies beyond the AAP boundaries references and linkages could be 

strengthened, this will be looked at further. 

Retail context not positive enough 

It was felt by one respondent that the AAP did not fully recognise  the 

positive  context of the NPPF. The AAP should also consider a Wider Context 

Plan given the proximity of other competing centres in the area. The level of 

growth could be higher than assumed.  

The AAP is being prepared to positively respond to the challenges faced by 

Cannock in line with the NPPF, and in a sustainable manner so as to complement 

and not undermine other areas: the context for this has been established by the 

adopted Local Plan Part 1. However further detail will be provided in the next 

iteration of the plan.  

Links with MGDOV 

The need to encourage support and strengthen links (transport, including 

walking and cycling)  between the town centre, the station and MGDOV was 

referenced by a number of respondents to ensure that MGDOV supports and 

complements the town centre and does not undermine it.  

Noted and will be considered further within the scope of the AAP and the work 

underway in relation to the planning permission for MGDOV. 

Transport 

Comments were received in terms of the aspiration to improve the station 

and provide a well connected hub. More work could be undertaken to 

encourage modal shift. Car parking provision could be improved. 

Noted and will be explored further. A car parking strategy for the AAP has been 

commissioned. 

Heritage 

The historic connections and references to policies are welcomed. The 

provision of a Local List is supported.  

Noted – this will be explored further to strengthen the heritage aspects of the 

plan.  

Chapter 4: Vision and Objectives 

This section contained a proposed Vision for the town centre along with ten suggested objectives, asking people for their views and which their highest priorities 

were.  

Vision 

There was broad support for the Vision; references were welcomed to the 

inclusion of MGDOV, to cultural industries, to heritage. One respondent 

commented that it could be strengthened by being written in the present 

tense in the context of a 3-5 year view (i.e. to 2022) as well as to 2028, that 

there should be specific performance indicators and that change will need to 

be quickly accelerated to respond to recent events (eg MGDOV, Brexit etc.). 

Noted – for further consideration. Monitoring is vital 
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Objectives 

The objectives were supported, with priorities varying  between those who 

made comment with references made to prioritising: An Accessible Centre, A 

Sustainable Centre, A Digital Centre, the right mix of uses, encouraging 

growth (Business rate retention was specifically cited). Others commented 

that issues they would like addressing relate to block paving, lower rents, 

fewer charity shops, car parking and the run down market hall / car park as 

being priorities.  

One respondent felt there should be another objective focused on 

encouraging and supporting robust local leadership and management 

vehicles  to deliver the vision. 

The variety of the comments is noted and these will be considered further as the 

plan is progressed. Some issues (eg rents and nature of retail occupants) are 

beyond the scope of the planning system however. 

Chapter 5: Policies and Priorities 

This section considered the scope of the AAP and what it should focus on. This included suggestions for dividing the town into six ‘sub areas’ with their own 

characteristics, potential policies for land use including opportunity sites, suggested  a range of supporting actions such as environmental enhancements and put 

forward some proposed urban design principles. 

General comments 

A range of comments and suggestions were made including references to 

‘21
st

 Century parking’,  adding Cannock railway station as a community use / 

asset, adding retail adjacent to the Ringway, better traffic control including 

the management of HGVs, better maintenance (eg block paving), demolish 

the market hall and open up with new shops and restaurants to open up the 

town centre, improved linkages between MGDOV and the town centre.  

These  are noted and will be considered further as the plan progresses.  

Further evidence 

The need for further action in terms of transport evidence was cited including 

capacity, safety, severance, need for improvement etc. which should be 

established prior to the identification of particular schemes.  In terms of the 

links (walking, cycling, public  transport) between the town and MGDOV, it 

was commented that these would be improved as part of the planning 

permission and will be included with an updated Integrated Transport 

Strategy for the District.  

It was advised that in terms of sustainable movement around the town centre 

an audit would be helpful to identify constraints for all users including those 

with impaired mobility.  

The need to assess opportunity sites for impact on the historic environment 

(and possibly to devise specific policy), will need to be considered. 

These issues will be considered and discussed with relevant parties. 
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Supporting information / actions 

A number of comments were made in terms of the possible actions beyond 

the scope of the AAP but which could support its development and 

implementation. These were welcomed: it was commented that these should 

be sympathetic to the historic environment, that there should be promotion 

of the town centre and MGDOV, that an investment vehicle should be 

established. 

Noted 

Chapter 6: Options for Change 

This section set out the options for change under three different themes: Movement and Linkages; Place making and Areas of Change, suggesting a low, medium 

and high level of intervention for each with the high intervention option being ‘preferred’ (but clearly being the most aspirational). Comment was invited. 

General comments 

In general, it was commented that there are a number of development 

strategies in this section but they do overlap and should therefore be 

integrated to take account of (for example) issues such as the historic 

environment. 

Noted – this is for ease of reference but the strategy will ensure these issues are 

integrated. 

Movement and Linkages 

Generally this theme was supported and many commented that the links 

were right and suggested particular priority areas (eg gateways). It was felt 

that more could be made regarding the linkages with MGDOV and the 

station.  

Reference to ‘Active Design’ guidance was made and should be used in any 

master planning process. 

It was commented that the sport and playing field evidence is out of date. 

Detailed comments are noted and will be considered further. The station and 

MGDOV are outside the AAP boundary but comments are noted and will be 

considered further in terms of how the AAP can support and link to the areas 

beyond. 

Place making 

Some technical references to the question numbering were made. There was 

broad support in principle, however it was commented that further detailed 

evidence would be needed in terms of transportation issues including funding 

and deliverability. 

Issues over transport and the evidence base will be discussed further with relevant 

parties. 

Areas of Change 

Generally, comments relating to areas of change were supportive of the high 

intervention option but subject to comments about evidence and funding / 

deliverability as set out above. Some specific comments were made however 

including: Cannock is too small to support two cinemas; the library should 

remain in the town centre close to amenities; improvements around Church 

Street and the theatre would be welcomed – improving the frontage and 

Comments are noted and will be considered in detail as the plan progresses. In 

terms of funding it will not be possible to identify every source at present  as the 

AAP and associated documents will be utilised in relation to funding bids in the 

future. 
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opening up the area would increase footfall; care should be taken when 

locating town centre residential developments to avoid conflict with leisure 

and cultural uses (noise, movement etc.); would need to be parking permits 

for residents of the town centre. 

Sustainability Appraisal 

Comments were received from the Environment Agency, Historic England and 

Natural England. The SA was broadly welcomed and supported. Historic 

England  commented on the importance of setting / appraisal and ensuring  

that findings are included in policy 

Noted. The historic context will be given further consideration to ensure it is 

proportionate (i.e. does not duplicate other policy) and provides locally relevant 

information where necessary. 
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Consultation Methods: Local Plan Part 2 and  
Cannock Town Centre Area Action Plan 

 
Issues and Options Consultation Methods 

 
Consultation timescale 

30
th

 January to 27
th

 March 2017 

 

Document availability: 

• Consultation documents produced: 

• Full Issues and Options documents and accompanying Sustainability Appraisals  

• Non Technical Summary for Local Plan part 2 

• Habitats Regulations Scoping Report for Local Plan Part 2 

• Frequently Asked Questions leaflet covering both plans – and separate FAQ explaining the 

Sustainability Appraisal. 

• Comments Sheets / how to respond 

 

All documents displayed online on the Council’s website (with link from the home page). Links provided 

to the supporting evidence base.  

 

Hard copies of the documents were available to view (and take away in terms of the comments sheets)  

at the Civic Centre, Rugeley Area Office and at the Public Libraries at Cannock, Rugeley, Hednesford, 

Brereton, Norton Canes and Heath Hayes. In terms of the Sustainability Appraisal and Habitats 

Regulations Scoping report these were available at the main office (Civic centre). 

 

Publicity 

Publicity for the consultation utilised the following methods: 

 

Direct correspondence: 

• Letter / email to everyone on the Planning Policy database – this includes statutory and non 

statutory consultees, a range of organisations and interest groups, residents and businesses 

who have asked to received notification (and through the process further names have been 

added and the request of the individual / group). 

• Further email to all Duty to Co-operate bodies inviting discussion and engagement 

• Further email to all Councillors 

• Further email / follow up calls to all Parish Councils requesting that they link to the consultation 

via their websites and offering to come to a meeting / event to discuss the plans further 

• Further email / calls to a range of organisations and local groups offering to come to local 

events or talk to communities 

 

Website: 

• Bespoke banner / link  from the home page of the Council’s website to the planning policy 

pages containing all the information. Correspondence contained a direct link to the relevant 

planning policy page. Over the consultation period the webpage had 4344 visits. 

 

Press: 

• An advertisement was placed in the Chronicle at the start of the consultation period. A press 

release was issued and articles were featured in the Chronicle, Express and Star and 

Staffordshire Newsletter. 
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Social Media: 

• An extensive social media campaign via Facebook and Twitter was run throughout the 

consultation period with a reach of over 90,000 people. 

 

Exhibitions 

A number of staffed drop in sessions were held in libraries around the district. Libraries were chosen as 

they are accessible, attract passing footfall and provide a safe and friendly environment. These drop in 

sessions included exhibition displays, maps and a range of documents which had been used in 

formulating the plan. Some documents (comments forms, FAQs and non technical summaries) were 

available to take away, and copies posted to individuals where requested. With the exception of the 

targeted event on the Area Action Plan (AAP), all events contained the same materials so people could 

choose which event best suited their needs. To ensure a range of choice, times were varied and where 

possible arranged to coincide with ‘busy’ periods such as market days for example to attract more 

passers by. 

 

Location Date Time Attendees 

Norton Canes Library Thursday 16
th

 February 3.30-6.30pm 60 (approx.) 

Hednesford Library Tuesday 21
st

 February 1.30-4.30pm 49 

Rugeley Library Thursday 23
rd

 February 10am-1pm 60 

Cannock Library Friday 24
th

 February 10am-1pm 28 

Heath Hayes Library Thursday 2
nd

 March 3.30-6.30pm 30 

Cannock Market Entrance, Littleton Square,  

Market Hall Street (AAP event with the 

consultants)  

Friday 3
rd

 March 10am – 1pm 32 

Brereton Library Friday 3
rd

 March 2017 2.30-5.30pm 31 

 

Unstaffed display boards and comments forms were also placed in the receptions at the Civic Centre, 

Rugeley Area Office and in the unit at the entrance to Cannock Market Hall. 

 

All exhibition materials were also displayed on the website for those who could not / did not wish to 

attend an event. 

 

Further events 

A facilitated event was held for stakeholders on the Cannock Town Centre AAP. 

 

Following the ‘chase up’ emails and phone calls officers gave presentations to the following: Rugeley 

Town Council and the Parish Councils of Norton Canes, Brereton and Ravenhill, Heath Hayes and 

Cannock Wood (the latter also being attended by around 130 local residents). A presentation was also 

given at a meeting of Hednesford in Partnership, and a further staffed exhibition was held at Rugeley 

Helping Hands community event which included organisations form the voluntary and community 

sector. 

 

A number of meetings were held in relation to the Duty to Co-operate. 

 

Response 

Around 500 individuals and organisations responded to the consultation which is by far the highest 

response rate received to any planning policy consultation in Cannock Chase District under the current 

planning system. The majority of these responses related to Local Plan part 2 with a much lower 

response rate to the Area Action Plan which is to be expected given the much smaller area covered by 

the AAP. 
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Report of: Head of Housing 
and Partnerships 

Contact Officer: Janet Baldasera / 
James Morgan 

Telephone No: 01543 464317 / 
464348 

Portfolio Leader: Housing 
Key Decision:  Yes 
Report Track:  Cabinet:  24/08/17 

 

CABINET 

24 AUGUST 2017 

HOUSING SERVICES RESIDENT INVOLVEMENT 

 

1 Purpose of Report 

1.1 To note the findings and recommendations in the independent review of 
Resident Involvement.  

1.2 To approve the termination of the Service Level Agreement and funding of the 
Chase Tenants and Residents Federation. 

1.3 To approve the draft Resident Involvement Strategy. 

2 Recommendations 

 That: 

2.1 The contribution made by the CTRF since its founding in 1995 to shaping the 
Housing Service is acknowledged. 

2.2 The termination of the Service Level Agreement with Chase Tenants and 
Residents Federation (CTRF), cessation of the annual funding and provision of 
accommodation at Highfields Centre, Hednesford, provided to the CTRF be 
approved. 

2.3 The draft Resident Involvement Strategy is approved for implementation. 

2.4 A further report on the establishment of a Tenant Scrutiny Panel be received. 

3 Key Issues and Reasons for Recommendation 

3.1 An independent review was commissioned into the current approach to resident 
involvement and to see whether the Council are regulatory compliant on the 
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Tenant Involvement and Empowerment Standard, including scrutiny and 
diversity (Appendix 1). 

3.2 The Council’s current mechanism which relies on the CTRF is not regulatory 
compliant and needs to change. A Tenant Scrutiny Panel needs to be set up but 
this cannot be done whilst the relationship with CTRF continues. 

3.3 As such, the resources afforded to the relationship with CTRF - £20,000 annual 
funding, accommodation costs and officer time – need to be re-directed to a new 
mechanism for resident involvement.  

3.4 The proposed new mechanism is detailed in the draft Resident Involvement 
Strategy (Appendix 3). This will ensure that we are regulatory compliant and 
achieving value for money in delivering resident involvement. 

3.5 Following on from consultation with CTRF members, the Federation have 
submitted a written response to the report which is attached at Appendix 6. 

4 Relationship to Corporate Priorities 

4.1 This report supports the Council’s Corporate Priorities as follows: 

(i) Customers – by delivering a new resident involvement mechanism it will 
ensure that housing services are customer centred and accessible, whilst 
making the best use of limited resources. 
 

(ii) More and Better Housing – by engaging tenants and leaseholders it will 
ensure that the services delivered contribute to better housing for our 
residents. 

5 Report Detail 

5.1 The Chase Tenants and Residents Federation (CTRF) were set up 22 years 
ago, as an independent group to be an advocate for tenants and residents. The 
CTRF operate as an umbrella organisation for resident associations in the 
District who have Council tenant and leaseholder members as well as resident 
members. 

5.2 The CTRF were formed in 1995 and during its 22 year history the CTRF and 
affiliated TRAs have made some notable contributions in shaping the Housing 
Service. The CTRF played a pivotal role during the Housing Transfer Process 
during 2005-6, working closely with the Independent Tenant’s Advisor and 
making a valuable contribution to the implementation of the Council’s 
Communication Strategy designed to inform tenants prior to the ballot in 2006. 
The CTRF were also fundamental to the forming, as well as providing 
membership, of the Shadow Board. 

5.3 There has however been a decline in involvement in recent years, with only 
seven groups in operation at the end of 2013, which has now reduced to just 
four TRAs still affiliated to the CTRF and operating in the District. 
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5.4 The Council’s relationship with the CTRF is based on a detailed 28 page Service 

Level Agreement (SLA) (Appendix 4), first adopted in 2011, and under which the 
CTRF receive the following: 

• HRA Annual grant of £15k per annum (reduced from £20k in 2015/16) 

• Free use of office accommodation including all utilities, maintenance and 
cleaning. 

5.5 Under the SLA the CTRF undertake the following activities: 

• Provide Membership of the Repairs and Maintenance and Minor Works 
Focus Groups; 

• Provide Membership of the five Partnering Panels for the Council’s external 
contracts; 

• Attend Housing Liaison meetings between the Council and CTRF; 

• Produce an Annual Business Plan, including financial report; 

• Produce Quarterly SLA Monitoring Reports; 

• Hold an AGM and six Executive Committee meetings during the year; 

• Hold six Consultation Meetings for all tenants and residents in the District. 

5.6 There have been a number of concerns raised in relation to the CTRF. Firstly, 
relating to the cost of the service provided by the CTRF. Reviews of their 
financial accounts have identified a number of areas with high spend, for 
example use of taxis. Given the reduced members and meetings attended the 
spend is considered excessive. To challenge the CTRF to make expenditure 
savings £5k was withheld from their 2016-17 budget allocation of £20k, with 
agreement that the £5k would only be paid if additional expenditure was required 
for extra training or other activities. In addition, as part of the Council’s Financial 
Recover Plan and challenge to increase General Fund revenues, the CTRF was 
relocated from their office in Park Road, Cannock (General Fund property) to the 
Highfields Centre, Hednesford (HRA property) to allow the Park Road offices to 
be let at a market rent. 

5.7 A further concern is that with the reduction in the number of TRAs the level of 
tenant involvement is extremely low, with little customer insight available to 
shape the Housing Service. Furthermore, in 2012 the Government introduced a 
set of Tenant Involvement and Empowerment standards which Registered 
Providers are expected to comply with. An updated set of standards was 
introduced in July 2017 with the same requirements (Appendix 5). Compliance of 
the standards are reported through the Tenants Annual Report. Whilst there has 
been no challenge from the wider tenant body, concerns are that the Council is 
not compliant with these standards. 

5.8  An independent review was commissioned by the Council to look at the current 
approach to resident involvement and the working relationship with the CTRF. 
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The review was undertaken by Phil Morgan (CV is attached as Appendix 2), an 
independent consultant who has almost 20 years of experience in the housing 
sector, including being Chief Executive of TPAS (formerly known as the Tenant 
Participation Advisory Service), England’s leading tenant engagement service.  

5.9 A Desk Top Review of relevant documents was initially completed followed by 
two days of interviews with leading Councillors, as well as the CTRF and Council 
officers. The findings of the Review of Resident Involvement report (Appendix 1) 
are discussed in detail below. 

5.10 The report found that the Council’s current approach to resident involvement 
relies on the relationship with the CTRF, managed through the SLA, to meet the 
responsibilities to involve tenants and leaseholders as required under the Tenant 
Involvement and Empowerment Standard (Appendix 5) 

5.11 The report further advises that few Councils now rely solely on such a 
mechanism as CTRF because there has been a sharp reduction in TRAs over 
the past few years and umbrella groups have had increasingly less authority to 
be the representative voice for tenants. 

5.12 Instead many other Councils have found ways to evolve their approach to 
involvement, including through the use of digital technologies, for example use of 
social media, online surveys and virtual forums; thereby not only increasing the 
number of tenants involved but also from a more diverse range of people. This in 
turn enables a greater impact on service delivery. Many Councils and housing 
organisations have also responded to the regulatory requirement to set up 
tenant scrutiny panels. 

5.13 The report further identifies a wide range of issues and pressures with the 
current approach, which will cause further strain, impacting further on the level of 
tenant involvement, including: 

• £5K being held back from CTRF’s budget by the Council (although this is 
available if needed and agreed); 

• Requests from the Council to CTRF for returns as set out in the SLA; 

• Requesting CTRF to explain headings and changes against budget; 

• Request for CTRF to share the minutes of their Executive Committee; 

• The Council changing the location of the office provided to CTRF; 

• Concerns from the Council about inappropriate language and the need for 
diversity training. 

5.14 The report identifies future pressures which will exacerbate the current situation: 

• Newsletters 
 

Two newsletters for tenants and leaseholders, are separately produced by 
the same journalist for the Council and CTRF then distributed simultaneously 
three times a year.  Hometalk covers  issues including new build, minor 
works, welfare reform, on-line services and contact numbers. The CTRF 
Newsletter covers issues including their AGM, the consultation meetings and 
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estate walks. The report suggests consideration of a single newsletter would 
be better value for money.  

 

• Tenant and Resident Associations 
 

Only four TRAs are supported by CTRF with no direct contact between the 
Council and TRAs. The report suggests the Council should look to have 
direct contact with TRAs rather than through CTRF.  

 

• Focus Groups and other meetings 
 

Concerns include using focus groups for reporting and enquiring about 
service requests, not taking a strategic view. The report recommends that 
there should be a clear emphasis on a strategic approach, and expectations 
for tenant and leaseholder contributions. 

 

• Estate Agreements and Estate Walkabouts 
 

Three Estate Agreements are in place for TRAs but which contribute little to 
service delivery improvement. 
 
Due to poor turnout on Estate Walkabouts and issues around duplication, 
Neighbourhood Plans are being introduced to target resources more 
effectively on serious issues and areas of concern. 

 

• Equality, Diversity and Conduct 
 

Concerns were expressed to the CTRF about comments they made about 
immigrants and allocations for new homes and asked to attend equality and 
diversity training. CTRF attended this training in 2011 but dispute that the 
comments were racist (whilst accepting they might not have been well 
placed). They also dispute that the Council can instruct them as an 
independent body to attend training. There were also reports about other 
challenges to CTRF members about their conduct with staff and trying to 
glean information or influence decisions. These discussions and issues are 
time consuming for officers to resolve and create unnecessary distractions 
from service delivery. 

5.15 The report sets out a number of recommendations to shape the future for tenant 
involvement and ensure the Council is compliant with the Tenant Involvement 
and Empowerment Standard: 

a) That the Council give notice of its intention to cease the current Service 
Level Agreement, including cessation of all funding, with the CTRF by 
March 2018. 

b) That the Council agree to set up a Tenant Scrutiny Panel to ensure 
regulatory compliance. 

c) That the Council consider a wider range of tenant and leaseholder 
involvement mechanisms including a group to review policy and 
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procedures, involvement in forthcoming procurement and use of social 
media and digital approaches. 

5.16 In response to the report and its findings, a new resident involvement offer is 
proposed as set out in the proposed Resident Involvement Strategy (Appendix 
3). 

5.17 Following on from consultation with CTRF members, the Federation have 
submitted a written response on 15 August 2017 (Appendix 6).  CTRF have 
requested that this full response is submitted for consideration. 

5.18 The key tenet of the new Resident Involvement Strategy and major measure that 
needs to be implemented for regulatory compliance is to set up a tenant scrutiny 
panel. 

5.19 The Council will utilise the services of the independent consultant to assist us in 
creating the new panel.  A recruitment process will be commenced and once we 
have identified a number of suitable candidates, some taster sessions would be 
run which will enable tenants to understand what the role will entail and allow the 
Council to further assess the suitability of tenants for a role on the panel. Once 
suitable tenants are selected terms of reference will be drawn up with the panel 
and their roles and responsibilities clearly outlined. 

5.20 As well as the introduction of the tenant scrutiny panel, the Resident Involvement 
Strategy proposes to provide the following menu of options for tenant and 
leaseholder engagement: 

• Resident Champions 

• Tenant Involvement in Procurement of External Contracts 

• Social Media 

• New Repairs Focus Group 

• Virtual Policy and Procedure Group 

• Customer Satisfaction surveys 

• Tenant Involvement Standards 

• Bright Ideas 

• Annual Report to Tenants 

• Hometalk Magazine 

• Resident Associations 

5.21 This variety of options, some existing and some new, will allow the Council to 
increase our engagement with a larger range of tenants and leaseholders and 
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provide a number of options suitable to our residents to engage as much or as 
little as they want. 

5.22 A Star Survey has recently been carried out through a random sample of tenants 
and the results are currently being assessed. However, early indications in 
regard to question 7 ‘Are you aware of the services of Chase Tenants and 
Residents Federation?’ only 43% of tenants said they were aware of them. 

5.23 It is proposed therefore: 

a) That the contribution made by the CTRF since its founding in 1995 to 
shaping the Housing Service is acknowledged; 

b) That the termination of the Service Level Agreement with CTRF, and 
cessation of funding and provision of accommodation at Highfields Centre, 
Hednesford, to the CTRF be approved; 

c) That the draft Resident Involvement Strategy is approved for 
implementation; 

d) That a further report on the establishment of a Tenant Scrutiny Panel be 
received. 

6 Implications 

6.1 Financial  

The new resident involvement offer can be met from existing budgets from 
2018/19 onwards after the cessation of funding to the CTRF at the end of 
2017/18. 

6.2 Legal 

The SLA requires the Council to give reasonable notice of termination. The 
notice must expire at the end of a financial year. 

6.3 Human Resources 

 None 

6.4 Section 17 (Crime Prevention) 

 None 

6.5 Human Rights Act 

 None 

6.6 Data Protection 

 None 
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6.7 Risk Management  

 None 

6.8 Equality & Diversity 

 The CTRF in only operating with four Tenant and Resident Associations across 
the whole District are not considered representative of every tenant and 
leaseholder in the District. The proposed new offer will be wider reaching and 
more encompassing with a view to providing better representation for all tenants 
and leaseholders. 

6.9 Best Value 

 The £15k annual grant and provision of accommodation at Highfields Centre, 
Hednesford are not considered to be offering value for money or meeting 
regulatory requirements for resident involvement. The proposed new resident 
involvement offer will be wider reaching and more encompassing with a view to 
providing better value for money to existing budgets. 

7 Appendices to the Report 

Appendix 1: Review of Resident Involvement 

Appendix 2: Consultant CV 

Appendix 3: Draft Resident Involvement Strategy 

Appendix 4: Service Level Agreement with CTRF 

Appendix 5: Tenant Involvement and Empowerment Standard 

Appendix 6: CTRF – response to the review 

Previous Consideration 

None. 

Background Papers 

Focus Groups and Partnering Panels Meetings Minutes 

Liaison Group Minutes 

CTRF Business Plan 2017/18  

Quarterly Monitoring Report and Budget Spend 

Executive Committee Minutes – last available minutes 

Consultation Group Minutes – last available minutes 

Case Studies 

Hometalk and CTRF Newsletters 

Estate Agreements 

Star Survey 2017/18 

 



Appendix 1 - Review of Resident Involvement 
 
 

Cannock Chase Council 
Review of Resident Involvement 

 
 

Executive Summary 
 
Cannock Chase Council does not currently have an effective way of involving 
tenants and leaseholders. Cannock Chase Council has relied on a relationship with 
Chase Tenants and Residents Federation (CTRF) to provide its approach to tenant 
and leaseholder involvement. This approach is no longer timely or appropriate. In 
addition the Council is not meeting the regulatory requirement for a tenant scrutiny 
mechanism. The Council is also not taking advantage of a wider approach to 
involvement, by involving more tenants, in more ways, with a greater emphasis on 
service delivery. 
 
Recommendations 
 

1. That the Council give notice of its intention to cease the current Service Level 
Agreement, including ceasing all funding, with CTRF by March 2018. 

2. That the Council agrees to set up a Tenant Scrutiny1 Panel to ensure 
regulatory compliance. 

3. That the Council consider a wider range of tenants and leaseholder 
involvement mechanisms including a group to review policies and procedures, 
involvement in forthcoming procurement and use of social media and digital 
approaches. 

 
Introduction 
 
Cannock Chase Council commissioned this report with the following objectives: 

1. To review the current approach to resident involvement 
2. To see if Cannock Chase DC are regulatorily compliant on the Tenant 

Involvement and Empowerment Standard, including scrutiny and diversity 
3. To review the funding and relationship of Cannock Chase DC with CTRF 
4. To identify good practice and proposals for resident involvement 

 
Approach 
 
A Desk Top Review of relevant documents (Annex 1) was completed. Two days of 
interviews took place with Councillors, tenants, residents and officers (Annex 2). A 
draft report was prepared and discussed with the Head of Housing and Partnerships.  
 
 
 
 

                                                           
1
 Please note that scrutiny is in the context of housing regulation and refers to tenant scrutiny rather than the 

Councillor scrutiny arrangements in place for Councils 
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Background 
 
Chase Tenants and Residents Federation (CTRF) was set up 22 years ago, as an 
independent group to be an advocate for tenants and residents. CTRF commented 
during Housing Inspection Reviews and contributed to the Stock Transfer process 
that resulted in a no vote. There was a Community Development Officer who would 
have been a valuable resource for tenant and leaseholder engagement. However 
she resigned and attempts at creating a tenant scrutiny panel were unsuccessful. 
 
CTRF are currently based on 4 Tenant and Resident Associations who have tenant, 
leaseholder and resident members. 
 
Relationship 
 
CTRF have a relationship with the Council through a detailed 28 page Service Level 
Agreement. CTRF currently receives £15K per year from the Council. Cannock 
Chase DC also provides, free of charge, an office for use by CTRF. CTRF sit on a 
number of panels � the Repairs and Maintenance and Minor Works Focus Groups 
and 5 partnering panels. There is also a regular Housing Liaison meeting between 
the Council and CTRF. 
 
CTRF have an annual Business Plan and produce annual financial reports. CTRF 
hold an AGM and Executive Committee meetings during the year.  
 
Councils and Tenant Federations 
 
Cannock Chase DC rely on their relationship with CTRF to meet their responsibilities 
to involve tenants. Virtually no Councils now rely solely on such a mechanism. This 
is because there has been a sharp reduction in TRAs over the past few years and 
umbrella groups have had increasingly less authority to be the representative voice 
for tenants.  
 
Instead Councils have found ways to evolve their approach to involvement, including 
how best TRAs and umbrella groups can contribute, through creating more ways for 
involvement, involving more people and having more impact on service delivery. 
They have also responded to the regulatory requirement to set up scrutiny panels. 
 
Growing pressures 
 
There are a number of issues that are causing strains in the current approach. They 
include: 
 

· £5K being held back from CTRF�s budget by the Council (although this is 
available if needed and agreed) 

· Requests from the Council to CTRF for returns as set out in the SLA 

· Requesting CTRF to explain headings and changes against budget 

· Request for CTRF to share the minutes of their Executive Committee 

· The Council changing the location of the office provided to CTRF 

· Concerns from the Council about inappropriate language and the need for 
diversity training 
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Future pressures 
 
Across the whole range of current activity between the Council and CTRF there are 
further issues, which will add to, and exacerbate, the tensions currently in place. 
 
Newsletters 
 
There are two newsletters for tenants and leaseholders, one produced by the 
Council and one produced by CTRF. They are published three times a year, 
produced by the same journalist and stylistically similar. Hometalk covers  issues 
including new build, minor works, welfare reform, on-line services and contact 
numbers. The CTRF Newsletter covers issues including their AGM, the consultation 
meetings and estate walks. Consideration of a single newsletter would be better 
value for money. 
 
Tenant and Resident Associations 
 
There are currently four TRAs in place, which has been reducing. The TRAs are 
supported by CTRF on accounts and printing. There is no direct contact between the 
Council and TRAs. The Council should look to have direct contact with TRAs rather 
than through CTRF.  
 
Focus Groups and other meetings 
 
There were three Focus Groups originally but the ASB Focus Group became 
unsuccessful. Officers view the Repairs and Maintenance Focus Group critically. 
Concerns include raising issues relating to CTRF members own patches and not 
taking a strategic view. The Repairs and Maintenance Focus Group was described 
as �dreadful� by one member of staff. Instead officers would want to recruit from 
scratch, with a clear emphasis on a strategic approach, and expectations for tenant 
and leaseholder contributions. 
 
Estate Agreements and Estate Walkabouts 
 
There are three Estate Agreements in place for TRAs. Officers do not see them as 
valuable. The Council has now withdrawn Estate Walkabouts following poor turnout 
and issues around duplication and will instead introduce Neighbourhood Plans. 
 
Equality, Diversity and Conduct 
 
Concerns were expressed by the Council about comments made about immigrants 
and allocations for new homes. The Head of Housing and Partnerships has taken 
action with the CTRF and addressed the issue with the CTRF Chairperson. The 
Council has also sought for CTRF members to attend equality and diversity training, 
however the CTRF say they attended this training in 2011 and they dispute that the 
comments were racist (whilst accepting that they may not have been well placed). 
They also dispute that the Council can instruct them as an independent body to 
attend training. There were also reports about other challenges to CTRF members 
about their conduct with staff and trying to glean information or influence decisions.  
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Liaison Meetings  
 
Housing Liaison meetings have become fraught, and both sides report frustration 
with the relationship. From the Council side they feel that CTRF are belligerent, 
defensive, unaccountable and unconstructive. From the CTRF side they feel that the 
Council are harder to engage, dictate and inform rather than consult, are using 
diversity as a stick to beat CTRF with, have reduced funding and have forced them 
to move to less suitable premises. CTRF have made it clear that maintenance of 
their independence is key, and that they do not wish to become an offshoot of the 
Council. 
 
CTRF Options 
 
I have considered three options for the future relationship of CTRF and the Council: 
 

Option 1: to restore the funding to £20K, to continue with the current 
structures and maintain the status quo.  
 
I have rejected this option as the pressures above will increase and even if 
the Council defers a decision to change the relationship now, it will return to it 
again in the near future. It would not increase opportunities for involvement, 
nor meet regulatory requirements, and the level of engagement would 
continue to decline. In addition limited resources, both in terms of cash and 
officer time, cannot be spread between two competing approaches. 

 

Option 2: to further reduce CTRF funding (say to £5K by removing the funding 
for the part-time post, taking expenses in house, providing all training, 
removing the separate newsletter and providing more support to TRAs direct).  
 
I have also rejected this Option as it also will provide an even more sustained 
series of disputes as CTRF resent both the reduced role and continuing 
pressure on their independence. This would distract the Council from 
increasing opportunities for involvement and simply lead to a stark choice of 
Option 1 or Option 3. 

 

Option 3: to cease the current SLA in March 2018.  
 
The respective visions of the Council and CTRF are different and no longer 
complementary. I do not believe that the issues between CTRF and Council 
can be resolved. Ceasing funding and recognition has the advantage of being 
clear and allowing CTRF, as an independent body, to plan their future.  
 
In making this recommendation I would add three caveats: 
 

· That the Council in making this move recognise the contribution made 
by CTRF, and acknowledges that CTRF has helped ensure resident 
engagement over the past 20 years 

· That the below proposals for widening involvement and providing 
scrutiny as seen as a legacy for CTRF 

· That support to CTRF (including funding and the use of the office) 
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continues for the remainder of the year, in line with the SLA. 
 
Although the most direct of the options it is honest and provides a better way 
forward for all concerned.  

 
 
Tenant and Leaseholder Involvement 
 
Current approach 
 
Apart from CTRF and TRAs there are some current approaches on tenant and 
leaseholder involvement.  
 
Resident Champions 
 
These are in place as part of the �Love Your Block� initiative with Resident 
Champions in 17 of the 25 flat block upgrades. 
 
Bright Ideas 
 
£25 voucher scheme for tenant improvement ideas, advertised in Hometalk and 
flyers in reception areas. 
 
Annual Report to Tenants 
 
There is an Annual Report for Tenants. The 2015/16 Report uses the four consumer 
standards as basis for reporting and includes a useful set of commitments on those 
standards. It also covers, patchily, performance. The coverage of tenant influencing 
is exclusively through CTRF and the TRAs. A summary version is included in 
Hometalk. There appears to be no other coverage of regulatory compliance, nor any 
other iteration of the commitments or performance.  
 
Tenant Involvement Standards 
 
In addition there are a series of Tenant Involvement Standards covering the 
following: 

· Newsletter 

· New tenants information about being involved 

· Performance information in Hometalk 

· TRA grant  

· CTRF grant 

· Travel expenses and childcare costs 
 
These standards are very limited. There is no Tenant Involvement Strategy as such 
although both of the Tenants Annual Report and Tenant Involvement Standards 
cover what would be in a strategy. 
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Regulatory Compliance 
 
There is an explicit expectation that Councils will set up Tenant Scrutiny Panels, will 
support them and will respond to them in a timely and constructive manner. No such 
Panel is currently in place and Cannock Chase Council are currently failing to meet 
the regulatory requirements on tenant scrutiny. 
 
However the wider issues around tenant involvement in policies, procedures, service 
standards and delivery are weakly covered. Although there is some evidence of 
tenant involvement in repairs and maintenance and in monitoring performance this is 
limited and focused almost solely through the CTRF mechanism, denying other 
tenants the opportunity to be involved. A wider range of opportunities should be in 
place for all tenants to fully satisfy this regulatory requirement.  
 
Tenant Scrutiny 
 
I have been made aware that a previous attempt to set up a tenant scrutiny panel 
was unsuccessful. There is an important learning point about clarity of role, so that 
interested tenants and leaseholders are clear about the expectations. I propose that 
a new attempt is made to set up a Panel. This would require an initial meeting to 
consider the name, role, reporting within the Council and recruitment all captured in 
a Terms of Reference. The Panel would need to take account of the diversity of 
tenants and leaseholders. The Panel would be an obvious place to receive 
monitoring reports including those currently received by Focus Groups and 
Partnering Panels. It could also review the Tenant Involvement Standards and 
Annual Report to Tenants. 
 
Future Involvement 
 
During my interviews a number of proposals were put forward for future involvement: 

· Continue the Resident Champion approach and look to extend this to the 
remaining blocks and more widely linked to Neighbourhood Plans 

· Recruit for tenants and leaseholders to be involved in the next round of 
contracts 

· Policy and Procedure Group to review policies including the Tenant 
Involvement Strategy 

· Set up, monitor and use a Facebook page 

· Neighbourhood Plans (already agreed by the Council) 

· New Repairs Focus Group 
 
There was discussion of the need for a range of methods to attract tenants and 
leaseholders to join the Scrutiny Panel, procurement and Policy and Procedure 
Group. This should include Home Talk and front line staff.  
 
The above should be captured in a Tenant Involvement Strategy. 
 
Desktop Review of Assessment of Value for Money of Resident Engagement 
 
This review (Annex 4) highlights the importance of demonstrating the value for 
money including Case Studies. However the resounding point from the Case Studies 
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is the need to be brutally clear about the impact of resident involvement. This needs 
to be evidenced, with clarity about what the impact was, and the costs involved. This 
could be part of an annual review of involvement. 
 
Good Practice in Tenant Involvement 
 
Attached are short cases studies into tenant involvement. These show the following: 
 

· Using Tenant Involvement to drive service standards and improvement, and 
task groups to monitor regulatory compliance 

· Recruiting and training tenant inspectors 

· Tenant Panel reviewing budgets, operational plans and strategies 

· Creation of new Tenant Scrutiny Panel alongside existing self appointed 
tenant panel and the resulting tensions 

· Appointment of Community Panels made up of tenants and independents to 
consider their Community Fund and local Neighbourhood Policies 

· Online Accessible Knowledge facility for involved residents to access training, 
news & information, consultations and chat to each other 

· Young Peoples Panel identify 2-3 priorities each year, set up joint Task Group 
with manager and staff and put in place an Action Plan. 

· Two Resident Panels � one covering review of policies and procedures, and 
another carrying out services review. 

 
Transition 
 
There will be an uncomfortable time during the next few months as the current 
arrangements begin to wind down, and new ones around scrutiny, policies and 
procedures, and procurement begin. For this transition to be successful it will be 
important to be honest about the need for change, talk through the transition period 
for both the Council and CTRF and recognise that there may be some pain for CTRF 
members. During this time a balance need to be struck between maintaining 
structures around CTRF members and developing approaches for all tenants and 
leaseholders. Lessons too need to be learned from other situations where new and 
old tenant bodies clash, and avoid the potential for time consuming disputes. 
 
 
 
Phil Morgan 
 2 June 2017 
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Annex 1 
 
Annual Report for Tenants 2015/16 
Cannock Chase Council Service Standards 2015/16 
Central Heating Partnering Progress Meeting minutes January 2017 
CTRF Annual Financial Statement 2015/16 
CTRF Budget statement 2017/8 
CTRF Budget (draft and not agreed) 2017/18 
CTRF Budget response to questions 2016/17 
CTRF Budget and financial monitoring second and fourth quarter 2014/15, 
second, third quarter and full year 2015/16,  
CTRF Business Plan 2015/16 and 2016/17 
CTRF draft Business Plan 2017/18 
CTRF Executive Committee minutes November 2016 
CTRF Newsletter Autumn 2016 
CTRF Website 
Electrical Maintenance Partnering Progress Meeting minutes January 2017 
External Envelope Maintenance meeting minutes March 2017 
Gas and Solid Fuel Partnering Progress Meeting minutes January 2017 
Hometalk Spring, Summer and Autumn 2016 
Kitchens and Bathrooms Site meeting minutes January 2017 
Repairs and Maintenance Focus Group minutes August and November 2016 
Service Level Agreement reports Quarters 1, 2, and 3 2016/17 
Spectrum Estate Agreement 
TPAS assessment of CTRF October 2015 
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Annex 2

Councillor Frank Allen
Councillor Graham Burnett

Ann Ames, Chair CTRF
Tom Dawson, Vice Chair CTRF
Tony Turner, CTRF Executive Committee Member

Nirmal Samrai, Head of Housing and Partnerships
Catherine Owen, Housing Maintenance Manager
Janet Baldasera, Strategic Housing and Tenancy Services Manager
Belinda Wildey, Estate Management Team Leader
Sheena Stuart, Allocations and Supported Housing Team Leader
Howard Campbell, Money Management Team Leader 
James Morgan, Housing Strategy Officer
Anthony Simms, Repairs Co-ordinator (Minor Works Supervisor from 15th

May)
Richard Mason, Principal Housing Maintenance Officer
Amanda Laight, Housing Property Services Manager
Maxine Gallear, Service Improvement Assistant
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Phil Morgan BSc CMCIH

Website www.philmorgan.co.uk
Mobile Number 07831-131021

Email pjsunited@gmail.com

Experience

I have worked at a senior level in housing for 17 years including 9 years as Chief 

Executive of TPAS and then 2 years as Executive Director of Tenant Services at the 

TSA, the social housing regulator. 

Career to date

2010 to date Director, Phil Morgan Limited 

Working in resident scrutiny, resident involvement and regulatory compliance. 

Current clients include:

· C&C – setting up, recruiting, reviewing, training and mentoring their Scrutiny 

Panel since 2010. Review of resident involvement and consumer compliance.

· Kingston Council – training staff, setting up and closing Service Reviews,

mentoring their Scrutiny Panel.

· Slough Council – acting as an Independent Tenant Advisor on their Options 

Appraisal, and advising on their Tenant Empowerment and Communications 

Strategy

Former Clients include:

· LB Hammersmith and Fulham –review of Resident Involvement including 

setting up and recruiting to their Scrutiny Panel 

· Medway Council – reviewing their approach to tenant involvement & scrutiny 

· Wrekin Housing Trust – co-regulation review and consumer regulation check

· Rooftop Housing Group – impact assessment of their resident involvement

and setting and recruiting to up their Scrutiny Panel

· Shropshire Housing Group - setting and recruiting to up their Scrutiny Panel

Judge for the Housing Innovation and Excellence Awards, and Customer Scrutiny 

and Involvement Awards 2016.
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2009 - 2010 Executive Director Tenant Services, Tenant Services Authority 

(TSA), the Social Housing Regulator

I was one of the team of three who led the detailed development of the new 

Regulatory Framework and worked with the TSA Board on its content.

1999 - 2009 Chief Executive Tenant Participation Advisory Service (TPAS)

I was responsible to the TPAS Board for the operation of TPAS business in support 

of its mission, led relationships with all the leading external stakeholders and 

Government ministers in housing and beyond. Inventor of Tenant Scrutiny.

1998 - 1999 Assistant Director Centre for Local Economic Strategies  

1982 – 1998 Government Office North West & North West Development Agency 

Education and Professional Qualifications

· Chartered Institute of Housing Distinguished Professional 2008

· Mersey Common Purpose Graduate

· BSc (Honours) Liberal Studies In Science 2:2 Manchester University 1981

Non-Executive positions of note

· The Guinness Partnership Board Member 2017 to date

· Chair Salford Healthwatch 2016 to date

· Wulvern Housing Board Member 2010 to date and Chair 2016 to 2017

· New Prospect Homes ALMO Board Member 2004-2006

· CIH NW Board member 2010 - 2013

· Chair of Old Trafford Primary School Governors 1994-1998

· Trafford MBC Councillor 1986 – 1992

References:

Chris Robinson                                             Sue Shirt

Resident Engagement Manager                   Midlands Regional Director

C&C Housing Trust                                       Stonewater

Telephone:                            

Email: 
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Resident Involvement Strategy 2017 – 2020

Foreword from Councillor Frank Allen – Housing Portfolio Leader

I am delighted to be able to introduce the Council’s first Resident Involvement 
Strategy. 

Resident Involvement means putting our Tenants and Leaseholders at the heart of
what we do, for me this sums up why involvement is so essential. We need Tenants 
and Leaseholders to play a part in this process to help the Council improve how it 
provides its services.

It is also essential to ensure that the services we deliver are fit for purpose, and meet
the needs and requirements of our tenants and leaseholders effectively. It is 
important that we offer a mechanism that provides a fair representation from across 
the District, to ensure that everybody’s views are heard.

None of this can be achieved without effective engagement which is why the
Resident Involvement Strategy is so important in defining how we, as a Council, can
start to achieve our aspirations for Resident Involvement over the next three years.
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1: Introduction:

Cannock Chase District Council’s Resident Involvement Strategy 2017 –
2020 outlines our commitment to involving and working with local communities, 
particularly our Tenants and Leaseholders.

It is our ambition to better involve our tenants and leaseholders providing an 
appropriate mechanism to do so. We will aim to provide a range of opportunities are
available to make this happen. By involving more tenants, in more ways, we can 
deliver the services that tenants and leaseholders need to a standard that they want.

We want to ensure that all Tenants and Leaseholders have a voice and this Strategy 
demonstrates how they are able to shape and influence the Services we provide.

2: Relevant Council Strategies:

Corporate Plan 2015-18

We want people to be able to access good jobs and for everybody to share in the 
benefits of economic growth. We want people to be healthier, more active and more 
independent. We want young people to be able to make the best use of all training 
and education opportunities. We want young people and families to be able to afford 
suitable housing. We want people to feel safe and free from intimidation in their local 
areas and to enjoy a pleasant physical environment. To aim for this better future, the 
Council’s Mission is:

Leading our community to deliver better jobs and skills, more and 
better housing, cleaner and safer environments and better health 
outcomes.

In order to translate the Council’s mission into everyday actions, the mission is 
broken down into key priority areas which are the Council’s Strategic Objectives, the 
Resident Involvement Strategy will feed into two of these:

More and Better Housing
• Planning for the housing needs of the District
• Increasing the supply of affordable housing
• Improving the Council’s social housing stock and raising standards in the private
rented sector.

Customers
• Delivering Council services that are customer centred and accessible
• Making the best use of limited resources

In accordance with the Council’s recognition that customers are central to everything 
we do, tenants and leaseholders are central to everything Housing Services does. 
By delivering a range of resident involvement options these will help meet the
Council’s strategic objectives.
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Housing Strategy 
The Council’s Housing Strategy 2011-16 is currently being reviewed with a view to
replacing it by the end of the year for the period 2017-2022.

The 2011-16 Strategy’s key aims were:

• To increase the supply of Affordable Housing
• To support vulnerable households to live independently in their own homes 
• To maintain the Council’s housing stock to the ‘Decent Homes’ Standard

These areas will be reflected in the updated strategy as they are still key to 
delivering the Council’s strategic objectives. By delivering upon the Resident 
Involvement Strategy it will enable us to deliver the Housing Strategy aims by 
knowing better what tenants and leaseholders needs are in order to deliver the new 
supply that they need, support the households that need supporting and maintain our 
stock to the condition that is required.

3: The regulatory requirements of Resident Involvement

Currently, Cannock Chase District Council manages 5,060, General
Needs, 273 Leaseholder and 94 Sheltered Housing properties. Being able to deliver 
a responsive and appropriate service, reflective of the needs of our tenants and 
leaseholders is essential. There are many benefits to be achieved through 
maintaining effective partnerships with our tenants and leaseholders, encouraging 
their involvement they can help to shape, scrutinise and challenge Housing Services 
and subsequently, influence delivery. As a result of this, the services we provide will
reflect local need and increase satisfaction.

It is our ambition to better involve our tenants and leaseholders providing an
appropriate mechanism to do so. We will aim to provide a range of opportunities to 
make this happen; ranging from new measures, such as the creation of a Tenant 
Panel and a Policy and Procedure Group; to better utilisation of existing measures,
such as satisfaction surveys, more use of social media and focus groups.

Over recent years the regulation of Social Housing has changed, particularly since
2010, however the concept of co-regulation and the importance of ‘Resident
Involvement’ remains the same, meaning that all Social Landlords, including Local
Authority Housing providers are required to maintain an emphasis on their Tenants
and Leaseholders leading the way to improved and responsive services.

The Homes and Communities Agency’s Tenant Involvement and Empowerment 
Standard states that Registered Providers (including Local Authorities) shall ensure 
that tenants are given a wide range of opportunities to influence and be involved in:

(a) the formulation of their landlord’s housing related policies and strategic 
priorities;
(b) the making of decisions about how housing related services are delivered, 
including the setting of service standards;
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(c) the scrutiny of their landlord’s performance and the making of 
recommendations to their landlord about how performance might be improved;
(d) the management of their homes, where applicable;
(e) the management of repair and maintenance services, such as commissioning 
and undertaking a range of repair tasks, as agreed with landlords, and the sharing 
in savings made, and;
(f) agreeing local offers for service delivery.

The Council commissioned an independent consultant to look at the current 
approach to resident involvement and recommended a number of changes that will 
be implemented through this strategy to ensure we will be regulatory compliant by 
the end of the strategy period.

4: How do we propose to involve and support Tenants and Leaseholders in the 
future?

Due to the regulatory requirement to have a tenant scrutiny panel, the Council intend 
to make steps to meet this requirement. However in order to create a better resident 
involvement offer the existing mechanism needs to change.

There are a number of measures that we would like to commit to and maintain to
improve our work and support of Tenants and Leaseholders. We are keen to remove 
barriers to engagement in order to:

· Provide a variety of opportunities to be involved, each with differing levels of
commitment;

· Evidence improvements in our services based on Tenants and Leaseholders
views;

· Enable Tenants and Leaseholders to scrutinise our policies and complaints;

· Support Tenants and Leaseholders to actively conduct roles in our Groups.

To enable this, we will:

· Provide transport or pay travel expenses for relevant meetings;

· Pay reasonable expenses, such as childcare fees;

· Organise meetings in accessible locations and at suitable times;

· Provide relevant mentoring, training and support if required.

We recognise that tenants should be able to get involved at a level that suits them 
and in issues they are interested in. We want to offer involvement opportunities that 
are not only convenient to tenants but also offer an individual as well as a collective 
say.
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5: Our Involvement Methods:

There are several methods of involvement that we are committing to as part of this 
strategy. An explanation of each proposed group or activity is provided below:

Tenant Panel
We intend to create a new Tenant Panel that will provide tenant scrutiny of policies, 
plans, budgets and performance. The Tenant Panel will report up to the members 
Housing Scrutiny Committee, and will be able to provide recommendations for 
service improvement.

The Council will utilise the services of the independent consultant to assist us in 
creating the new panel. A recruitment process will be commenced and once we have 
identified a number of suitable candidates, we will run some taster sessions which 
will enable tenants to understand what the role will entail and allow the Council to 
further assess the suitability of tenants for a role on the panel. Once suitable tenants 
are selected a terms of reference will be drawn up with the panel and their roles and 
responsibilities clearly outlined.

Resident Champions
Continue the Resident Champion approach and look to extend this to the remaining 
blocks. There are currently 17 Resident Champions in flat blocks across the District, 
and the approach is working well. 

The addition of further resident champions will help the Council deliver upon the 
Neighbourhood Plans and enable more tenants to help shape the three
neighbourhood areas.

Neighbourhood Plans
Recently approved by the Council, the three Neighbourhood Plans outline specific 
strategic actions and tasks for the neighbourhood areas. These have replaced the 
estate walks. 

Tenant Involvement in External Contract Awards
Recruit for tenants and leaseholders to be involved in the next round of contracts.
This can be done alongside the recruitment for the Tenant Panel, Repairs Focus 
Group and the Policy and Procedure Group.

Social Media
We will look to set up, monitor and use a Facebook page to engage, interact and
share information with tenants.

New Repairs Focus Group
The current Repairs Focus Group has lost its way and is in need of a complete 
overhaul, in terms of format and membership. The creation of a new group will 
enable it to be more focused and inclusive yet wider reaching and more 
representative of tenants across the District.

We shall seek new tenant members for the group, and draw up a new terms of 
reference to ensure the new group will be more focused.
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Policy and Procedure Group
Looking into the possibility of setting up a Policy and Procedure Group which could 
take the form of a virtual group facilitated on line through email.

The forum could potentially act as a main information channel for any issues or 
changes to services, policies or procedures that will affect housing tenants. Members 
of the Forum would be responsible for promoting key messages and empowering 
residents with any information that they receive. The Group would also be utilised for 
other consultation purposes where appropriate.

Customer Satisfaction surveys
The Council undertakes a number of satisfaction surveys for a number of Housing
Services, including externally contracted work e.g. central heating servicing and 
installations; anti social behaviour and complaints.

In addition to this, the Council has started to conduct a survey of its Tenants and 
Leaseholders which will be repeated every two years. The Survey of Tenants and 
Residents (STAR) uses a standardised methodology for Tenant surveys and 
benchmarks the information gathered against questions provided by ‘HouseMark’. 
HouseMark is an organisation that provide benchmarking services used by the 
Council, and other housing providers, to improve and measure their performance. 
This is done through consultancy support, good practice and information sharing, 
benchmarking and data analysis.

The Council will also look to undertake STAR ‘T’ surveys, which are more 
transactional satisfaction surveys performed regularly. These can be undertaken for 
Responsive repairs, Lettings, Antisocial behaviour and Complaints.

Tenant Involvement Standards
These have become out-dated and will be refreshed in light of this strategy and the 
proposed new involvement measures.

Bright Ideas
We will continue to offer tenants and leaseholders the opportunity to win £25 for 
coming up with any ‘Bright Ideas’ that we are able to implement.

Annual Report to Tenants
We will continue to produce the annual report to tenants and intend to refresh the 
format over the next couple of years.

Resident Associations
We will continue to provide annual grant support to the remaining four resident 
associations and try to increase the communication with the individual groups. 

Simple changes can often make a significant difference to people’s lives. We aim to 
make sure that when we undertake consultation with residents about a particular 
topic or service, we listen to the information and do something about it. Where this 
might not be possible, for example, due to lack of funding, we will endeavour to work 
with tenants and leaseholders to look at other alternatives.
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6: Funding and resources:
Cannock Chase District Council continues to operate in a challenging financial 
climate and this is likely to continue throughout the duration of this Strategy. The 
Council is committed to delivering this Strategy and will seek to maintain its focus for 
the duration of 2017 – 2020. It is however unknown what level of financial 
commitment will follow in subsequent years, which may affect some elements of 
delivery.

7: To find out more about becoming involved please contact:

Service Improvement Team,
Housing Services,
Cannock Chase Council
Civic Centre,
Beecroft Road,
Cannock,
Staffs,
WS11 1BG

Telephone: 01543 462621
E-Mail: serviceimprovements@cannockchasedc.gov.uk
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Resident Involvement Strategy 2017-2020: Action Plan

Action Timescales Involved Parties

1. Establish Tenant Scrutiny Panel

Recruitment process of tenants and leaseholders

Taster sessions

Selection of panel members

Opening meeting and terms of reference drafting

April 2018

June 2018

August 2018

October 2018

Officers

Phil Morgan (Consultant)

Tenants and Leaseholders

2. Virtual Policy and Procedure Group

Recruitment process of tenants and leaseholders (in conjunction with 
tenant scrutiny panel).

Selection of panel members

Opening meeting and terms of reference drafting

April 2018 
gdgdfgdfgdgdf

August 2018

October 2018

Officers

Phil Morgan (Consultant)

Tenants and Leaseholders

3. Tenant Involvement in External Contracts

Involve a range of tenants in the next round of external works 
contracts award. May include existing tenant members of the 
partnering groups and/or new tenants identified through the 
recruitment process.

2019/20 Officers

Tenants
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4. Investigate the potential for the use of social media in 
tenant and leaseholder engagement

Look at feasibility of utilising existing Council Twitter, Facebook and 
Youtube pages for engagement.

April 2018 Officers

PR and Marketing

5. Setup a new Repairs Focus Group

Cease existing group

Recruit new tenant members

Draft terms of reference 

Hold opening meeting

October 2017

January 2018

February 2018

March 2018

Officers

Tenants

6. Customer Satisfaction Surveys

Undertake 2nd STAR survey

Investigate and setup STAR ‘T’ survey, the transactional satisfaction 
survey, for responsive repairs.

April 2019

2018/19

Officers

7. Update / Renew Tenant Involvement Standards

Draft Standards

Consult Policy and Procedure Group

October 2017

2018/19

Officers

Policy and Procedure Group

8. Hometalk Magazine

Continue to produce three editions per year.

Look to refresh content and focus in consultation with Tenant Scrutiny 
Panel and/or Policy and Procedure Group.

Ongoing

2018/19

Officers

Tenant Panel Members
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9. Annual Report to Tenants

Continue to produce by end of October annually.

Look to refresh in consultation with Tenant Scrutiny Panel and/or 
Policy and Procedure Group.

October 2017

2018/19

Officers

Tenant Panel Members

10.Resident Champions

Re-launch Love Your Block and encourage and identify suitable 
Resident Champions.

August 2017 Officers

Tenants

11.Resident Associations

Create better links with Resident Associations in the District April 2018 – ongoing Officers

Resident Associations (CORA, 
Rumer Hill, Spectrum and 
Springfields)
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Tenant Involvement and Empowerment 
Standard
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Tenant Involvement and Empowerment Standard

1 Required outcomes

1.1 Customer service, choice and complaints

1.1.1 Registered providers shall:

a. provide choices, information and communication that is appropriate to the 
diverse needs of their tenants in the delivery of all standards

b. have an approach to complaints that is clear, simple and accessible that 
ensures that complaints are resolved promptly, politely and fairly.

1.2 Involvement and empowerment

1.2.1 Registered providers shall ensure that tenants are given a wide range of 
opportunities to influence and be involved in:

a. the formulation of their landlord’s housing-related policies and strategic 
priorities

b. the making of decisions about how housing-related services are delivered, 
including the setting of service standards

c. the scrutiny of their landlord’s performance and the making of 
recommendations to their landlord about how performance might be improved

d. the management of their homes, where applicable

e. the management of repair and maintenance services, such as commissioning 
and undertaking a range of repair tasks, as agreed with landlords, and the 
sharing in savings made, and

f. agreeing local offers for service delivery.

1.3 Understanding and responding to the diverse needs of tenants

1.3.1 Registered providers shall:

a. treat all tenants with fairness and respect

b. demonstrate that they understand the different needs of their tenants, 
including in relation to the equality strands and tenants with additional support 
needs.
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2 Specific expectations

2.1 Customer service, choice and complaints

2.1.1 Registered providers shall provide tenants with accessible, relevant and 
timely information about:

a. how tenants can access services

b. the standards of housing services their tenants can expect

c. how they are performing against those standards

d. the service choices available to tenants, including any additional costs that 
are relevant to specific choices

e. progress of any repairs work

f. how tenants can communicate with them and provide feedback

g. the responsibilities of the tenant and provider

h. arrangements for tenant involvement and scrutiny.

2.1.2 Providers shall offer a range of ways for tenants to express a complaint and 
set out clear service standards for responding to complaints, including 
complaints about performance against the standards, and details of what to 
do if they are unhappy with the outcome of a complaint. Providers shall inform 
tenants how they use complaints to improve their services. Registered 
providers shall publish information about complaints each year, including their 
number and nature, and the outcome of the complaints. Providers shall 
accept complaints made by advocates authorised to act on a tenant’s/tenants’ 
behalf.

2.2 Involvement and empowerment

2.2.1 Registered providers shall support their tenants to develop and implement 
opportunities for involvement and empowerment, including by:

a. supporting their tenants to exercise their Right to Manage or otherwise 
exercise housing management functions, where appropriate

b. supporting the formation and activities of tenant panels or equivalent groups 
and responding in a constructive and timely manner to them
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c. the provision of timely and relevant performance information to support 
effective scrutiny by tenants of their landlord’s performance in a form which 
registered providers seek to agree with their tenants. Such provision must 
include the publication of an annual report which should include information 
on repair and maintenance budgets

d. providing support to tenants to build their capacity to be more effectively 
involved.

2.2.2 Registered providers shall consult with tenants on the scope of local offers for 
service delivery. This shall include how performance will be monitored, 
reported to and scrutinised by tenants and arrangements for reviewing these 
on a periodic basis.

2.2.3 Where registered providers are proposing a change in landlord for one or 
more of their tenants or a significant change in their management 
arrangements, they shall consult with affected tenants in a fair, timely, 
appropriate and effective manner. Registered providers shall set out the 
proposals clearly and in an appropriate amount of detail and shall set out any 
actual or potential advantages and disadvantages (including costs) to tenants 
in the immediate and longer term. Registered providers must be able to 
demonstrate to affected tenants how they have taken the outcome of the 
consultation into account when reaching a decision.

2.2.4 Registered providers shall consult tenants at least once every three years on 
the best way of involving tenants in the governance and scrutiny of the 
organisation’s housing management service.

2.3 Understanding and responding to diverse needs

2.3.1 Registered providers shall demonstrate how they respond to tenants’ needs in 
the way they provide services and communicate with tenants.
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